EC-14 (“The 30% Solution)
Major portions of the original proposal:

1. New Definitions – air barrier, 3 regarding light fixtures
2. Decrease in U factors, increase in R-values
3. New text to set default R-values of component materials for calculations
4. Sealing with air barriers
5. Increased ductwork efficiency

6. Water distribution insulation

7. Increased efficiency of lighting fixtures

8. Introduction of a Simulated Performance Alternative

This proposal was voted “disapproved” by the committee in Palm Springs.  Their reasoning was primarily the extensive global changes that made it almost impossible to consider.  Given that the individual components were submitted in separate proposals, it was easier to consider individual components separately.
The proposal has come back with modifications (page 507 – 516) from the EECC (Energy Efficient Code Coalition):
1. Modified the proposal to take into account those individual components already approved by committee in other proposed code changes
2. Removed some items that would be better placed in EC154

3. Modified some that were discussed as “un-approvable” by the committee in Palm Springs

4. Replaced some parts (after modifications) that were recommended for approval from other proposals

The resulting modification is less energy efficient than the original, but is still supported as the “modified 30% solution.
EC-154 (More extensive energy efficiency than EC-14 but in an Appendix form)

In comparing the modified version of EC-14 to the new modified version of EC-154, the following items are different for climate zone number 2:
1. Decrease of glazed fenestration solar heat gain Coeff. 0.3 to 0.25

2. Increase in basement wall R-values – nothing to 10/13 (10 in the wall or 13 in the interior cavity of the wall)
3. Increase in the air barrier and insulation inspection requirements (part of another approved proposal, but modified further)
4. Addition of minimum insulation requirements by component

5. Addition of stub-out for future solar hot water heater

Component sections of the 30% Solution

EC-21

EC-21 does not affect San Antonio – It is a proposal to decrease U-factors for northern climates.
EC-27

EC-27 – increases the R-value for ceilings from 30 to 38 in climate zone 2 to save 1 – 1.5% energy costs.  It was denied in Palm Springs for not providing an analysis as to why it is needed, and that an increase in R-value could affect the structural requirements.

The EECC has provided a table that shows a 0.7% energy cost savings.  No information has been provided as to the increase in construction costs.  The EECC provided an argument that there would be no increase in structural costs and focused the argument on northern climates.
EC-29

EC-29 – the new proposal increases the R-value of wood frame walls from 13 to 16. It was disapproved in Palm Springs where the original proposal was an increase in R-Value from 13 to 15 for zone 2.  The committee felt that there was to much extensive modifications being discussed during the meetings by different groups, and it was not complete or prepared enough or ready to approve yet.
The new modified version includes a discussion of climate zone 2-4 stating that an 8% energy savings can be achieved.  EECC states that the increase in R-Values of the modified proposal over the original was to counter the argument that the original change was product specific.  No data was provided concerning increases in construction costs.
EC-30

EC-30 is being brought back by EECC as an alternative to EC-29 – it increases the R-value of wood frame walls from 13 to 15 climate zone 2.  It is a less stringent proposal than EC-29.  This was disapproved in Palm Springs due to the EECC requesting disapproval in to gain support and approval of EC-31 (which was disapproved in Palm Springs because it would result in 2x6 wall construction rather than 2x4 wall construction).  
EC-38

EC-38 introduces R-value component default values to be used when calculating the U-factor for an assembly.  The intent is to make different energy modeling tools use the same input values.  It was disapproved in Palm Springs with the argument by the committee that it conflicts with ASHRAE.  The modified proposal is now based on ASHRAE “where possible” and further modified from other sources.
EC-39
EC-39 is an alternative to, and covers the same R-value component defaults as EC-38 and was disapproved in Palm Springs.  The modified version is slightly less stringent than EC-38.
EC-64

EC-64 covers new definitions for air barriers, requirements for air sealing and insulation, testing options, and inspection requirements.  Part I was approved for inclusion into the IECC with modifications by the energy committee.  There was another proposal, Part II that has the language in the IRC (International Residential Code).  It was disapproved by the Residential Committee stating that it would be impossible to achieve 7 air changes per hour with one proposed compliance test method; a blower test after rough-in.  The other compliance method proposed would be visual inspections by the building official and disapproved since the inspections would be an added expense to building officials.
Both Parts I and Part II of EC-64 have come back with modifications.  

For Part I (the IECC), the EECC proposed modifications to the definition and test method, as well as to allow third party testing.  The proposal also reduces the requirements to make it easier on building officials.  The US DOE also submitted proposed changes to totally delete the inspections requirements and making pressure testing the only method to achieve compliance.

For Part II (the IRC), the original proponent of RC-64 is bringing it and modifying to make it consistent with what was approved in the IECC (since it was approved for the IECC but disapproved for the IRC).  In addition, the EECC and the US DOE is proposing their new modified proposal to the IRC language.
EC-66

EC-66 is a proposal to delete what many consider an alternative, confusing and unenforceable section of the existing code relating to maximum fenestration U-values.  The section permits the use of an area weighted average using tradeoffs from other sections.  The proposal was passed by the Palm Springs Committee, but is opposed by the EECC as part of their 30% solution.
EC-75

EC-75 is a component of the 30% solution regarding insulation of hot water piping, and stub-out for future solar hot water heater.  There are exceptions for both requirements.  The proposal was disapproved in Palm Springs citing questionable benefits, and lack of the proposal being linked to different climate zones.  The EECC has brought it back with modifications that deletes the requirement for the stub-out for the solar water heater, and has modified the insulation requirement and when it is applicable (increased the insulation for pipes 1-inch and greater versus smalled distribution pipes, and no insulation required for applications underground or in mass floors or walls that are in contact with the ground).
EC-77

EC-77 is a component of the 30% solution focusing limits on oversizing of equipment for heating and cooling systems as well as specifying operating conditions used in sizing calculations during design.  It was disapproved in Palm Springs with the committee citing the approval of EC-64 (new air barriers, testing and inspection requirements).  The new proposal is modified by referring to a new table with maximum oversizes limits of equipment, and minimum efficiencies and test procedures.  The new proposal states that sizing equipment shall be in accordance with ACCA Manual J rather than the Residential Code (changed as a result of hearing discussions in Palm Springs).
EC-85

EC-85 is a proposed change to standards used in design calculations regarding interior window shades.  It changes the interior shade fraction from 0.7 to 0.9 summer and 0.85 to 0.9 winter.  The proposal was disapproved in Palm Springs citing lack of technical support of homeowners’ use of window shades and citing that the proposal was more stringent than ASHRAE 92.  The EECC has brought is back by leaving the original winter shade fraction of 0.85, but has further modified the summer to 0.85 (less stringent than the original proposal), stating that there is no data to assume that people operate shades different in summer and winter which the current IECC text assumes.

EC-88

EC-88 is a proposal to modify the specific leakage area in air exchange rates for those using a performance path for design by requiring testing.  The current assumption is that the standard home meets the default air leakage standard without being tested.  The proposal encourages testing by the contractor.  It was denied in Palm Springs by the committee citing increased construction costs.  The EECC is brings the proposed changes back by referring to ASHRAE 119 and cites that an energy savings of 3-9% offsets the cost of testing during construction.
EC-90

EC-90 is similar to EC-88 except instead of modifying the table to require testing, the table is modified to change the design standard.  It was disapproved at the EECC’s request.  EECC is bringing it forward again as an alternative to EC-91 which has alternative standard design changes.  The EECC will propose EC-90 if EC-91 fails.  EC-91 was approved with modifications at Palm Springs.  It makes the IRC section M1401 the design standard.
