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The Windows/Water Intrusion Workgroup (Robert Amoruso, Florida Extruders; Chuck 
Anderson, Andersen Windows; Rusty Carroll, Broward County; Jaime Gascon, Miami-
Dade; Dale Griner, Lake County Building Dept.; Jon Hill, Keystone Certifications; C.W. 
Mcomber, Palm Beach County Building Dept.; Jim Schock, Duval County Building 
Dept.; Dave Olmstead, PGT; Steve Strawn, Jeld-Wen; Sigi Valentin, SE AAMA; and 
Dwight Wilkes, St. Johns County Building Dept.) met to discuss alternatives to existing 
labels currently required on glazing in Florida.  The purpose of the meeting was to 
address issues raised by Florida building officials and their inability to ascertain that the 
correct window is installed in the correct opening. 
 
The Florida Building Code mandates a permanent label be applied to windows and 
sliding glass doors in Florida (s.1714.5.2.1) as well as the need for a supplemental label 
conforming to AAMA 203 (s.1714.5.2.2) if such products are engineered outside the 
realm of ASTM E 1300 or AAMA 101 test requirements. 
 
Numerous building officials testified to the fact that the following issues must be 
considered in resolving the “labeling” issue:  

• Standardized format for all third party certification labels 
• Label be of sufficient size for the inspector to view without the aid of a 

magnifying glass 
• The design pressure of that particular window matches the drawings 
• Installation information be a part of a supplemental label 
• Anchoring instructions need to be part of a supplemental label 
• All laminated glass must be bugged 
• Develop a standardized fastening schedule for all manufacturers 
• Single NOA/Florida Product Approval for each window/door type 
• Glass thickness,  glass type and specific design pressure be on a supplemental 

label 
 
Armed with this information, Jeff Blair, Facilitator and Rick Dixon, Chief of Staff led a 
lively discussion on how to best achieve these issues.  Mr. Dixon stated, “We are here to 
insure that building officials will be able to determine that the particular window or door 
they are looking at is the CORRECT window or door for that job!” 
 
At this point in the debate the Facilitator called for a range of options.  I provide you with 
this list of options verbatim: 
 

1. Single NOA/Florida Product Approval per window 
2. Require WINS label format for a new supplemental label 



3. Add a prescriptive section to the supplemental label providing anchoring 
requirements 

4. Supplemental labels may be printed by the manufacturer but must be licensed by 
the third party certifier, one rating per window, show design pressure and fastener 
spacing. 

5. Define the term “performance requirement” in the Florida Residential Code 
6. Supplemental labels shall be of same format 
7. Require certification agencies to verify installation instructions on the BCIS web 

site 
8. Supplemental label should identify the impact level rating (Level A, B, C ,D, or 

E) 
9. The Energy rating of the product should be a part of the supplemental label 
10. Require that the third party inspection agency be identified on the supplemental 

label 
11. Product or series be on the supplemental label 
12. Forced entry testing required? 
13. Require Florida Product Approval number or NOA number on the supplemental 

label 
14. Require window size and thickness of glass be on the supplemental label 
15. Indicate positive and negative design pressure for that window or door 
16. Color code labels for specific wind speed zones 

 
The Label Workgroup debated each of these items, ranked them, and formulated a 
laundry list of options that will go to the Hurricane Advisory Research Committee in the 
Fall. 
 
Our own Jon Hill, Keystone Certifications sits on this Workgroup and has provided me 
with his recollection of the outcome of the debate: 

• The information to be contained on the supplemental label will be similar in 
content to the WINS Program label. 

• The content of the supplemental label will be standardized. 
• The supplemental label may only contain a single design pressure value specific 

to the product the label is affixed to (may indicate separate positive and negative 
design pressure values). 

• The design pressure indicated listed on the supplemental label must be tied to the 
design pressure on the permanent certification label. 

• The information contained on the supplemental label must be verified by the 
third party certification agency. 

• The certification entity would verify that engineering (if used) has been signed 
and sealed by a Florida Professional Engineer.  

 
The workgroup further agreed to limit the number of product ratings indicated on the 
permanent certification label to one product.  This will disallow multiple product 
configuration ratings on the same label. 
 



One thing you may be certain of is the fact that you will see a requirement 
introduced during the 2006 code amendment cycle to require manufacturers to 
develop and attach a supplemental label conforming to the WINS 203-03 format.  
The above laundry list will be required on that label.   
 
Rick Dixon added four items for discussion at the next Labeling Workgroup: 

• A review of rational and comparative analysis 
• Requiring  third party certification agencies “certify” installation instructions 
• Define the term “performance characteristics” in the Florida Residential Code 
• A review of AAMA 450-06 and field mulled units 

 
 
Mr. Dixon asked Siggi Valentin, representing the SE AAMA and Dick Wilhelm, 
representing the FMA, to provide the Workgroup with an update on the progress in 
developing prescriptive standards to address the installation of windows into masonry 
construction. 
 
The FMA announced to the workgroup that it will hold the final Installation Committee 
meeting at the conclusion of the BOAF Conference in St. Augustine on June 8 and 9.  At 
this meeting the final draft of these documents, including testing requirements, will be 
concluded. 
 
The FMA 100/200 Installation Standard has been introduced into the ASTM E 2112 
Committee for review.  It is my understanding from Barry Hardman, Chairman of the 
ASTM E 2112 Committee that this standard will become an appendix to the nationally 
recognized ASTM E 2112 Standard. 
 
Mr. Dixon requested that the SE AAMA and the FMA combine their work and propose a 
prescriptive path to installing windows in masonry construction.  This prescriptive path 
will be introduced into the Florida Residential Code by the Department of Community 
Affairs during the upcoming code change cycle beginning in August. 
 
 

PRODUCT APPROVAL VALIDATION WORKGROUP 
June 1, 2006 

 
Workgroup members: Larry Schneider, Architect; Ed Carson, Contractor; Jon Hill and 
Siggi Valentin, Evaluators; Randy Shakleford and Craig Parrino, Manufacturers; Bill 
Dumbaugh and Herminio Gonzalez, Building Officials; Jimmie Buckner, Engineer and 
Do Kim, Insurance. 

 
The Product Approval Validation Workgroup held their last meeting to review and 
discuss a list of options previously developed and ranked by its members.  These options 
for improving the validation process addressed the four methods of product approval 
(certification, evaluation report from an architect or engineer, test report, and evaluation 
from an evaluation entity).  



 
The copious amounts of information discussed at this workshop, the desire not to use 
microphones and the general confusion inherent at all Florida Building Code meetings 
and workshops does not avail itself of accurately reporting the final outcome of this 
meeting.  These factors, in addition to the statement by Mr. Dixon, that “staff will have to 
further flesh out these recommendations” leaves no recourse but to simply report the 
vote: 

1. Certification Checklist will be required. (5 acceptable; 1 major reservation) 
2. Require certification agencies to verify that the application meets their 

certification (0 acceptable; 7 not acceptable) 
3. Certifications should not be required to be validated. (0 acceptable; 7 not 

acceptable) 
4. Remove the option of certification agencies validating installation instructions. (0 

acceptable; 1 major reservations; 6 not acceptable) 
5. Products approved by certification agencies shall require product validation as 

required by other methods in 9 B-72. (7 acceptable) 
6. Allow multiple certification agencies per application. (4 acceptable; 2 minor 

reservations; 1 major reservation) 
7. Only allow certifications for products that have been tested to standards 

referenced in the Code, do not allow certifications of products that have no test 
standard. (7 acceptable) 

8. Require an extensive Evaluation Checklist  for Evaluation Report by an A&E. (7 
acceptable) 

9. Architects and engineers validating shall sign and seal hardcopy of validation 
checklist. 

10. (7 acceptable) 
11. The Validator must perform a TECHNICAL REVIEW sufficient to determine 

that the evaluator has complied with acceptable standards of engineering 
principles.  The VALIDATOR must provide an engineering verification that the 
evaluation complies with the Code.  Evaluations must be signed and sealed. (6 
acceptable; 1 not acceptable) 

 
 

12. If validation is defined as a technical review, then the evaluation engineer does 
not need to be independent third-party from the manufacturer.  Manufacturer’s 
engineer can do the evaluation. (2 acceptable; 4 minor reservations) 

13. Require an extensive Test Report Checklist (4 acceptable; 3 minor reservations) 
14. Validation of Test Report shall be an administrative and technical review as 

follows.  Technical review consists of reviewing test(s) performed to determine if 
they show that the product meets the Code. (6 acceptable; 1 minor reservation) 

15. Testing laboratories shall not validate their own test report. (6 acceptable; 1 minor 
reservation) 

16. Test labs should not be allowed to conduct validations. (6 acceptable; 1 minor 
reservation) 



17. Validation for the test report method should be a technical review to verify that 
the reported data demonstrates compliance and that the correct test was 
performed. (7 acceptable) 

18. Require an extensive Evaluation Entity Checklist (7 acceptable) 
19. Evaluation reports issued by approved evaluation entities (NOA and ICC) should 

not require validation. (2 major reservations; 5 not acceptable) 
20. Validator shall retain all documentation for a time certain. (7 acceptable) 
21. Establish a mandatory training program for validator(s). (7 acceptable) 
22. Eliminate the conditional approval status and develop penalties for validators that 

incorrectly validate applications. (4 acceptable; 2 minor reservations) 
23. Establish time frame for State Product Approval. (6 acceptable; I major 

reservation) 
24. The validator should submit the application to the system for the applicant. (4 

major reservations; 3 not acceptable) 
 
A motion was made to approve the package of recommendations, in concept.  The 
finalized version of recommendations will go before the Florida Building Commission in 
October or November according to staff. 
 
For the specific language of these recommendations you may visit Jeff Blair’s web site at 
(http://consensus.fsu.edu/FBC/pavwg.html). 
 

http://consensus.fsu.edu/FBC/pavwg.html

