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1

General Comments No Alternate Language Yes

TAC: Code Administration
Total Mods for Code Administration in Denied : 7

Total Mods for report: 7

Sub Code: Building

CA11908

Date Submitted 02/04/2025 Section 107.1 Proponent Jack Butler
Chapter 1 Affects HVHZ No Attachments No
TAC Recommendation Denied
Commission Action Pending Review
Comments

Related Modifications
107.3.1 (revised), 202 (new)

Summary of Modification
Add ability to provide digital construction documents when approved by the building official, clarify terms, and
provide a means for accommodating digital documents in the approval process.

Rationale
The first proposed modification allows digital construction documents to be supplied where that is a form acceptable
to the authority having jurisdiction. Adding that option to the permit application process brings the code up to date by
recognizing a practice that it is already being applied. Section 107.2 explicitly allows “electronic media documents,”
so the proposed modification makes the two sections consistent. The second proposed modification reflects the
need to recognize the intent of the original term "additional construction documents," which is to demonstrate how
the proposed design addresses the special conditions, by replacing "additional" with "supplemental," adding the
reason for requesting the supplemental documents, and clarifying who may prepare such documents. The proposed
deletion of "registered design professional" recognizes that state professional practice laws determine who may or
must prepare these additional construction documents depending on their nature. However, the requirement for a
registered design professional to prepare any supplemental document is preserved. Putting that requirement at the
end of the paragraph allows it to apply to both regular and supplemental construction documents. The revised
wording in the Exception clause is intended to recognize that it is the nature of the proposed work, and not the
person who might prepare an unnecessary construction document, that should determine whether a specific
construction document is not necessary for the contemplated project. For example, an interior modification may not
need an exterior elevation, which, under the laws of the jurisdiction, might be prepared by anyone. A building official
should be able to avoid the submission and subsequent review of any unnecessary construction documents in
accordance with the nature of the proposed work.

Fiscal Impact Statement
Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

Local governments will experience reduced cost of storing and handling paper documents.
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Impact to building and property owners relative to cost of compliance with code
Allowing digital construction documents will save an average of $112.50 per permit application (average of 25
18"x24" plan sheets times two sets at $2.25 per sheet printing cost).

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code
Industry will receive reduced cost of plan production and submission, in addition to getting approval or plan
review notifications sooner.

Impact to small business relative to the cost of compliance with code
Small businesses will experience reduced costs for material, shipping, and labor.

Requirements
Has a reasonable and substantial connection with the health, safety, and welfare of the general public

Digital documents are more readily distributed and made available for use.
Strengthens or improves the code, and provides equivalent or better products, methods, or systems of
construction

Provides the ability for local governments to accept digital documents in their original form and ensure
preparation by the indicated persons through digital signature verification.

Does not discriminate against materials, products, methods, or systems of construction of demonstrated
capabilities

Proposed modification removes current discrimination against digital construction documents.
Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

Digital documents are equally effective in demonstrating code compliance.
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Alternate Language

2nd Comment Period

Proponent Jack Butler Submitted 8/17/2025 1:36:10 PM Attachments No
Rationale:
The first modification is to allow digital construction documents when permitted or required by the building official.
Digital construction documents are an increasingly preferred method of submission that facilitates the plan review
and permitting process, in addition to reducing document storage requirements at local agencies. The building code
needs to be modified to recognize this existing practice. The second modification recognizes that some additional
construction documents may not be prepared by registered design professionals, such as manufacturer's
installation instructions or a material test report. The terms 'special conditions' and 'additional construction
documents' are shown in italics to show this proposed modification is connected to the new definitions proposed in
CA11911.

Fiscal Impact Statement
Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

Allowing building officials to require or accept digital construction documents will facilitate plan review and
inspection process, in addition to reducing the need to store voluminous paper copies. The other proposed
modifications are editorial in nature.

Impact to building and property owners relative to cost of compliance with code
Where the building official allows digital construction documents to be submitted, building and property owners
will avoid the cost of generating paper prints or copies of potentially large or numerous construction documents.
The other proposed modifications are editorial in nature.

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code
The impact should be to reduce cost with the acceptance of digital construction documents. The other proposed
modifications are editorial in nature.

Impact to small business relative to the cost of compliance with code
Small businesses will experience reduced costs for material, shipping, and labor.

Requirements
Has a reasonable and substantial connection with the health, safety, and welfare of the general public

Support for digital documents will facilitate public access to building permit information.
Strengthens or improves the code, and provides equivalent or better products, methods, or systems of
construction

Digital construction documents are routinely used in numerous construction-related activities, such as in seeking
price proposals from subcontractors or securing manufacturer's installation instructions, which are usually
downloaded from a website in a digital form.

Does not discriminate against materials, products, methods, or systems of construction of demonstrated
capabilities

The proposed modifications have no impact on actual construction materials or methods.
Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

The use of digital documents and the clarification of defined terms will increase code effectiveness by
recognizing common communication methods and distinguishing when special conditions require the submission
of additional construction documents.
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2

General Comments No Alternate Language Yes

TAC: Code Administration
Total Mods for Code Administration in Denied : 7

Total Mods for report: 7

Sub Code: Building

CA11911

Date Submitted 02/04/2025 Section 107.3.4 Proponent Jack Butler
Chapter 1 Affects HVHZ No Attachments Yes
TAC Recommendation Denied
Commission Action Pending Review
Comments

Related Modifications
202 (deleted, revised, new)

Summary of Modification
Provide flexibility required for residential construction projects as a result of FBC-Residential pointing to FBC-
Building for code administration.

Rationale
The new definitions proposed for Building Designer and Building Designer in Responsible Charge are intended to
address multiple problems. First, the code and its many referenced standards presently do not have a uniform term
to reference the person who prepares construction documents. The proposed term of 'Building Designer' is used in
ANSI/TPI 1, so it already has some recognition in the industry. Second, Florida allows unregistered persons to
prepare construction documents for residential and small commercial construction. Florida extends this ability to
property owners. The code includes the term 'Design Professional', but using that as the generic version of who
prepared the construction documents adds an implied level of qualification that may not be appropriate in all cases;
Building Designer is a more neutral term that is universally applicable. Additional construction documents should not
include the documents that are common for the proposed type of construction; they should address how the
proposed design will meet the intent of the code relative to those special conditions. Replacing "additional" with
"supplemental" will reinforce that intent. (See attached file.)

Fiscal Impact Statement
Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

Clarification.
Impact to building and property owners relative to cost of compliance with code

Clarification.
Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

Clarification.
Impact to small business relative to the cost of compliance with code

Clarification.
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Requirements
Has a reasonable and substantial connection with the health, safety, and welfare of the general public

Clarification.
Strengthens or improves the code, and provides equivalent or better products, methods, or systems of
construction

Clarification of current intent of Florida Statutes and the building code.
Does not discriminate against materials, products, methods, or systems of construction of demonstrated
capabilities

Clarification.
Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

Clarification.
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Alternate Language

2nd Comment Period

Proponent Jack Butler Submitted 8/17/2025 1:49:10 PM Attachments No
Rationale:
Some local governments have applied an understanding of these two terms that are presently undefined in the
building code. Based on an opinion provided by ICC staff, these two new definitions will clarify the original intent
and aid local building officials in enforcing the code's intent. (The ICC staff opinion was provided in a supporting file
with the original code modification submission.) These two definitions, revised from the original proposal, as shown
here, were accepted by the ICC Administration Committee during the CAH#1 hearings held in April 2025 for the
2027 edition of the model code.

Fiscal Impact Statement
Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

None. The proposed modification is a clarification of the original code intent.
Impact to building and property owners relative to cost of compliance with code

None. The proposed modification is a clarification of the original code intent.
Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

None. The proposed modification is a clarification of the original code intent.
Impact to small business relative to the cost of compliance with code

Clarification.
Requirements

Has a reasonable and substantial connection with the health, safety, and welfare of the general public
Not applicable. The proposed modification is a clarification of the original code intent.

Strengthens or improves the code, and provides equivalent or better products, methods, or systems of
construction

The modification, as revised in this comment, improves understanding of the code by clarifying the original intent.
Does not discriminate against materials, products, methods, or systems of construction of demonstrated
capabilities

Not applicable. The proposed modification is a clarification of the original code intent.
Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

The modification, as revised in this comment, improves understanding of the code by clarifying the original intent.
doing so will increase the effectiveness of the code.
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3

General Comments Yes Alternate Language Yes

TAC: Code Administration
Total Mods for Code Administration in Denied : 7

Total Mods for report: 7

Sub Code: Building

SP11962

Date Submitted 02/13/2025 Section 107.3.5 Proponent Rebecca Quinn
obo FL Div Emerg
Mgnt

Chapter 1 Affects HVHZ No Attachments Yes
TAC Recommendation Denied
Commission Action Pending Review
Comments

Related Modifications
11963

Summary of Modification
Certain documentation is required for construction in flood hazard areas: elevation to which Lowest Floors are
elevated, the elevation to which dry floodproofing will extend, and design of dry floodproofing. Proposal specifies
use of FEMA certificates specifically designed for those purposes.

Rationale
Certain documentation is required to be submitted for construction in flood hazard areas: elevation to which Lowest
Floors are elevated, the elevation to which dry floodproofing will extend, and design of dry floodproofing measures.
The proposal specifies use of FEMA certificates that are specifically designed for those purposes. More than half of
Florida NFIP communities participate in the NFIP Community Rating System (244 out of 469). A basic requirement
for all CRS Communities is use of the FEMA Elevation Certificate. FDEM reports use of the Elevation Certificate by
non-CRS Communities. FEMA requires use of the Dry Floodproofing Certificate when building owners obtain NFIP
flood insurance policies that take into account the dry floodproofing measures. NFIP Elevation Certificate: FEMA
Form FF-206-FY-22-152 (3/22) - fema_form-ff-206-fy-22-152.pdf NFIP Non-Residential Certificate for Non-
Residential Structures: https://www.fema.gov/sites/default/files/documents/fema_form-ff-206-fy22-153.pdf

Fiscal Impact Statement
Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

Lessens burden caused when permittees use other forms of certification.
Impact to building and property owners relative to cost of compliance with code

None, because owners must submit the documentation in some form.
Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

The change does not affect the technical requirements of the code.
Impact to small business relative to the cost of compliance with code
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The change does not affect the technical requirements of the code.

Requirements
Has a reasonable and substantial connection with the health, safety, and welfare of the general public

Yes, especially the FEMA Dry Floodproofing Certificate because it requires certification of compliance with ASCE
24.

Strengthens or improves the code, and provides equivalent or better products, methods, or systems of
construction

The change does not affect the technical requirements of the code.
Does not discriminate against materials, products, methods, or systems of construction of demonstrated
capabilities

The change does not affect the technical requirements of the code.
Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

No; improves effectiveness because the FEMA Forms are designed to collect the information necessary to help
determine compliance
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Alternate Language

2nd Comment Period

Proponent Rebecca Quinn obo FL
Div Emerg Mgnt

Submitted 8/7/2025 7:57:00 AM Attachments No

Rationale:
Two things are changed in the comment. First, we removed the requirement to use the FEMA Elevation Certificate
at the plan review stage. At that time, there is nothing to be surveyed and certified. Many communities request that
the top sections of the form be completed (property location, FIRM panel, flood zone, BFE, etc.) so they can verify
the information. This avoids having to make corrections when the form is submitted as required for inspections. We
note that sec. 42.0366, F.S., requires surveyors to submit Elevation Certificates to FDEM (certificates are posted
online and accessible to the public). Second, in every instance where a FEMA form is specified we added “or
equivalent.” The value of the forms is the completeness of the requested information, which is still valuable even if
provided in a substantially equivalent format.

Fiscal Impact Statement
Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

Lessens burden because whether FEMA form or equivalent is used, the information necessary is provided.
Impact to building and property owners relative to cost of compliance with code

None, because owners must submit the documentation in some form.
Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

The change does not affect the technical requirements of the code.
Impact to small business relative to the cost of compliance with code

The change does not affect the technical requirements of the code.
Requirements

Has a reasonable and substantial connection with the health, safety, and welfare of the general public
Improves compliance and ensures records are complete whether the FEMA forms or equivalents are used. The
FEMA Dry Floodproofing Certificate because it requires certification of compliance with ASCE 24.

Strengthens or improves the code, and provides equivalent or better products, methods, or systems of
construction

The change does not affect the technical requirements of the code.
Does not discriminate against materials, products, methods, or systems of construction of demonstrated
capabilities

The change does not affect the technical requirements of the code.
Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

No; improves effectiveness because whether the FEMA Forms or equivalent are used, the are designed to
collect the information necessary to help determine compliance is provided.

2nd Comment Period

Proponent Rosanna Catalano Submitted 7/16/2025 8:41:45 AM Attachments Yes

Comment:

Please see the attached letter from my client, Garrison Flood. Thank you. Rosanna Catalano, Esq.
rcatalano.arrow@gunster.com
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4

General Comments Yes Alternate Language Yes

TAC: Code Administration
Total Mods for Code Administration in Denied : 7

Total Mods for report: 7

Sub Code: Building

CA11993

Date Submitted 02/11/2025 Section 105.2 Proponent James Schock
Chapter 1 Affects HVHZ No Attachments Yes
TAC Recommendation Denied
Commission Action Pending Review
Comments

Related Modifications

Summary of Modification
This change removes permitting requirements for accessibility renovations to One and Two Family Dwellings
providing an accessible entry and path of travel through the dwelling unless, it involves structural bearing walls.

Rationale
The reason for this modification is that the Florida Accessibility code does not apply to one and two family dwellings,
therefore there is no code requirements specified other than the statutory 29 inch clear bathroom door.

Fiscal Impact Statement
Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

No impact.
Impact to building and property owners relative to cost of compliance with code

No cost impact however it will assist persons with disablities to adapt their homes and allow for longer
independent living to occur

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code
None

Impact to small business relative to the cost of compliance with code
Reduces cost of permitting to the disabled community.

Requirements
Has a reasonable and substantial connection with the health, safety, and welfare of the general public

Helps provide the disabled and senior population with the ability to continue independent living as long as
possible

Strengthens or improves the code, and provides equivalent or better products, methods, or systems of
construction
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The Florida accessibility code does not apply to One and Two Family Dwellings other than requiring a 29 inch
door in the bathroom. Therefore there really is no possible code review.

Does not discriminate against materials, products, methods, or systems of construction of demonstrated
capabilities

This Modification does not discriminate against any materials, products or systems
Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

This modification only eliminates permitting requirements for an issue that is not addressed by the code.
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Alternate Language

2nd Comment Period

Proponent James Schock Submitted 7/16/2025 11:30:50 AM Attachments Yes

Rationale:

Based on public comment from the First Hearings. This is an effort to address some of the concerns. This alternate
language provides limitations on ramp height and is more specific on what items would be exempt from permitting.

Fiscal Impact Statement
Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

It will reduce workload with no significant impact
Impact to building and property owners relative to cost of compliance with code

Reduces cost of compliance. No permitting fee
Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

Non
Impact to small business relative to the cost of compliance with code

Reduces cost of permitting to the disabled community.
Requirements

Has a reasonable and substantial connection with the health, safety, and welfare of the general public
Provides support to the disabled and senior community.

Strengthens or improves the code, and provides equivalent or better products, methods, or systems of
construction

Delays in permitting has delayed disabled and seniors from coming home after rehab or other medical stays
waiting on permits to be processed.

Does not discriminate against materials, products, methods, or systems of construction of demonstrated
capabilities

Does not discriminate against any materials, products or systems of construction.
Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

The code requirements remain in place this change only effects permitting.

2nd Comment Period
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Proponent ROSEMARY MILES Submitted 8/15/2025 1:43:10 PM Attachments Yes
Comment:
Over the past two fiscal years, 95 individuals from diverse backgrounds and walks of life were supported with
essential home accessibility modifications through our organization. These changes were life changing. They
enabled people to return home from hospitals or nursing facilities, and empowered others to remain in their own
homes with greater safety, dignity, and independence. Each of these individuals faced unique challenges. Some
were recovering from surgery or injury, while others were navigating the long-term impacts of disability, aging, or
chronic illness. For all of them, having a home environment that supported their daily living needs made a profound
difference. Yet, despite these efforts, about half of those served still faced significant barriers. Some remained in
institutional settings longer than necessary due to delays in receiving modifications due to permit requirements to
safely access their home. Others continued to struggle with limited accessibility in their homes, which restricted
their ability to fully engage in daily tasks such as bathing, cooking, or simply moving from room to room with ease.
These experiences highlight the ongoing need for timely, person-centered support to ensure that everyone,
regardless of age, ability, or circumstance can live safely and independently in a home that meets their needs.
Recognizing these ongoing challenges, communities are looking at systemic ways to reduce obstacles. One
promising step is removing permitting requirements for accessibility renovations to One- and Two-Family Dwellings,
specifically when the changes are aimed at creating an accessible entry and path of travel through the home,
unless the renovations involve structural bearing walls. By easing these permitting requirements, municipalities can
support quicker, more cost-effective improvements without compromising safety. This thoughtful adjustment allows
local governments to uphold building code integrity while removing bureaucratic delays that can hinder a person's
ability to live independently at home.
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5

General Comments No Alternate Language Yes

TAC: Code Administration
Total Mods for Code Administration in Denied : 7

Total Mods for report: 7

Sub Code: Building

CA12098

Date Submitted 02/13/2025 Section 107.3.5 Proponent Shane Gerwig
Chapter 1 Affects HVHZ No Attachments Yes
TAC Recommendation Denied
Commission Action Pending Review
Comments

Related Modifications
N/A

Summary of Modification
During discussion of Declaratory Statement DS 2024-002, it was evident that the application of this section is
confusing and not consistently administered throughout Florida. This adds numbering structure consistent with
framework throughout the code.

Rationale
This modification editorially structures this section consistent with the rest of the code. Dring consideration of
Declaratory Statement DS 2024-002 it was evident that this section was not uniformly applied throughout Florida.
This modification provides framework to the existing language of the code to improved consistency with the
application of this section.

Fiscal Impact Statement
Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

Editorial modification only. Will not have financial impact. May increase efficiency.
Impact to building and property owners relative to cost of compliance with code

Editorial modification only. Will not have financial impact.
Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

Editorial modification only. Will not have financial impact.
Impact to small business relative to the cost of compliance with code

Editorial modification only. Will not have financial impact.

Requirements
Has a reasonable and substantial connection with the health, safety, and welfare of the general public

Adds clarity to code.
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Strengthens or improves the code, and provides equivalent or better products, methods, or systems of
construction

Adds clarity to code.
Does not discriminate against materials, products, methods, or systems of construction of demonstrated
capabilities

Does not change the technical elements of the code and does not discriminate against materials, products,
methods, or systems of construction.

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code
This modification does not degrade the effectiveness of the code.
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Alternate Language

2nd Comment Period

Proponent Shane Gerwig Submitted 8/7/2025 7:41:24 PM Attachments Yes
Rationale:
The alternate language for this modification addresses stakeholder comments provided during the technical
advisory committee meetings. This needed clarification provides consistency and layout that is consistent with the
framework and numbering of the Florida Building Code.

Fiscal Impact Statement
Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

This is clarification only and has no impact.
Impact to building and property owners relative to cost of compliance with code

This is clarification only and has no impact.
Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code

This is clarification only and has no impact.
Impact to small business relative to the cost of compliance with code

Editorial modification only. Will not have financial impact.
Requirements

Has a reasonable and substantial connection with the health, safety, and welfare of the general public
The alternate language clarifies the code making the Florida Building Code easier to understand.

Strengthens or improves the code, and provides equivalent or better products, methods, or systems of
construction

The alternate language clarifies the code making the Florida Building Code easier to understand.
Does not discriminate against materials, products, methods, or systems of construction of demonstrated
capabilities

Does not discriminate. The proposed language is administrative.
Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code

This clarification does not degrade the effectiveness of the code.
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6

General Comments Yes Alternate Language No

TAC: Code Administration
Total Mods for Code Administration in Denied : 7

Total Mods for report: 7

Sub Code: Building

CA12205

Date Submitted 02/17/2025 Section 105.3.1.2 Proponent Shannon Few
Chapter 1 Affects HVHZ No Attachments Yes
TAC Recommendation Denied
Commission Action Pending Review
Comments

Related Modifications
There are no related modifications.

Summary of Modification
Proposing to change the dollar amount in section 4 from $5,000 to $15,000.

Rationale
The $5,000 amount was put into effect in the early 1980's and our proposal to increase to $15,000 reflects the
impact of inflation since adoption.

Fiscal Impact Statement
Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

There is no impact to enforcement of code.
Impact to building and property owners relative to cost of compliance with code

It will decrease the cost to the property owners as projects under $15,000 will no longer need the sign and seal
from an engineer.

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code
It is a cost saving measure that will simplify the process on these smaller projects.

Impact to small business relative to the cost of compliance with code
It will decrease the cost to the business owners as projects under $15,000 will no longer need the sign and seal
from an engineer.

Requirements
Has a reasonable and substantial connection with the health, safety, and welfare of the general public

There is no negative impact to the health, safety, and welfare of the general public.
Strengthens or improves the code, and provides equivalent or better products, methods, or systems of
construction

We are not proposing any changes related to products, methos or systems of construction.
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Does not discriminate against materials, products, methods, or systems of construction of demonstrated
capabilities

It does not discriminate against materials, products, methods, or systems of construction of demonstrated
capabilities.

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code
The change does not degrade the effectiveness of the code.

2nd Comment Period

Proponent Shannon Few Submitted 8/3/2025 2:56:26 PM Attachments No
Comment:
I am writing as Executive Director of the Integration Association of Florida on behalf of our 475+ members in
support of this proposed modification to the Florida Building Code regarding the threshold for documents requiring
engineering sign and seal. Specifically, we support increasing the cost threshold from $5,000 to $15,000 for
systems such as fire detection and alarm systems in new buildings or additions. The current $5,000 threshold was
established in the early 1980s and has not been adjusted to reflect inflation or current economic conditions.
Updating this figure to $15,000 simply aligns the threshold with today’s construction costs and maintains the intent
of the original rule. This change presents several clear benefits: • Cost Savings for Property and Business Owners:
Projects under $15,000 would no longer require engineering sign and seal, significantly reducing permitting and
design costs for smaller-scale installations. • No Impact to Code Enforcement: The proposed change does not
affect how code is enforced or reduce oversight by authorities having jurisdiction. • No Risk to Public Health, Safety,
or Welfare: The proposed revision maintains the same safeguards for larger and more complex systems while
easing requirements for minor or routine projects. It does not degrade the effectiveness of the Florida Building
Code. • Improved Efficiency: Simplifying the process for small-scale work helps reduce delays and administrative
burdens for both contractors and regulatory agencies. In summary, this is a practical, inflation-adjusted update that
supports cost-effective compliance without compromising safety. I respectfully request the Commission to approve
this change.

2nd Comment Period

Proponent Michael Sudheimer Submitted 8/4/2025 9:05:21 AM Attachments No
Comment:
Updating the $5000 sign and seal threshold in the Florida Building Code involves both economic and professional
practice considerations. Below are several key reasons to support a proposal for updating this threshold. $5,000 in
the 1990s (when the threshold was originally established) is not equivalent to $5,000 today. Modified for Inflation-
adjusted, $5,000 in 1995 equals about $10,000–$12,000+ in 2025 dollars. Most construction materials and labor
costs have more than doubled since the threshold was set. The threshold no longer reflects the real value or risk
associated with today's construction activities. Raise the threshold from $5,000 to $15,000–$20,000, possibly with
categorical exemptions (e.g., non-structural interior alterations). Include periodic reviews every 5 years based on
inflation cost data. Requiring a licensed design professional’s sign and seal for minor renovations or repairs (e.g.,
replacing fire alarm system,) adds unnecessary cost and delays to small projects. Raising the threshold would
reduce administrative burden on: local business owners, Small contractors, & Local building departments.

2nd Comment Period
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Proponent Nathan Aydelette Submitted 8/4/2025 9:38:48 AM Attachments No
Comment:
The language for a specific dollar amount is antiquated and doesn't have automatic increases for the cost of
inflation. In the 1980s, one could perform repairs, small alterations and small projects under the $5,000.00 ceiling.
Today, we can rarely purchase material for $5,000.00 for any of the aforementioned services. This puts
unnecessary financial stress on the building owner(s). For example, an apartment complex has a lightning strike
and the fire alarm control panel is damaged. The property is placed on fire watch by the local AHJ. In lieu of pulling
an expedited permit to perform the panel replacement, one has to create shop drawings and submit to a PE for
approval and sealing. This process takes weeks to complete. Meanwhile, the property owner is spending $6,000 -
$7,000.00 a day for fire watch. As one can see, it isn't just the cost sealing drawings. It is the cost of the overall
process. Our sister industry, fire sprinkler association, had their language change to a quantity of devices, 299. This
saves time in the future for having to readdress the requested dollar amount of $15,000.00 as it relates to ongoing
inflation. In summary, the $15,000 will suffice for the next several years, and maybe a decade, but we will be
returning to this issue again. Lets collectively solve this issue for today and the future. Nathan Aydelette Nicet IV
National Institute for Certification of Engineering Technologies A Division of National Society of Professional
Engineers

2nd Comment Period

Proponent Collins Jeff Submitted 8/4/2025 9:48:48 AM Attachments No
Comment:
Please do not modify the amount for fire alarm systems based on the fact these systems are critical life safety
components to the visitors and occupants of buildings where installed. These types of systems provide property
protection and life safety by offering early warning and notification to emergency services personnel and the
occupants of the building. These systems are also utilized to monitor fire sprinkler systems and need to be
reviewed by a professional engineer specializing in these types of installations.

2nd Comment Period

Proponent Norman Messer Submitted 8/4/2025 10:28:14 AM Attachments No

Comment:

I believe that due to inflation the minimum cost to require an engineer stamp/approval should be raised to $15,000.
The current requirement was set in the 1980's and material/labor costs have increased since then.

2nd Comment Period

Proponent Edward Greer Submitted 8/8/2025 6:14:54 PM Attachments No
Comment:
The request change to the limit of 15K allows for customeras to have a Fire alarm contractor to quote a small
system install. Where in the 1980's a the 5K allowed for a small system, now that same small system i.e. Sprinkler
monitoring system for example now costs the customer w/ the plan review PE stamp and permits about 12K. by
changing the limit to 15K it would allow those of us (EF & EC;s) to save the customer both money and time to get a
system permitted and installed w/o having to have a PE review. Although Florida Has nor recognized NICET
certification, many states allow a NICET 3 or 4 to design a system and submit for permitting and and install. Please
consider changing this lilit at allow the customer who want to build in Florida to be able to afford the construction of
their projects

2nd Comment Period
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Proponent Scott Herron Submitted 8/13/2025 11:57:32 AM Attachments No
Comment:
In support of raising the Florida Building Code threshold for engineering sign-and-seal requirements from $5,000 to
$15,000 for fire detection and alarm systems in new buildings or additions. The $5,000 limit, unchanged since its
adoption, equals nearly $16,000 in today’s dollars. This outdated threshold no longer reflects the cost or risk of
smaller projects. Raising it to $15,000 would: -Reduce costs for property owners without compromising safety. -
Prevent delays on urgent repairs, such as fire alarm control panel replacements, that now require weeks of
engineering review while owners pay thousands per day for fire watch. -Increase efficiency for contractors and
building departments. Larger, complex projects would still require engineering oversight, preserving safety and the
intent of the code. This is a practical, inflation-adjusted update that supports cost-effective compliance and reflects
current construction realities. Respectfully in support of this change.

2nd Comment Period

Proponent Kevin Lang Submitted 8/13/2025 1:36:45 PM Attachments No
Comment:
I am IN SUPPORT of this proposed modification to the Florida Building Code regarding the threshold for
documents requiring engineering sign and seal. Specifically, we support increasing the cost threshold from $5,000
to $15,000 for systems such as fire detection and alarm systems in new buildings or additions.

2nd Comment Period

Proponent Danny Harrod Submitted 8/13/2025 2:03:28 PM Attachments No
Comment:
The $5,000 requirement was established in the early 1980s, when that amount would typically cover all sprinkler
monitoring systems and most small- to mid-sized alarm systems. The clear intent was to ensure that systems of at
least mid-size received an engineer’s review, while smaller, less complex systems were exempt because such
oversight provided little added value. Over the past 40 years, inflation has effectively erased that original intent.
Today, many routine repairs exceed the $5,000 threshold, as do nearly all sprinkler monitoring installations and
small alarm systems. With more than 40 years in the fire protection field, I fully support engineer review for mid-size
and larger systems, where it truly enhances safety. However, requiring such review for smaller systems offers no
additional life safety benefit beyond the current process of licensed contractor submittals and qualified AHJ review. I
respectfully request raising the threshold to $15,000. This change would prevent unnecessary costs for our citizens,
avoid delays, and keep the focus on projects where an engineer’s review makes a meaningful difference. This
change is fair, efficient, and overdue.

2nd Comment Period
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Proponent Jason Rountree Submitted 8/13/2025 3:21:30 PM Attachments No
Comment:
The current $5,000 threshold for requiring an engineer’s review was set in the early 1980s. At that time, $5,000
typically covered all sprinkler monitoring systems and most small- to mid-sized alarm systems. The original intent
was to require engineer review for mid-size and larger systems—where it adds real value—while exempting
smaller, less complex systems. Over the last 40 years, inflation has erased that balance. Today: • Many routine
repairs exceed $5,000. • Nearly all sprinkler monitoring installations and small alarm systems now meet or exceed
the threshold. As a result, the requirement now captures projects that are small in scope and low in complexity—
offering no additional life safety benefit beyond the current process of licensed contractor submittals and AHJ
review. With over four decades in the fire protection field, I strongly support engineer review for projects where it
improves safety. However, applying it to minor projects increases costs for citizens, delays timelines, and diverts
focus from higher-risk systems. Recommendation: Raise the threshold to $15,000. This update will: • Restore the
original intent of the rule. • Reduce unnecessary costs and delays. • Keep engineer review focused on projects
where it makes a meaningful difference. This change is practical, fair, and long overdue

2nd Comment Period

Proponent Jason Rountree Submitted 8/13/2025 3:22:31 PM Attachments No
Comment:
The current $5,000 threshold for requiring an engineer’s review was set in the early 1980s. At that time, $5,000
typically covered all sprinkler monitoring systems and most small- to mid-sized alarm systems. The original intent
was to require engineer review for mid-size and larger systems—where it adds real value—while exempting
smaller, less complex systems. Over the last 40 years, inflation has erased that balance. Today: • Many routine
repairs exceed $5,000. • Nearly all sprinkler monitoring installations and small alarm systems now meet or exceed
the threshold. As a result, the requirement now captures projects that are small in scope and low in complexity—
offering no additional life safety benefit beyond the current process of licensed contractor submittals and AHJ
review. With over four decades in the fire protection field, I strongly support engineer review for projects where it
improves safety. However, applying it to minor projects increases costs for citizens, delays timelines, and diverts
focus from higher-risk systems. Recommendation: Raise the threshold to $15,000. This update will: • Restore the
original intent of the rule. • Reduce unnecessary costs and delays. • Keep engineer review focused on projects
where it makes a meaningful difference. This change is practical, fair, and long overdue

2nd Comment Period

Proponent Shaine Bravo Submitted 8/14/2025 7:49:39 AM Attachments Yes
Comment:
I strongly support the proposed change to raise the engineering threshold cost from $5K to $15K. This adjustment
is not only practical but essential for keeping pace with the scale and complexity of our current operations. This
adjustment is long overdue, considering the cumulative inflation from (1980-2025) this alone makes the $5K
threshold outdated and reflects a 1980s economy, not today’s cost structure. For example, when comparing job
costs for fire alarm industry, several factors come into play: skilled labor rates have significantly increased, material
costs have doubled their cost over the past decade, complexity of installation, inspection/testing requirements. The
evolving scale and complexity of our projects and industry advancements from conventional to addressable
systems and integration with other safety systems pushes costs even higher. HB 551 recently passed mandating
“Fire alarm system project" to streamline a simplified permitting process to be executed more efficiently for small-
scale infrastructure enhancements that require system modifications, including panel replacements using the same
make and model. This bill recognizes that minor site upgrades and improvements the $5K threshold should not
trigger unnecessary full engineering and limit excessive documentation which is why increasing the threshold will
empower teams to move more efficiently, reduce unnecessary administrative overhead, and focus engineering
resources on initiatives that truly require their expertise. It’s a practical step that aligns with current economic
realities and promotes smarter, faster decision-making across the organization.

C
A1

22
05
-G
10

C
A1

22
05
-G
11

C
A1

22
05
-G
12

8/27/25, 3:37 PM BCIS Reports

https://floridabuilding.org/c/c_report_viewer_html.aspx 51/104



2nd Comment Period

Proponent Raymond Priebe Submitted 8/14/2025 8:55:05 AM Attachments No
Comment:
The current $5,000 threshold for requiring an engineer’s review was established in the early 1980s. At that time,
$5,000 typically covered all sprinkler monitoring systems and most small- to mid-sized alarm systems. The rule’s
original purpose was clear—require engineer review for mid-size and larger systems where it adds measurable
value, while exempting smaller, less complex installations. Over the last 40 years, inflation has erased that balance.
Today: Many routine repairs exceed $5,000. Nearly all sprinkler monitoring installations and small alarm systems
now meet or exceed the threshold. As a result, projects that are small in scope and low in complexity are now
subject to the same review as major installations—without providing any additional life safety benefit beyond the
existing licensed contractor submittals and AHJ review. With over four decades in the fire protection field, I strongly
support engineer review where it genuinely improves safety. However, applying it to minor projects adds
unnecessary cost to citizens, delays timelines, and diverts resources from higher-risk systems that deserve closer
scrutiny. Recommendation: Increase the threshold to $15,000. This update would: Restore the original intent of the
rule. Reduce avoidable costs and project delays. Keep engineer review targeted where it makes the most
difference for safety. This change is practical, fair, and long overdue.

2nd Comment Period

Proponent Douglas Wojcik Submitted 8/14/2025 10:02:08 AM Attachments No
Comment:
The $5000 project figure is antiquated, and represents an unreasonable bar in todays marketplace, where even
repairs to existing systems can approach and exceed this engineering threshold. A $5000 valuation from 1983,
translated to 2025 dollars using CPI calculations results in a value over $16,500. Raising the threshold back to this
level restores the original intent of the legislation, which IS still appropriate.

2nd Comment Period

Proponent Eric Tysinger Submitted 8/18/2025 10:29:48 AM Attachments No
Comment:
The $5,000 requirement was established in excess of 30 years ago in the 80s, when that amount would typically
cover all sprinkler monitoring systems and most small- to mid-sized alarm systems. The clear intent was to ensure
that systems of at least mid-size received an engineer’s review, while smaller, less complex systems were exempt
because such oversight provided little added value. Since that time, inflation has effectively erased that original
intent. Today, most routine repairs exceed the $5,000 threshold, as do nearly all sprinkler monitoring installations
and basic alarm systems. In the past 8-10 years I cannot recall seeing any fire alarm projects fall under that
threshold. As this reequipment is currently written, it practically forces engineer involvement into all fire alarm
projects regardless of size. This just increases unnecessary cost and additional time to all aspects of the project. I
fully support engineer review for mid-size and larger systems, where it truly enhances safety. However, requiring
such review for smaller systems offers no additional life safety benefit beyond the current process of licensed
contractor submittals and qualified AHJ review. I respectfully request raising the threshold to $15,000. This change
would prevent unnecessary costs for our citizens, avoid delays, and keep the focus on projects where an
engineer’s review makes a meaningful difference. This change is fair, efficient, and overdue.

2nd Comment Period

C
A1

22
05
-G
13

C
A1

22
05
-G
14

C
A1

22
05
-G
15

8/27/25, 3:37 PM BCIS Reports

https://floridabuilding.org/c/c_report_viewer_html.aspx 52/104



Proponent Adam Martin Submitted 8/20/2025 12:01:33 PM Attachments No
Comment:
The $5,000 threshold was originally set in the early 1980s, when that amount typically covered most small- to mid-
sized alarm systems. The intent was to ensure that systems of at least moderate complexity received an engineer’s
review, while simpler, lower-cost systems were exempt, as such oversight was considered unnecessary. Today,
however, many routine repairs alone can exceed the $5,000 mark, making the original threshold less reflective of
current industry costs.

2nd Comment Period

Proponent John Prince Submitted 8/20/2025 12:04:56 PM Attachments No
Comment:
The $5,000 requirement was established in the early 1980s, when that amount would typically cover all sprinkler
monitoring systems and most small- to mid-sized alarm systems. The clear intent was to ensure that systems of at
least mid-size received an engineer’s review, while smaller, less complex systems were exempt because such
oversight provided little added value. Over the past 40 years, inflation has effectively erased that original intent.
Today, many routine repairs exceed the $5,000 threshold, as do nearly all sprinkler monitoring installations and
small alarm systems. With more than 20 years in the alarm industry, I fully support engineer review for mid-size and
larger systems, where it truly enhances safety. However, requiring such review for smaller systems offers no
additional life safety benefit beyond the current process of licensed contractor submittals and qualified AHJ review. I
respectfully request raising the threshold to $15,000. This change would prevent unnecessary costs for our citizens,
avoid delays, and keep the focus on projects where an engineer’s review makes a meaningful difference. This
change is fair, efficient, and overdue.

2nd Comment Period

Proponent Jacob Foster Submitted 8/20/2025 12:44:23 PM Attachments No

Comment:

In favor of raising price to $15,000.00. Jobs under 5k are almost non existent now. This practice was implemented
in the 80’s and the value of money has gone down yet the price for this has not changed.

2nd Comment Period

Proponent Bert Wynne Submitted 8/20/2025 1:06:40 PM Attachments No
Comment:
The $5,000 threshold for engineer reviews, established in the early 1980s for mid-sized fire protection and alarm
systems, is now outdated due to inflation. This means many smaller projects now unnecessarily require costly
reviews that offer no additional safety benefits beyond the current submittal process and qualified authority having
jurisdiction reviews. I am requesting the threshold be increased to $15,000 to ensure engineer oversight focuses on
projects where it truly enhances safety, avoiding unnecessary expenses and delays for smaller systems.

2nd Comment Period

Proponent Joshua Pfeiffer Submitted 8/20/2025 1:15:24 PM Attachments No

Comment:

Most routine repairs exceed the $5,000.00 threshold. Threshold needs to be increased in order to prevent
unnecessary costs for Florida citizens, avoid delays, etc.
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2nd Comment Period

Proponent Jeffrey Gates Submitted 8/20/2025 1:16:15 PM Attachments No
Comment:
The original requirement, established over 40 years ago, is no longer applicable to our industry today. Most basic
fire sprinkler monitor system install today are costing above $7-8k to monitor a single wet system and should hardly
require an engineer's review or drawings. I fully support raising this threshold to $15k to become concurrent with
today's cost of labor and materials for installing alarm systems below the mid-sized range and larger. This change
would prevent unnecessary costs on both the contractor and AHJ sides of the table, reducing delays and passing
on that savings to the taxpaying citizens. Please consider bringing this long-overdue change into effect.

2nd Comment Period

Proponent Lawrence Boraiko Submitted 8/20/2025 2:55:08 PM Attachments Yes

Comment:

Fire Alarm threshold for engineering sign and seal needs revision

2nd Comment Period

Proponent Jeffrey Gates Submitted 8/20/2025 3:18:12 PM Attachments No
Comment:
Please consider changing the minimum from $5k to $15k for engineer's review and signature as this existing
minimum no longer reflects the real costs of installation in the industry. A typical fire sprinkler monitor system for a
single wet riser is typically in excess of $7k, and even a small fire alarm system with less than 20 devices can no
fall in the range of $10k+ given inflation, the cost of materials and permitting fees. It is also a burden on the
contractor, the AHJ, and the taxpayer that has those costs passed on to them. This change will help reduce time
and streamline the installation of systems that are easily considered to fall into the small to mid-range size and
should no longer require the time and effort required by this out dated Code.

2nd Comment Period

Proponent Debra Rountree Submitted 8/21/2025 9:23:54 AM Attachments No
Comment:
The $5,000 threshold for requiring engineer review was set in the early 1980s, but inflation has made it outdated.
Today, even small repairs and basic sprinkler monitoring jobs exceed $5,000, forcing engineer review where it adds
no real safety benefit. Raising the limit to $15,000 would restore the rule’s original intent, cut unnecessary costs
and delays, and keep engineers focused on larger, higher-risk systems where their review truly makes a difference.

2nd Comment Period
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Proponent Shannon Few Submitted 8/21/2025 9:52:44 AM Attachments No
Comment:
I am in support of this proposed modification to the Florida Building Code regarding the threshold for documents
requiring engineering sign and seal. Specifically, I support increasing the cost threshold from $5,000 to $15,000 for
systems such as fire detection and alarm systems in new buildings or additions. The current $5,000 threshold was
established decades ago and has not been adjusted to reflect inflation or current economic conditions thus
negating the purpose and original intent for establishing a threshold. Updating this figure to $15,000 simply aligns
the threshold with today’s construction costs and maintains the intent of the original rule. This change presents
several clear benefits: • Cost Savings for Property and Business Owners: Projects under $15,000 would no longer
require engineering sign and seal, significantly reducing permitting and design costs for smaller-scale installations. •
No Impact to Code Enforcement: The proposed change does not affect how code is enforced or reduce oversight
by authorities having jurisdiction. • No Risk to Public Health, Safety, or Welfare: The proposed revision maintains
the same safeguards for larger and more complex systems while easing requirements for minor or routine projects.
It does not degrade the effectiveness of the Florida Building Code. • Improved Efficiency: Simplifying the process
for small-scale work helps reduce delays and administrative burdens for both contractors and regulatory agencies.
In summary, this is a practical, inflation-adjusted update that supports cost-effective compliance without
compromising safety. I respectfully request the Commission to approve this change. I respectfully urge you to
reconsider the denial of this code modification and accept the proposal to improve efficiency and reduce the cost
burden on consumers. Kind Regards, Shannon Few

2nd Comment Period

Proponent Nicole Roberts Submitted 8/21/2025 10:27:20 AM Attachments No

Comment:

Raising the requirement for a digit signature from $5,000 to $15,000 is necessary due to raised product costs.

2nd Comment Period

Proponent James Sangster Submitted 8/21/2025 10:34:19 AM Attachments No
Comment:
I think raising the dollar amount doesn't make a difference to systems that are requiring an engineer survey. System
that deal in oxygen, gas, water, etc. These systems need to have an engineer stamp. However, non-complex fire
alarm systems that does not hinder the safety of people or property, I'm ok with raising the cost threshold to $15k
for these materials have gone up and needs a quick turnaround.

2nd Comment Period

Proponent Charles Kraus Submitted 8/21/2025 11:32:05 AM Attachments No
Comment:
The $5,000 threshold for requiring an engineer’s review was set in the early 1980s, when it covered most small- to
mid-sized fire protection systems. The intent was to review mid-size and larger projects—where it adds real value—
while exempting smaller, simpler ones. Today, inflation means most routine repairs and small installations now
exceed $5,000, pulling minor projects into the process without improving safety. This adds cost and delays for
owners while shifting attention away from higher-risk systems. Recommendation: Raise the threshold to $15,000.
Adjusted for inflation, the original $5,000 would be about $19,550 today. Updating the threshold will restore the
rule’s intent, reduce unnecessary costs, and keep engineer review focused where it makes the greatest impact.

2nd Comment Period
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Proponent William Behringer Submitted 8/21/2025 11:58:01 AM Attachments No
Comment:
This adjustment in the Engineering requirement is long overdue as the fire sprinkler industry already had a major
adjustment in raising the minimum requirements for the required engineering threshold. Basic new systems exceed
the present $5000.00 threshold; it should be raised to the proposed $15,000.00

2nd Comment Period

Proponent James Stephens Submitted 8/21/2025 1:00:49 PM Attachments No

Comment:

This modification will do wonders on saving money for end users that don't have big systems.

2nd Comment Period

Proponent Jonathan Kraft Submitted 8/21/2025 1:18:51 PM Attachments No
Comment:
I am writing to respectfully propose an update to the current threshold for requiring an engineer’s review of fire
protection systems. The existing $5,000 limit was established in the early 1980s, when that amount typically
covered the cost of sprinkler monitoring systems and most small- to mid-sized fire alarm systems. The intent behind
this threshold was to ensure that systems of moderate complexity received appropriate engineering oversight, while
smaller, less complex systems were exempt due to the limited value such review would provide. However, over the
past four decades, inflation and rising material and labor costs have significantly eroded the effectiveness of this
threshold. Today, many routine repairs and basic system installations exceed $5,000, including nearly all sprinkler
monitoring systems and small alarm systems. As a result, the threshold no longer reflects the scale or complexity of
the systems it was designed to regulate, and it inadvertently imposes unnecessary costs and delays on projects
that do not benefit from additional engineering oversight. With years of experience in the fire protection industry, I
fully support the requirement for engineer review on mid-sized and larger systems, where such oversight
meaningfully contributes to life safety and system integrity. However, for smaller systems, the current process—
consisting of submittals by licensed contractors and review by qualified Authorities Having Jurisdiction (AHJs)—
already provides sufficient safeguards. Requiring engineer review for these systems adds administrative burden
without enhancing safety outcomes. Proposal Details: Recommended Threshold Increase: Raise the engineer
review requirement from $5,000 to $15,000. Rationale: Reflects inflation and current market costs Aligns regulatory
oversight with system complexity Reduces unnecessary expenses for property owners and developers Prevents
delays in permitting and installation Maintains focus on projects where engineering input provides tangible safety
benefits Expected Benefits: More efficient use of engineering resources Streamlined approval processes for small-
scale projects Continued assurance of life safety through existing contractor and AHJ review mechanisms This
proposed change is fair, efficient, and long overdue. It would modernize the regulatory framework to better reflect
today’s economic realities while preserving the original intent of ensuring safety through appropriate oversight. I
appreciate your consideration of this proposal and welcome the opportunity to discuss it further or provide
additional supporting documentation. Sincerely, Jonathan R. Kraft

2nd Comment Period
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Proponent Joseph Cline Submitted 8/21/2025 2:05:26 PM Attachments No
Comment:
The $5000 rule was set back in the early 80s when that amount covered most alarm and sprinkler jobs. It was
meant for mid size and larger systems where an engineer’s review actually added value, not for small simple
projects. Fast forward 40 years and $5000 does not go far anymore. Routine repairs and even small monitoring
installs reach that mark, which means reviews are being required for jobs that do not benefit from them. It just adds
cost, slows projects down, and pulls focus from the bigger higher risk systems. Raising the threshold to $15000
would fix that. It keeps engineer review where it matters, saves time and money on the smaller jobs, and brings the
rule back in line with its original intent.

2nd Comment Period

Proponent Jason Kirk Submitted 8/21/2025 2:21:37 PM Attachments No
Comment:
The $5,000 requirement was established in the early 1980s to cover sprinkler monitoring systems and small to mid-
sized alarm systems. This was a significant step forward in ensuring that life safety remained a priority while
allowing engineers to concentrate on more complex systems. The focus was on life safety rather than processes.
As we all know, the cost of living has risen over the last five years. This makes the need for an increase even more
important, especially since the requirement has not been updated since the 1980s. We made considerable
progress back then, and it is certainly time to make a similar advancement now. I propose that we raise this
requirement from $5,000 to $15,000 to maintain our forward momentum. This will reduce downtime for routine
repairs, ensuring that life safety components are repaired, installed and functional promptly. This will also lighten
the burden on our building departments, engineers, and owners.

2nd Comment Period

Proponent Raleigh Smith Submitted 8/21/2025 2:30:32 PM Attachments No
Comment:
We respectfully request that this requirement be re-evaluated and updated to reflect current industry realities. We
would welcome the opportunity to provide further information, industry data, or participate in discussions to help
shape a more effective and practical standard. This regulation adds unnecessary expense and administrative
burden to projects, impacting businesses, property owners, and contractors alike. Modernizing the rule would help
streamline processes, lower costs, and allow licensed contractors to operate more efficiently while still maintaining
the highest levels of safety and compliance.

2nd Comment Period

Proponent Douglas Crawford Submitted 8/21/2025 2:55:35 PM Attachments No
Comment:
Regarding the current 'sign and seal requirement' for specialized mechanical, electrical, or plumbing documents,
the existing 5k threshold is outdated due to inflationary factors that have accrued since this threshold was
established. As a minimum, the threshold should be raised by at least 10k+ (=$15,000), which would increase
industry efficiencies, help to promote compliance, and also reduce cost and unnecessary processing for end-users.
This modification would still uphold the intent and effectiveness of the code, while also increasing engineering
capacity (availability) for the specialized installations and modifications that require engineering oversight and
verification the most.

2nd Comment Period
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Proponent Ken Mock Submitted 8/21/2025 3:25:14 PM Attachments No
Comment:
As a Branch Manager for a life safety company, I frequently see small repairs escalate in cost unnecessarily due to
the $5,000 sign-and-seal requirement. In many cases, that amount is already spent on materials before we even
arrive on site. The threshold no longer reflects the realities of today’s market, and an increase is long overdue to
better serve customers and streamline operations.

2nd Comment Period

Proponent Frank Richey Submitted 8/21/2025 3:25:45 PM Attachments No
Comment:
The current $5,000 threshold for requiring an engineer’s review was originally meant for mid-size and larger
systems where the review adds value. At the time, it covered most sprinkler monitoring systems and many small- to
mid-sized alarm systems. Today, many simple repairs and almost all small alarm and sprinkler monitoring systems
cost $5,000 or more. This means that even small, low-risk projects now require engineer review—adding extra cost
and delays, without improving safety. I fully support engineer review when it improves safety. But using it on small,
simple projects takes time and money away from more important, higher-risk systems. Please raise the threshold to
$15,000 to: Get back to the original purpose of the rule Avoid extra costs and delays on small jobs Focus engineer
review where it really matters This change is sensible, fair, and overdue.

2nd Comment Period

Proponent Ken Mock Submitted 8/21/2025 3:30:47 PM Attachments No
Comment:
As a Branch Manager for a life safety company, I frequently see small repairs escalate in cost unnecessarily due to
the $5,000 sign-and-seal requirement. In many cases, that amount is already spent on materials before we even
arrive on site. The threshold no longer reflects the realities of today’s market, and an increase is long overdue to
better serve customers and streamline operations.

2nd Comment Period

Proponent John Vaughn Submitted 8/22/2025 10:41:08 AM Attachments No
Comment:
I respectfully request that the proposed modification to Chapter 1, Section 105.3.1.2 of the Florida Building Code be
reconsidered and approved. Earlier this year, our Legislative Committee submitted a code change request to
increase the sign-and-seal requirement threshold for specialized mechanical, electrical, or plumbing documents —
including those involving medical gas, oxygen, steam, vacuum, toxic air filtration, halon, or fire detection and alarm
systems — from $5,000 to $15,000. The initial denial does not reflect the realities of today’s construction
environment. The $5,000 threshold was established in the early 1980s and has not been updated since. In today’s
terms, $5,000 equates to well over $15,000, and both material and labor costs have more than doubled. As such,
the current threshold is outdated and no longer represents the true cost or risk of smaller-scale projects. Approving
this modification will: Reduce unnecessary expenses for property and business owners by eliminating the need for
an engineer’s seal on specialized projects valued under $15,000. Provide cost savings and simplify the permitting
process for smaller projects, including fire detection and alarm system work. Preserve the effectiveness of the Code
while aligning it with current economic conditions and industry practice. For these reasons, I urge the Commission
to change the decision from denied to approved and adopt the proposed $15,000 threshold. This adjustment will
ensure the Florida Building Code remains effective, practical, and economically reasonable.

2nd Comment Period
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Proponent Bruce Dressel Submitted 8/22/2025 11:42:07 AM Attachments No
Comment:
I respectfully request the Commission to approve this change. The original rule was implemented in the early 1980s
and hasn't been modified since its conception to accommodate for inflationary influences. \In doing so it would
decrease the cost to the property and business owners as projects under $15,000 will no longer need the sign and
seal from an engineer. Additionally would result in a cost saving measures that will simplify the process on these
smaller projects and maintain the effectiveness of the code.

2nd Comment Period

Proponent Michelle Hankinson Submitted 8/22/2025 11:48:25 AM Attachments No
Comment:
Back in the early 1980s, $5,000 could get you a brand-new fire alarm system and probably a pretty decent used
car. The engineer review threshold made sense then—it was aimed at mid-size and larger fire protection projects,
the kind where an engineer’s expertise really makes a difference in life safety. Fast-forward 40+ years, and $5,000
doesn’t go nearly as far. These days: You can hit the threshold just by replacing a panel and pulling some wire. A
simple sprinkler monitoring system can now trigger the same level of review as a six-figure fire alarm installation.
And routine repairs—things that barely raise an eyebrow—suddenly require full engineer involvement. The result?
We’re bogging down small, low-risk projects with extra cost, red tape, and delay, all without improving safety one
bit. It’s like hiring a structural engineer to hang a picture frame—technically possible, but probably not the best use
of anyone’s time (or money). Don’t get me wrong: I’m a big believer in engineer reviews where they add real value.
But we’ve gone from smart oversight to overkill. It’s time to bring the threshold into the present day, adjust for
inflation, and refocus engineer reviews where they belong—on the big stuff. Let’s keep the public safe and keep our
sanity.

2nd Comment Period

Proponent Sam Tompkins Submitted 8/22/2025 11:59:36 AM Attachments No
Comment:
The proposed increase in the project cost threshold for requiring a P.E. Stamp from $5,000 to $15,000 is a sensible
update that has been long overdue. The original $5,000 limit was established in the 1980s and does not account for
inflation or other factors influencing project costs, such as tariffs and increased regulatory requirements. Adjusting
the threshold for inflation alone would suggest a new limit exceeding $20,000. Therefore, setting the limit at
$15,000 is both reasonable and pragmatic. Requiring contractors to obtain a P.E. stamp for smaller projects
continues to impose unnecessary costs on both contractors and consumers without enhancing the code's
effectiveness. Increasing the threshold to $15,000 will not compromise safety or compliance but will result in
significant cost savings and greater procedural efficiency.

2nd Comment Period

Proponent Bart Hill Submitted 8/22/2025 12:35:16 PM Attachments No
Comment:
Fire alarm permit applications to the AHJ require all the relevant elements of NFPA, Florida Building Code, and
FFPC to be incorporated in the plans and submittals with references, data sheets, and calculations verified by the
contractor and AHJ. Only work involving complex systems installation or unusual circumstances are needed to be
reviewed by an engineer. Upon submittal, the AHJ could flag an application for engineering review if he/she
believed it is warranted in a given situation. Otherwise, submittals are well within the scope of the certified fire alarm
contractor.

2nd Comment Period
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Proponent Jeffrey Garland Submitted 8/22/2025 3:15:51 PM Attachments No

Comment:

This cost of $5,000 is ridiculous. We are forced to pay an engineer on the most basic fire alarm installation, yet, we
as the license holder take all the risk. The $15,000 amount is much more acceptable. Thank you

2nd Comment Period

Proponent Chuck Patrick Submitted 8/22/2025 3:46:24 PM Attachments No
Comment:
The original $5,000 amount would cover all sprinkler monitoring systems and most small- to mid-sized alarm
systems. The intent was to ensure that systems mid-sized to large scale received an engineer’s review, allowing
smaller, less complex systems to be processed by licensed contractors and qualified AHJs. Over the years, inflation
has affected the original intent. Today, many routine repairs exceed the $5,000 threshold, as do nearly all sprinkler
monitoring installations and small alarm systems. I fully support engineer review for mid-size and larger systems to
ensure our life safety systems are adequate and code compliant. However, requiring such review for smaller
systems only adds unnecessary costs for our citizens and owners, additionally an inefficient process for AHJ's,
owners and licensed contractors. I respectfully request raising the threshold to $15,000. This is a change overdue,
efficient, fair, and is only updating the original intent with today's environment. Thank you in advance.

2nd Comment Period

Proponent Chris Powles Submitted 8/22/2025 3:55:56 PM Attachments No
Comment:
In this current state of inflated pricing due to tariffs on ALL FIRE alarm equipment the most minute project of change
(which would fall under within the existing less than 25 points new permitting system) could still require the plans to
be S&S due to the price being around $5K or over. The implimintation of this requirement being raised to $15K
would be a great value and would get a lot of intended work to be approved by customer that are putting off small
upgrades due to the S&S engineering fees.

2nd Comment Period

Proponent GUY TORI Submitted 8/22/2025 4:18:24 PM Attachments No

Comment:

Please raise from $5k to $15k to be more in line with today's prices rather than the 80's.

2nd Comment Period

Proponent Thomas Allen Submitted 8/22/2025 4:45:39 PM Attachments No
Comment:
The $5,000 amount was put into effect in the early 1980's and the proposal to increase to $15,000 reflects the
impact of inflation since adoption. This change will reduce expenses for customers and contractors and will assist in
more efficient permit processing, as small projects will be able to move through permitting without signed and
sealed design.

2nd Comment Period
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Proponent Tommy Demopoulos Submitted 8/23/2025 11:31:06 AM Attachments No

Comment:

This modification to adjust the dollar amount from $5,000 to $15,000 makes sense with inflation for equipment and
labor. This will save time for jobs and costs for stakeholders. Respectfully reconsider approval of this modification.

2nd Comment Period

Proponent Cindi Harrod Submitted 8/23/2025 3:29:24 PM Attachments No

Comment:

I fully support the code improvements as written in the proposed modification. In order to reflect and enforce the
original intent of the code written 40+ years ago, inflation needs to be considered.

2nd Comment Period

Proponent Diego del Pino Submitted 8/23/2025 7:27:10 PM Attachments No
Comment:
Common sense tells us that is the current $5000 threshold was set in the 1980’s then it must be brought up to the
current equivalent of what that amount was in the 80’s to today’s value, I personally think it should be more than
$15K but if that’s what others have submitted so be it. COME ON PEOPLE BE REASONABLE!

2nd Comment Period

Proponent Jeannene Meisman Submitted 8/23/2025 7:33:22 PM Attachments No
Comment:
I am a Florida licensed Fire Protection Contractor and a former Assistant Fire Chief. I currently work for a large fire
protection engineering firm, representing the sales of fire protection engineering services in Florida. The intent of
this code was to represent a "median" size of project. Which in the 1980's would have been approximately $5000.
Clearly, with inflation and the current cost of parts and pieces of fire alarm systems $5000 is a charge typically
associated today with a service call not a "median" installation of equipment which would require the review, stamp
and seal or direct oversight of a fire protection engineer. Given 40 years has passed since this dollar amount has
been reconsidered, I would recommend that modifying this dollar amount to reflect the proposed $15,000 would be
prudent. Keeping the amount at the 1980's dollar figure is adding additional cost to the contractor and building
owner and adding time to each project while we await review of simple, basic system work and is an unnecessary
burden. From an engineering perspective these small jobs take up an engineer's time when qualified alarm
contractors can oversee and execute this work.

2nd Comment Period

Proponent PAULO SILVA Submitted 8/24/2025 8:39:12 AM Attachments No
Comment:
I support the proposed modification to increase the threshold for engineer sign and seal from $5,000 to $15,000.
This update reflects the current construction environment and cost levels, since the original threshold was
established more than 40 years ago. Adjusting the value will: • Reduce unnecessary costs for owners and
contractors on smaller projects. • Maintain focus of engineering review where it adds real value to public safety. •
Streamline the process without compromising compliance with the Florida Building Code. This is a reasonable and
much-needed modernization that will benefit both the industry and the community. Respectfully, Paulo Henrique
Fechine Silva Civil Engineer – Fire Protection Specialist
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7

General Comments Yes Alternate Language No

TAC: Code Administration
Total Mods for Code Administration in Denied : 7

Total Mods for report: 7

Sub Code: Building

CA12257

Date Submitted 02/17/2025 Section 110.3.14 Proponent Cade Booth
Chapter 1 Affects HVHZ No Attachments Yes
TAC Recommendation Denied
Commission Action Pending Review
Comments

Related Modifications
t601, 602.4, 703.8, 703.9, t705.5, 718.2.1, 722.7, 403.3.2, [F]3314.1, 2301.3, 2304.10.8, 2304.11.1.1, 2304.11.3,
2304.11.4, 1711.1, t1711.1, 1711.2, 110.3.14, 202, t504.3, t504.4, t506.2, 508.4.4.1, 509.4.1.1, 1405.5, 1406.2.1,
1406.3, 3102.3, 3102.6.1.1, D102.2.5, and refs ch 35.

Summary of Modification
The proposed updates the FBC to include mass timber, aligning it with national standards and advancements in
building science, fire safety, and structural integrity. Backed by extensive research and testing, this ensures clear
enforcement, cost-effective compliance, and statewide consistency.

Rationale
For a comprehensive understanding of the proposed mass timber code modifications, be sure to review the full
rationale statement PDF. It includes a summary of mass timber’s history, the benefits of adoption for Florida, the
need for action, and key supporting information. You'll also find links to technical resources and documents that
provide further validation. Don't miss this essential guide to why mass timber belongs in the Florida Building Code!
In summary, as mass timber construction continues to gain traction across the U.S., including within Florida, it is
crucial for the Florida Building Code (FBC) to be updated to incorporate provisions for this proven and innovative
construction method. With 40 states already adopting mass timber regulations based on the International Building
Code (IBC), these proposed modifications align Florida with nationally recognized consensus codes. The changes
will provide a clear, standardized framework for enforcement, streamline compliance for building owners and
developers, and support greater design flexibility, all while maintaining rigorous fire safety and structural integrity
standards. Adopting mass timber into the FBC will also help Florida keep pace with emerging construction
technologies, ensuring the state can effectively regulate these advancements without compromising safety or
performance.

Fiscal Impact Statement
Impact to local entity relative to enforcement of code

Positive; lowers impact. Including mass timber in the FBC provides a consistent regulatory framework for building
and fire code officials. It streamlines enforcement, reduces uncertainty, and improves efficiency in plan reviews
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and inspections by ensuring uniform standards across jurisdictions.
Impact to building and property owners relative to cost of compliance with code

Positive; lowers impact. The inclusion of mass timber offers a new construction method that can lower costs for
building owners. A consistent regulatory approach statewide simplifies approvals, reduces delays, and allows
owners to choose cost-effective materials without uncertainty.

Impact to industry relative to the cost of compliance with code
Positive; neutral or lowers impact. Including mass timber in the FBC gives builders and developers more
construction options, increasing competition and potentially lowering costs. Consistent enforcement across the
state reduces regulatory uncertainty and streamlines the approval process.

Impact to small business relative to the cost of compliance with code
Positive; lowers impact. Small businesses benefit from a uniform regulatory framework, reducing compliance
costs. With mass timber, smaller firms can leverage prefabrication, shorter timelines, and cost savings, leading to
more cost-effective projects and new business opportunities.

Requirements
Has a reasonable and substantial connection with the health, safety, and welfare of the general public

Yes. Mass timber has been thoroughly tested for structural integrity and fire performance, proving its safety and
durability. Its inclusion in the Florida Building Code ensures consistent regulation statewide, reducing uncertainty
for officials and enhancing safety through uniform enforcement.

Strengthens or improves the code, and provides equivalent or better products, methods, or systems of
construction

Yes, strengthens and improves FBC. Mass timber, included in national codes since 2021, is supported by
comprehensive research and testing. It offers a durable, fire-safe alternative that expands construction options
without compromising safety, strengthening the code with new, tested materials.

Does not discriminate against materials, products, methods, or systems of construction of demonstrated
capabilities

No discrimination and aligns with national standards since its 2021 IBC inclusion. Adopted in 40 states, with 6
more in process, mass timber is not replacing existing methods but adds a tested, proven option, ensuring
fairness in material selection without preference or restriction.

Does not degrade the effectiveness of the code
Adopting mass timber strengthens the FBC by adding structural and fire safety criteria validated by testing and
research from the ICC TWB. It doesn’t alter or weaken requirements for other construction types but ensures
consistent enforcement of tested, nationally accepted standards.

2nd Comment Period

Proponent Cade Booth Submitted 8/22/2025 3:32:38 PM Attachments No
Comment:
As promised, the AWC has offered and provided direct training to TAC members and engaged in multiple
discussions to help resolve outstanding concerns. We look forward to continuing the conversation on the mass
timber provisions at the second TAC meetings. The primary objection raised by this TAC was that other TACs had
not yet decided on including Mass Timber in the FBC. However, the decisions or order of other TACs do not affect
this TAC’s responsibility to consider the proposed. This modification simply asks the TAC to determine whether, if
Mass Timber is included in the code, should their connections be inspected. Mo Madani has clarified that any
inconsistencies between TAC decisions will handled by staff, so if Mass Timber is not adopted, this section would
likely not go forward. The only question before this TAC at this time is whether Mass Timber connections should be
subject to inspection if it becomes part of the code. We respectfully request your approval as we believe this
inspection to be important.
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