
North Carolina Office of the State Fire Marshal 
Engineering and Building Codes Division in the Department of Insurance 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
RE: Appeal of the June 29 and July 

2, 2026, Decision by Buncombe 
County Permits & Inspections to 
deny use of Heatlok HFO PRO 
Spray-Applied Polyurethane 
Foam Plastic Insultation as an 
alternative material for use also 
as the fireblocking material to 
comply with 2018 North 
Carolina Residential Code 
(NCRC), Section R302.11.1 and 
as an alternative material for 
use also as a water-resistive 
barrier to comply with 2018 
NCRC, Section R703.1.1 for a 
3,100 square foot, two story, 
one-family residential dwelling 
of Type V wood post-frame 
construction featuring a wall 
assembly of horizontal 2x6 
wood girts, corrugated metal 
cladding, closed-cell spray 
polyurethane foam (Heatlok 
HFO Pro) applied to the interior 
at the insulation stage, with 
open-cell foam cavity fill at 153 
Foxtail Trail, Asheville, NC 
28806.  
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OSFM DECISION 
 

____________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
In accordance with N.C.G.S. § 143-140.1, Kevin E. Chandler of KC Construction Company, LLC has appealed 
the Buncombe County Permits & Inspections decision to deny use of Heatlok HFO PRO Spray-Applied 
Polyurethane Foam Plastic Insultation as an alternative material for use also as the fireblocking material 
to comply with 2018 NCRC, Section R302.11.1 and as an alternative material for use also as a water-
resistive barrier to comply with 2018 NCRC, Section R703.1.1 for a 3,100 square foot, two story, one-
family residential dwelling of Type V wood post-frame construction featuring a wall assembly of horizontal 
2x6 wood girts, corrugated metal cladding, closed-cell spray polyurethane foam (Heatlok HFO Pro) applied 
to the interior at the insulation stage, with open-cell foam cavity fill at 153 Foxtail Trail, Asheville, NC 
28806. 



In the event of a dispute between a local authority having jurisdiction and the designer or 
owner‑representative regarding alternative designs and construction, and notwithstanding any other 
section within law, N.C.G.S. § 143-140.1 allows for appeals by the designer or owner‑representative on 
matters pertaining to alternative design construction or methods.  N.C.G.S. § 143-140.1 further states that 
this appeal shall be heard by the Engineering and Building Codes Division within the North Carolina Office 
of the State Fire Marshal (OSFM). 

 
PARTIES 

 
Appellant: Kevin E. Chandler 
  KC Construction Company, LLC 

188 Toronto Trail 
Clyde, NC 28721 

 
Appellee: Buncombe County Permits & Inspections 

35 Woodfin Street 
Asheville, NC 28801 

 
 

BACKGROUND 
 

On June 29 and July 2, 2026, the appellee notified the appellant via two separate letters to deny use of 
Heatlok HFO PRO Spray-Applied Polyurethane Foam Plastic Insultation as an alternative material for use 
also as the fireblocking material to comply with 2018 NCRC, Section R302.11.1 and as an alternative 
material for use also as a water-resistive barrier to comply with 2018 NCRC, Section R703.1.1 for a 3,100 
square foot, two story, one-family residential dwelling of Type V wood post-frame construction featuring 
a wall assembly of horizontal 2x6 wood girts, corrugated metal cladding, closed-cell spray polyurethane 
foam (Heatlok HFO Pro) applied to the interior at the insulation stage, with open-cell foam cavity fill at 
153 Foxtail Trail, Asheville, NC 2880. 

On August 12, 2026, the appellant submitted an appeal to OSFM in accordance with N.C.G.S. § 143-140.1 
requesting approval of the use of Heatlok HFO PRO Spray-Applied Polyurethane Foam Plastic Insultation 
as an alternative material for use also as the fireblocking material to comply with 2018 NCRC, Section 
R302.11.1 and as an alternative material for use also as a water-resistive barrier to comply with 2018 
NCRC, Section R703.1.1 for a 3,100 square foot, two story, one-family residential dwelling of Type V wood 
post-frame construction featuring a wall assembly of horizontal 2x6 wood girts, corrugated metal 
cladding, closed-cell spray polyurethane foam (Heatlok HFO Pro) applied to the interior at the insulation 
stage, with open-cell foam cavity fill at 153 Foxtail Trail, Asheville, NC 28806. 

 
ISSUE RAISED IN APPEAL 

 
The appellant is appealing the appellee’s decision to deny the use of Heatlok HFO PRO Spray-Applied 
Polyurethane Foam Plastic Insultation as an alternative material for use also as the fireblocking material 
to comply with 2018 NCRC, Section R302.11.1 and as an alternative material for use also as a water-
resistive barrier to comply with 2018 NCRC, Section R703.1.1 for a 3,100 square foot, two story, one-
family residential dwelling of Type V wood post-frame construction featuring a wall assembly of horizontal 
2x6 wood girts, corrugated metal cladding, closed-cell spray polyurethane foam (Heatlok HFO Pro) applied 



to the interior at the insulation stage, with open-cell foam cavity fill at 153 Foxtail Trail, Asheville, NC 
28806. 
 
The appellants’ appeal reads in most relevant part as follows: 

‘Date of original filing: July 9, 2026 (Notice of Appeal, acknowledged by NCDOI July 10, 2026). This form 
is submitted in support of that filing and does not initiate a new appeal. Building: One-family residential 
dwelling. Wood post-frame construction, Type V. Approximately 3,100 square feet, two stories. 
Permitted under the 2018 North Carolina Residential Code. Wall assembly: horizontal 2x6 wood girts, 
corrugated metal cladding, closed-cell spray polyurethane foam (Heatlok HFO Pro) applied to the 
interior at the insulation stage, with open-cell foam cavity fill. Location: 153 Foxtail Trail, Asheville, NC 
28806. Buncombe County. Permit BLD2025-01146. Owner of record: Paden Brunault (co-appellant). 
Contractor of record: KC Construction Company LLC, NC GC License #82407. Decision appealed: Written 
determination of Buncombe County Permits and Inspections dated July 2, 2026, issued under Section 
105 of the NC Administrative Code and Policies (review of alternative material, design, or method), 
declining to approve the proposed wall assembly with respect to the fireblocking requirements of 
R302.11. Supporting information attached. 

Traditional wood fireblocking is installed at all interlevel separations required by R302.11 and is ready 
for inspection. The closed-cell foam is not proposed in place of that fireblocking. The only condition in 
dispute is the void at the corrugation profile where the metal panel meets the framing, which the 
closed-cell application seals at the insulation stage, leaving no continuous concealed draft opening — 
the condition R302.11 exists to prevent. That material cannot be installed until the framing inspection 
passes; the Exhibit 4 photographs show the assembly at the framing stage, which is the only condition 
that can exist before that material is applied. Heatlok HFO Pro is a tested air barrier material: Intertek 
Report L4520.01-801-44 R0 measured air leakage under ASTM E2357 at 0.0024 L/s·m². R302.11.1 
accepts air-permeable unfaced fiberglass batts as fireblocking. The determination also cites ESR-4073, 
which evaluates Heatlok HFO High Lift; the installed product is Heatlok HFO Pro under IAPMO UES ER-
565, and quotes ER-565 Sec. 1.0 without Sec. 3.0, which covers Type V and IRC dwellings. Relief 
requested: a finding of equivalent protection under 11 NCAC 08 .1504(b), and confirmation that the 
sealing of the corrugation profile is verifiable at the insulation inspection. See attached.’ 

…. 

‘The determination cites ESR-4073, which evaluates Heatlok HFO High Lift; the installed product is 
Heatlok HFO Pro under IAPMO UES ER-565. It states ASTM E331 approvals are not listed; Intertek Report 
L4520.01-801-44 R0 is an ASTM E331 test of the installed product at 15 psf, 120 minutes, no water 
penetration. R703.1.1 Exception 2 permits a water-resistive barrier demonstrated by testing in lieu of a 
prescriptive product; that report is the demonstration. The county inspector confirmed this pathway in 
writing on February 17, 2026. The determination also quotes ER-565 Sec. 1.0 without Sec. 3.0, which 
covers Type V and IRC dwellings. Relief requested: a finding of equivalent protection under 11 NCAC 08 
.1504(b) and an order overruling the determination. See attached.’ 

 
FINDINGS 

 
Based on information submitted by the appellant, the undersigned makes the following findings: 



Code sections noted in this letter refer to the 2018 edition of the NC Residential Code (NCRC) unless 
otherwise noted.  

Code Analysis: Section R302.11 requires fireblocking in combustible construction to cut off vertical and 
horizontal concealed draft openings and to form an effective fire barrier between stories and between 
the top story and the roof space. The locations listed in the section identify where concealed spaces, or 
interconnections between concealed spaces, may permit the passage of flame and products of 
combustion. Section R302.11.1 lists the materials that may be used for fireblocking. Specifically, Item 7 
permits batts or blankets of mineral wool or glass fiber, as well as other approved materials, when they 
are securely retained in place. Where a material is relied upon to provide fireblocking, it must be a 
material permitted by Section R302.11.1 or be approved for that use under the applicable code 
provisions. Section R703.1.1 Exception 2 permits an alternative to the requirements for a means of 
drainage and to Sections R703.2 and R703.4 only where the exterior-wall-envelope design has been 
demonstrated, through ASTM E331 testing, to resist wind-driven rain. To use this exception, the 
constructed exterior-wall-envelope assembly must conform to the tested assembly, including the 
materials, configuration, joints, penetrations, opening perimeters, and intersections with dissimilar 
materials that affect the assembly’s resistance to wind-driven rain. Any variation from the tested 
assembly that affects those features must be supported by evidence demonstrating equivalent 
resistance to wind-driven rain. Section 105 of the 2018 NC Administrative Code and Policies (NCACP) 
describes the process by which alternate materials, design or methods of construction may be approved 
by the code enforcement official for a specific project. 

…. 

R302.11 Fireblocking. In combustible construction, fireblocking shall be provided to cut off both vertical 
and horizontal concealed draft openings and to form an effective fire barrier between stories, and 
between a top story and the roof space. 

Fireblocking shall be provided in wood-framed construction in the following locations: 

1. In concealed spaces of stud walls and partitions, as follows: 

1.1. Vertically at the ceiling and floor levels. 

1.2. Horizontally at intervals not exceeding 10 feet (3048 mm) in furred 
spaces and parallel rows of studs or staggered studs. 

2. At interconnections between concealed vertical and horizontal spaces such as occur 
at soffits, drop ceilings and cove ceilings. 

3. In concealed spaces between stair stringers at the top and bottom of the run. 
Enclosed spaces under stairs shall comply with Section R302.7. 

4. At openings around vents, pipes, ducts, cables and wires at ceiling and floor level, 
with an approved material to resist the free passage of flame and products of 
combustion. The material filling this annular space shall not be required to meet the 
ASTM E136 requirements. 

5. For the fireblocking of chimneys and fireplaces, see Section R1003.19. 



6. Fireblocking of cornices of a two-family dwelling is required at the line of dwelling 
unit separation. 

R302.11.1 Fireblocking materials. Except as provided in Section R302.11, Item 4, fireblocking shall 
consist of the following materials. 

1. Two-inch (51 mm) nominal lumber. 

2. Two thicknesses of 1-inch (25.4 mm) nominal lumber with broken lap joints. 

3. One thickness of 23/32-inch (18.3 mm) wood structural panels with joints backed by 
23/32-inch (18.3 mm) wood structural panels. 

4. One thickness of 3/4-inch (19.1 mm) particleboard with joints backed by 3/4-inch 
(19.1 mm) particleboard. 

5. One-half-inch (12.7 mm) gypsum board. 

6. One-quarter-inch (6.4 mm) cement-based millboard. 

7. Batts or blankets of mineral wool or glass fiber or other approved materials installed 
in such a manner as to be securely retained in place.  

8. Cellulose insulation installed as tested in accordance with ASTM E119 or UL 263, for 
the specific application. 

…. 

R703.1.1 Water resistance. The exterior wall envelope shall be designed and constructed in a manner 
that prevents the accumulation of water within the wall assembly by providing a water-resistant barrier 
behind the exterior veneer as required by Section R703.2 and a means of draining to the exterior water 
that enters the assembly. Protection against condensation in the exterior wall assembly shall be 
provided in accordance with Section R702.7 of this code. 

Exceptions: 

1. A weather-resistant exterior wall envelope shall not be required over concrete or 
masonry walls designed in accordance with Chapter 6 and flashed in accordance 
with Section R703.4 or R703.8.  

2. Compliance with the requirements for a means of drainage, and the requirements 
of Sections R703.2 and R703.4, shall not be required for an exterior wall envelope 
that has been demonstrated to resist wind-driven rain through testing of the 
exterior wall envelope, including joints, penetrations and intersections with 
dissimilar materials, in accordance with ASTM E331 under the following conditions: 
2.1. Exterior wall envelope test assemblies shall include at least one opening, one 
control joint, one wall/eave interface and one wall sill. All tested openings and 
penetrations shall be representative of the intended end-use configuration. 

2.2. Exterior wall envelope test assemblies shall be at least 4 feet by 8 feet (1219 
mm by 2438 mm) in size. 



2.3. Exterior wall assemblies shall be tested at a minimum differential pressure of 
6.24 pounds per square foot (299 Pa). 

2.4. Exterior wall envelope assemblies shall be subjected to the minimum test 
exposure for a minimum of 2 hours.   

The exterior wall envelope design shall be considered to resist wind-driven rain where the results of 
testing indicate that water did not penetrate control joints in the exterior wall envelope, joints at the 
perimeter of openings, penetration or intersections of terminations with dissimilar materials. 

…. 

SECTION 105 

ALTERNATE MATERIAL, DESIGN OR METHODS 

105.1 Approval. The provisions of this code are intended to allow the use of any alternate material, 
design or method of construction, provided that the alternate has been approved by the code 
enforcement official. An alternative material, design or method of construction shall be approved where 
the code enforcement official finds that the proposed alternative material, design or method of 
construction complies with the intent and provisions of the technical codes. 

 

105.2 Tests or analysis. Whenever there is insufficient evidence of compliance with the provisions of the 
technical codes, or evidence that a material, design or method does not conform to the requirements of 
the technical codes, or in order to substantiate claims for an alternative material, design or method, the 
code enforcement official shall have the authority to require tests as evidence of compliance to be made 
at no expense to the authority having jurisdiction. Test methods shall be as specified in the technical 
codes or by other recognized test standards. In the absence of recognized and accepted test methods, 
the code enforcement official shall approve the testing procedures. 

…. 

CONCLUSIONS 
 
Based on the forgoing findings of fact, the following conclusions are made: 

1. The proposed use of Heatlok HFO PRO Spray-Applied Polyurethane Foam Plastic Insultation as an 
alternative material for use also as the fireblocking material to comply with 2018 NCRC, Section 
R302.11.1, #7 is approved as per the manufacturer’s letter dated 3/3/26, UES evaluation report 

Commentary: The technical codes are not intended to inhibit innovative ideas or technological advances. A 
comprehensive regulatory document, such as the North Carolina Building Codes, cannot envision and then address all 
future innovations in the industry. As a result, a performance code must be applicable to and provide a basis for the 
approval of an increasing number of newly developed, innovative materials, systems and methods for which no code 
text or referenced standards yet exist. The fact that a material, product or method of construction is not addressed in 
the technical codes is not an indication that such material, product or method is intended to be prohibited. The code 
enforcement official is expected to apply sound technical judgment in accepting materials, systems or methods that, 
while not anticipated by the drafters of the current code text, can be demonstrated to offer equivalent performance. 
By virtue of its text, the code regulates new and innovative construction practices while addressing the relative safety 
of building occupants. The code enforcement official is responsible for determining if a requested alternative provides 
the equivalent level of protection of public health, safety and welfare as required by the code. 



#365 noting compliance with the International Building, Residential and Energy Conservation 
Codes from 2009 through 2021 and the Intertek Test Report attached to this response letter.  

2. The proposed use of Heatlok HFO PRO Spray-Applied Polyurethane Foam Plastic Insultation as an 
alternative material for use also as a water-resistive barrier to comply with 2018 NCRC, Section 
R703.1.1, #2 is approved as per the manufacturer’s letter dated 3/3/26 UES evaluation report 
#365 noting compliance with the International Building, Residential and Energy Conservation 
Codes from 2009 through 2021 and the Intertek Test Report attached to this response letter. 

3. This product can meet the code intent for the requirements for fireblocking and water-resistive 
barrier as an alternative material if the foam insulation can be applied between the wood studs 
and the metal decking and the entire cavity including the gaps between the metal decking and 
the wood studs can be completely sealed in a manner that meets Section R302.11.1, Section 
R703.1.1 and the products manufacturer’s installation instructions, listing and labeling. 

APPEAL DECISION 

Based on a careful review of additional information provided by the appellant and appellee during the 
ensuing investigation by OSFM after the filing of this appeal by the appellant, it is the opinion of OSFM 
that the use of Heatlok HFO PRO Spray-Applied Polyurethane Foam Plastic Insultation as an alternative 
material for use also as the fireblocking material to comply with 2018 NCRC, Section R302.11.1 and as an 
alternative material for use also as a water-resistive barrier to comply with 2018 NCRC, Section R703.1.1 
for a 3,100 square foot, two story, one-family residential dwelling of Type V wood post-frame 
construction featuring a wall assembly of horizontal 2x6 wood girts, corrugated metal cladding, closed-
cell spray polyurethane foam (Heatlok HFO Pro) applied to the interior at the insulation stage, with 
open-cell foam cavity fill at 153 Foxtail Trail, Asheville, NC 28806 is not approved under 2018 NCACP, 
Section 105 for the proposed installation method by the appellant.  

 

This 14th day of September 2026.      

 David Rittlinger, PE, LEED AP 
 Division Chief – Codes & Interpretations 
 North Carolina Office of State Fire Marshal 

 
FURTHER APPEAL RIGHTS 

 
The appellant and appellee have the right to appeal this decision to the NC Residential Code Council or 
Wake County Superior Court.  Please refer to N.C.G.S. § 143-140, N.C.G.S § 143-141 and the NC 
Administrative Code and Policies, Section 202.9 for further appeal rights. In accordance with N.C.G.S. § 
143-141, you have 30 days in which to appeal this decision to the NC Residential Code Council or Wake 
County Superior Court.  
 
Cc: 
Jason R. Rogers, Director, Buncombe County Permits & Inspections, jason.rogers@buncombenc.gov 
Nathan Childs, NCDOJ, counsel for NC Building Code Council, nchilds@ncdoj.gov 
Nicki Shaffer, NCDOJ, counsel for NC Residential Code Council, wshaffer@ncdoj.gov 



APPENDIX E 

APPEALS 

NORTH CAROLINA 

BUILDING CODE COUNCIL 
1429 Rock Quarry Road, Suite 105 
Raleigh, North Carolina  27610 
(919) 647-0008
david.rittlinger@ncdoi.gov
APPEAL TO NCDOI/NCBCC Hearing Date _____ / _____ / _____

GS 153A-374, GS 160A-434     
Formal Interpretation by NCDOI___________   
Appeal of Local Decision to NCDOI________   

GS 143-140, GS 143-141 
Appeal of Local Decision to NCBCC___________ 
Appeal of NCDOI Decision to NCBCC__________ 

APPELLANT ______________________ PHONE ( _____ ) _____ - _______ x _____ 
REPRESENTING ______________________________________________________ 
ADDRESS  
CITY  ______________________________________ STATE _____ ZIP ___________ 
E-MAIL ___________________________________ FAX ( _____ ) _____ - _______

North Carolina State Building Code, Volume - Section

REQUEST ONE: [   ] Formal Interpretation by NCDOI [   ] Appeal of Local Decision to NCBCC 
[   ] Appeal of Local Decision to NCDOI [   ] Appeal of NCDOI Decision to NCBCC 

Type or print.  Include all background information as required by the referenced General Statutes and the 
attached policies.  Attach additional supporting information. 

REASON: 

APPEAL TO NCDOI/NCBCC 

Signature DATE:     FORM 3/14/17 

Docusign Envelope ID: 636F3500-5D2A-8944-80FA-A07C3D59CAC2

KC Construction Company LLC - NC GC license #82407

28721

8/12/2026

NC.

Builtbykc@gmail.com

Kyle E. Chandler. 545 9111

NC Admin Code Sec. 105; G.S. 143-140.1; 11 NCAC 08 

.1501-.1505

2018 NCRC R302.11.1 Item 7 and R316.6

188 Toronto Trail

828

X

Clyde

Date of original filing: July 9, 2026 (Notice of Appeal, acknowledged by NCDOI July 10, 2026). This form is submitted in support of that filing and does not 

initiate a new appeal. Building: One-family residential dwelling. Wood post-frame construction, Type V. Approximately 3,100 square feet, two stories. 

Permitted under the 2018 North Carolina Residential Code. Wall assembly: horizontal 2x6 wood girts, corrugated metal cladding, closed-cell spray 

polyurethane foam (Heatlok HFO Pro) applied to the interior at the insulation stage, with open-cell foam cavity fill. Location: 153 Foxtail Trail, Asheville, NC

 28806. Buncombe County. Permit BLD2025-01146. Owner of record: Paden Brunault (co-appellant). Contractor of record: KC Construction Company 

LLC, NC GC License #82407. Decision appealed: Written determination of Buncombe County Permits and Inspections dated July 2, 2026, issued under 

Section 105 of the NC Administrative Code and Policies (review of alternative material, design, or method), declining to approve the proposed wall 

assembly with respect to the fireblocking requirements of R302.11. Supporting information attached.

Traditional wood fireblocking is installed at all interlevel separations required by R302.11 and is ready for inspection. The closed-cell foam is not proposed in place of that fireblocking.

 The only condition in dispute is the void at the corrugation profile where the metal panel meets the framing, which the closed-cell application seals at the insulation stage, leaving no 

continuous concealed draft opening — the condition R302.11 exists to prevent. That material cannot be installed until the framing inspection passes; the Exhibit 4 photographs show 

the assembly at the framing stage, which is the only condition that can exist before that material is applied. Heatlok HFO Pro is a tested air barrier material: Intertek Report 

L4520.01-801-44 R0 measured air leakage under ASTM E2357 at 0.0024 L/s·m². R302.11.1 accepts air-permeable unfaced fiberglass batts as fireblocking. The determination also 

cites ESR-4073, which evaluates Heatlok HFO High Lift; the installed product is Heatlok HFO Pro under IAPMO UES ER-565, and quotes ER-565 Sec. 1.0 without Sec. 3.0, which 

covers Type V and IRC dwellings. Relief requested: a finding of equivalent protection under 11 NCAC 08 .1504(b), and confirmation that the sealing of the corrugation profile is 

verifiable at the insulation inspection. See attached.



202.9 Appeals 
202.9.1 Engineering Division.  A written technical interpretation shall be provided as specified in 
Section 203.2.1.2. Any person may appeal in writing an order, decision, or determination 
pertaining to the code or any state building law by filing written notice with the Commissioner of 
Insurance or his designee within ten (10) days after the order, decision, or determination. A copy 
of the appeal shall be furnished to each party. 
(General Statutes 143-140, 153A-374 and 160A-434) 

203.2.1 Interpretations 
203.2.1.1 Informal Interpretations. The Engineering Division shall provide informal 
interpretations on code related matters either by e-mail, letter or telephone. These informal 
interpretations may be accepted by the local code enforcement official or party requesting the 
interpretation. Either party may request a formal interpretation of the code. 

203.2.1.2 Formal Interpretations. Any person may request in writing a formal interpretation of 
the code. The request shall be addressed to the Chief Code Consultant for the Department of 
Insurance. The request shall be specific and shall reference the code sections in question. All 
formal interpretations shall be in writing. A formal interpretation shall be binding on all parties 
unless appealed to the Building Code Council as specified in Section 201.9.2.  Formal 
interpretations determined to be of a general nature may be posted on the Department 
website. (General Statute 143-140) 

203.2.2 Appeals.  Any person may appeal in writing an order, decision, or determination of a code 
enforcement official pertaining to the code or any state building law. The appeal shall be 
addressed to the Chief Engineer for the Department of Insurance by filing written notice within ten 
(10) days after the order, decision, or determination. The appeal shall contain the type and size of 
the building in question, the location of the building, and shall reference the code sections in 
question. The decision shall be in writing and shall set forth the facts found. The decision rendered 
shall be based on the technical provisions of the code, public health and safety and shall be 
construed liberally to those ends. A decision shall be binding on all parties unless appealed to the 
Building Code Council as specified in Section 201.9.2.  A copy of the appeal and written decision 
shall be furnished to each party.  (General Statutes 153A-374 and 160A-434) 

 
202.9.2 Building Code Council.  The Building Code Council shall hear appeals from the 
decisions of State enforcement agencies relating to any matter related to the code. Any person 
wishing to appeal a decision of a State enforcement agency to the Building Code Council shall 
give written notice of appeal as follows: 

202.9.2.1 Twenty one (21) copies including an original of the Notice of Appeal shall be filed 
with the Building Code Council c/o NC Department of Insurance, Engineering Division, 325 
North Salisbury Street, Room 5_44, Raleigh, NC 27603 and one (1) copy shall be filed with the 
State enforcement agency from which the appeal is taken. 

202.9.2.2 The Notice of Appeal shall be received no later than thirty (30) days from the date of 
the decision of the State enforcement agency. 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Docusign Envelope ID: 636F3500-5D2A-8944-80FA-A07C3D59CAC2



202.9.2.3 The Notice of Appeal shall be legibly printed, typewritten or copied and shall contain 
the following: 

(1) Name, address of the party or parties requesting the appeal. 
(2) The name of the State enforcement agency, the date of the decision from which the 

appeal is taken, and a copy of the written decision received from the enforcement 
agency. 

(3) The decision from which the appeal is taken shall be set forth in full in the Notice of 
Appeal or a copy of the decision shall be attached to all copies of the Notice of Appeal. 

(4) The contentions and allegations of fact must be set forth in full in a clear and concise 
manner with reference to the sections of the code in controversy. 

(5) The original Notice of Appeal shall be signed by the party or parties filing appeal. 
(6) The Notice of Appeal shall be received by the first day of the month prior to the Building 

Code Council's quarterly scheduled meeting in order to be placed on the agenda for 
that meeting. The Chairman may schedule a special meeting to hear an appeal. 

202.9.2.4 Upon the proper filing of the Notice of Appeal, the Building Code Council Secretary 
shall forward one (1) copy of the Notice of Appeal to each member of the Building Code 
Council. The Chairman may appoint a Hearing Committee to hear appeals.  The Secretary 
shall send notice in writing to the party or parties requesting an appeal and to the Building 
Code Council Hearing Committee members at least fifteen (15) days prior to the Hearing 
Committee meeting. A written decision of the Hearing Committee meeting shall be provided to 
all Building Code Council Members. The actions of the Hearing Committee shall be final, 
unless appealed to the full Building Code Council in writing within 30 days of the Hearing 
Committee's action. If a Hearing Committee consists of at least seven Council members, it will 
constitute a quorum of the full Council. Further appeals shall be as specified in Section 
202.9.3. 

202.9.2.5 The Building Code Council shall, upon a motion of the State enforcement agency or 
on its own motion, dismiss appeals for the following reasons:  

(1) Not pursued by the appellant or withdrawn; 
(2) Appeal not filed in accordance with these rules; or 
(3) Lack of jurisdiction.  

202.9.2.6 When the Building Code Council finds that a State enforcement agency was in error 
in its interpretation of the code, the Building Code Council shall remand the case to the agency 
with instructions to take such actions as the Building Code Council directs. When the Building 
Code Council finds on appeal that materials or methods of construction proposed are 
equivalent to those required by the code, the Building Code Council shall remand the case to 
the State enforcement agency with instructions to permit the use of such materials or methods 
of construction. The Building Code Council shall immediately initiate procedures for amending 
the code to permit the use of such materials or methods of construction. 

202.9.2.7 The Building Code Council shall provide a written decision setting forth the findings 
of fact and the Building Code Council's conclusions to each party or parties filing the appeal 
and to the State enforcement agency from which the appeal was taken. 

202.9.3 Superior Court.  Whenever any person desires to appeal a decision of the Building Code 
Council or a decision of a State or local enforcement agency, he may appeal either to the Wake 
County Superior Court or the Superior Court of the county in which the proposed building is to be 
situated in accordance with the provisions of Chapter 150B of the General Statutes.  
(General Statute 143-141(d)) 

Docusign Envelope ID: 636F3500-5D2A-8944-80FA-A07C3D59CAC2



APPENDIX E 

APPEALS 

NORTH CAROLINA 

BUILDING CODE COUNCIL 
1429 Rock Quarry Road, Suite 105 
Raleigh, North Carolina  27610 
(919) 647-0008
david.rittlinger@ncdoi.gov
APPEAL TO NCDOI/NCBCC Hearing Date _____ / _____ / _____

GS 153A-374, GS 160A-434     
Formal Interpretation by NCDOI___________   
Appeal of Local Decision to NCDOI________   

GS 143-140, GS 143-141 
Appeal of Local Decision to NCBCC___________ 
Appeal of NCDOI Decision to NCBCC__________ 

APPELLANT ______________________ PHONE ( _____ ) _____ - _______ x _____ 
REPRESENTING ______________________________________________________ 
ADDRESS  
CITY  ______________________________________ STATE _____ ZIP ___________ 
E-MAIL ___________________________________ FAX ( _____ ) _____ - _______

North Carolina State Building Code, Volume - Section

REQUEST ONE: [   ] Formal Interpretation by NCDOI [   ] Appeal of Local Decision to NCBCC 
[   ] Appeal of Local Decision to NCDOI [   ] Appeal of NCDOI Decision to NCBCC 

Type or print.  Include all background information as required by the referenced General Statutes and the 
attached policies.  Attach additional supporting information. 

REASON: 

APPEAL TO NCDOI/NCBCC 

Signature DATE:     FORM 3/14/17 

Docusign Envelope ID: 636F3500-5D2A-8944-80FA-A07C3D59CAC2

Date of original filing: July 9, 2026 (Notice of Appeal, acknowledged by NCDOI July 10, 2026). This form is submitted in support of that filing and does not initiate a new 

appeal. Building: One-family residential dwelling. Wood post-frame construction, Type V. Approximately 3,100 square feet, two stories. Permitted under the 2018 North 

Carolina Residential Code.  Wall assembly: horizontal 2x6 wood girts, corrugated metal cladding, closed-cell spray polyurethane foam (Heatlok HFO Pro) applied to the 

interior at the insulation stage, with open-cell foam cavity fill. Location: 153 Foxtail Trail, Asheville, NC 28806. Buncombe County. Permit BLD2025-01146. Owner of record:

 Paden Brunault (co-appellant). Contractor of record: KC Construction Company LLC, NC GC License #82407. Decision appealed: Written determination of Buncombe 

County Permits and Inspections dated June 29, 2026, issued under Section 105 of the NC Administrative Code and Policies (review of alternative material, design, or 

method), declining to accept the proposed water-resistive barrier assembly. Supporting information attached.

Builtbykc@gmail.com

The determination cites ESR-4073, which evaluates Heatlok HFO High Lift; the installed product is Heatlok HFO Pro under IAPMO 

UES ER-565. It states ASTM E331 approvals are not listed; Intertek Report L4520.01-801-44 R0 is an ASTM E331 test of the 

installed product at 15 psf, 120 minutes, no water penetration. R703.1.1 Exception 2 permits a water-resistive barrier demonstrated by

 testing in lieu of a prescriptive product; that report is the demonstration. The county inspector confirmed this pathway in writing on 

February 17, 2026. The determination also quotes ER-565 Sec. 1.0 without Sec. 3.0, which covers Type V and IRC dwellings. Relief 

requested: a finding of equivalent protection under 11 NCAC 08 .1504(b) and an order overruling the determination. See attached.

Kyle Chandler

188 Toronto Trail

NC

9111

2018 NCRC R703.1.1 Exception 2 NC Admin Code Sec. 105; G.S. 143-140.1; 11 NCAC 08 

.1501-.1505

X

545

Clyde

8/12/2026

KC Construction Company LLC- NC GC License #82407

828



202.9 Appeals 
202.9.1 Engineering Division.  A written technical interpretation shall be provided as specified in 
Section 203.2.1.2. Any person may appeal in writing an order, decision, or determination 
pertaining to the code or any state building law by filing written notice with the Commissioner of 
Insurance or his designee within ten (10) days after the order, decision, or determination. A copy 
of the appeal shall be furnished to each party. 
(General Statutes 143-140, 153A-374 and 160A-434) 

203.2.1 Interpretations 
203.2.1.1 Informal Interpretations. The Engineering Division shall provide informal 
interpretations on code related matters either by e-mail, letter or telephone. These informal 
interpretations may be accepted by the local code enforcement official or party requesting the 
interpretation. Either party may request a formal interpretation of the code. 

203.2.1.2 Formal Interpretations. Any person may request in writing a formal interpretation of 
the code. The request shall be addressed to the Chief Code Consultant for the Department of 
Insurance. The request shall be specific and shall reference the code sections in question. All 
formal interpretations shall be in writing. A formal interpretation shall be binding on all parties 
unless appealed to the Building Code Council as specified in Section 201.9.2.  Formal 
interpretations determined to be of a general nature may be posted on the Department 
website. (General Statute 143-140) 

203.2.2 Appeals.  Any person may appeal in writing an order, decision, or determination of a code 
enforcement official pertaining to the code or any state building law. The appeal shall be 
addressed to the Chief Engineer for the Department of Insurance by filing written notice within ten 
(10) days after the order, decision, or determination. The appeal shall contain the type and size of 
the building in question, the location of the building, and shall reference the code sections in 
question. The decision shall be in writing and shall set forth the facts found. The decision rendered 
shall be based on the technical provisions of the code, public health and safety and shall be 
construed liberally to those ends. A decision shall be binding on all parties unless appealed to the 
Building Code Council as specified in Section 201.9.2.  A copy of the appeal and written decision 
shall be furnished to each party.  (General Statutes 153A-374 and 160A-434) 

 
202.9.2 Building Code Council.  The Building Code Council shall hear appeals from the 
decisions of State enforcement agencies relating to any matter related to the code. Any person 
wishing to appeal a decision of a State enforcement agency to the Building Code Council shall 
give written notice of appeal as follows: 

202.9.2.1 Twenty one (21) copies including an original of the Notice of Appeal shall be filed 
with the Building Code Council c/o NC Department of Insurance, Engineering Division, 325 
North Salisbury Street, Room 5_44, Raleigh, NC 27603 and one (1) copy shall be filed with the 
State enforcement agency from which the appeal is taken. 

202.9.2.2 The Notice of Appeal shall be received no later than thirty (30) days from the date of 
the decision of the State enforcement agency. 
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202.9.2.3 The Notice of Appeal shall be legibly printed, typewritten or copied and shall contain 
the following: 

(1) Name, address of the party or parties requesting the appeal. 
(2) The name of the State enforcement agency, the date of the decision from which the 

appeal is taken, and a copy of the written decision received from the enforcement 
agency. 

(3) The decision from which the appeal is taken shall be set forth in full in the Notice of 
Appeal or a copy of the decision shall be attached to all copies of the Notice of Appeal. 

(4) The contentions and allegations of fact must be set forth in full in a clear and concise 
manner with reference to the sections of the code in controversy. 

(5) The original Notice of Appeal shall be signed by the party or parties filing appeal. 
(6) The Notice of Appeal shall be received by the first day of the month prior to the Building 

Code Council's quarterly scheduled meeting in order to be placed on the agenda for 
that meeting. The Chairman may schedule a special meeting to hear an appeal. 

202.9.2.4 Upon the proper filing of the Notice of Appeal, the Building Code Council Secretary 
shall forward one (1) copy of the Notice of Appeal to each member of the Building Code 
Council. The Chairman may appoint a Hearing Committee to hear appeals.  The Secretary 
shall send notice in writing to the party or parties requesting an appeal and to the Building 
Code Council Hearing Committee members at least fifteen (15) days prior to the Hearing 
Committee meeting. A written decision of the Hearing Committee meeting shall be provided to 
all Building Code Council Members. The actions of the Hearing Committee shall be final, 
unless appealed to the full Building Code Council in writing within 30 days of the Hearing 
Committee's action. If a Hearing Committee consists of at least seven Council members, it will 
constitute a quorum of the full Council. Further appeals shall be as specified in Section 
202.9.3. 

202.9.2.5 The Building Code Council shall, upon a motion of the State enforcement agency or 
on its own motion, dismiss appeals for the following reasons:  

(1) Not pursued by the appellant or withdrawn; 
(2) Appeal not filed in accordance with these rules; or 
(3) Lack of jurisdiction.  

202.9.2.6 When the Building Code Council finds that a State enforcement agency was in error 
in its interpretation of the code, the Building Code Council shall remand the case to the agency 
with instructions to take such actions as the Building Code Council directs. When the Building 
Code Council finds on appeal that materials or methods of construction proposed are 
equivalent to those required by the code, the Building Code Council shall remand the case to 
the State enforcement agency with instructions to permit the use of such materials or methods 
of construction. The Building Code Council shall immediately initiate procedures for amending 
the code to permit the use of such materials or methods of construction. 

202.9.2.7 The Building Code Council shall provide a written decision setting forth the findings 
of fact and the Building Code Council's conclusions to each party or parties filing the appeal 
and to the State enforcement agency from which the appeal was taken. 

202.9.3 Superior Court.  Whenever any person desires to appeal a decision of the Building Code 
Council or a decision of a State or local enforcement agency, he may appeal either to the Wake 
County Superior Court or the Superior Court of the county in which the proposed building is to be 
situated in accordance with the provisions of Chapter 150B of the General Statutes.  
(General Statute 143-141(d)) 
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ATTACHMENT TO APPENDIX E APPEAL FORM
Supporting information attached pursuant to the instruction on the Appendix E form:

“Include all background information as required by the referenced General Statutes and the attached policies. Attach additional
supporting information.”

North Carolina Building Code Council  |  NC Department of Insurance, Engineering Division

Submitted in support of the Notice of Appeal filed July 9, 2026. This form and attachment supplement that
filing and do not initiate a new appeal.

Marked on form: Appeal of Local Decision to NCDOI

DATE July 9, 2026

APPELLANT Kyle E. Chandler

PHONE (828) 545-9111

REPRESENTING KC Construction Company LLC  —  NC General Contractor License #82407

ADDRESS 188 Toronto Trail

CITY / STATE / ZIP Clyde, NC 28721

E-MAIL builtbykc@gmail.com

CO-APPELLANT Paden Brunault, Owner of Record — 153 Foxtail Trail, Asheville, NC 28806

CODE 2018 North Carolina Residential Code; North Carolina Administrative Code and Policies

SECTION(S) R302.11.1 Item 7; R316.6 (2018 NCRC); Section 105 (NC Administrative Code and
Policies); G.S. 143-140.1; 11 NCAC 08 .1501–.1505

REASON FOR APPEAL

BUILDING AND LOCATION

One-family residential dwelling; wood post-frame (Type V) construction; approximately 3,100 square feet; two
stories. Permitted under the 2018 North Carolina Residential Code. Wall assembly: horizontal 2x6 wood girts,
corrugated metal cladding, closed-cell spray polyurethane foam (Heatlok HFO Pro) applied to the interior at the
insulation stage, with open-cell foam cavity fill. Permit BLD2025-01146, Buncombe County. Location: 153 Foxtail
Trail, Asheville, North Carolina 28806. Owner of record: Paden Brunault. Contractor of record: KC Construction
Company LLC, NC General Contractor License #82407.

DETERMINATION APPEALED

Written determination of Buncombe County Permits and Inspections dated July 2, 2026, captioned as a review of
an alternative material, design, or method under Section 105 of the North Carolina Administrative Code and
Policies, declining to approve the proposed wall assembly with respect to the fireblocking requirements of
R302.11.

GROUNDS

1.  The determination cites ICC-ES ESR-4073 as its evaluation basis at Exhibit 2. ESR-4073 evaluates Heatlok
HFO High Lift. The product proposed for this assembly is Heatlok HFO Pro, which is evaluated under IAPMO UES
ER-565.

2.  The determination quotes Section 1.0 of ER-565 without Section 3.0, which states that the product is used in
Types I through V construction and in one- and two-family dwellings regulated under the International Residential
Code.

3.  Traditional wood fireblocking is installed at all interlevel separations required by R302.11 and is ready for
inspection. The closed-cell foam is not proposed in place of that fireblocking. The only condition in dispute is the
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void at the corrugation profile where the metal panel meets the framing.

4.  The closed-cell application seals that void at the insulation stage, leaving no continuous concealed draft
opening — the condition R302.11 states it exists to prevent. That material cannot be installed until the framing
inspection passes. The Exhibit 4 photographs relied upon in the determination show the assembly at the framing
stage, which is the only condition that can exist before the material is applied.

5.  Heatlok HFO Pro is a tested air barrier material. Intertek Report L4520.01-801-44 R0 measured air leakage of
the opaque wall assembly under ASTM E2357 at 0.0024 L/s·m². R302.11.1 accepts air-permeable unfaced
fiberglass batts as fireblocking.

RELIEF REQUESTED

A finding under 11 NCAC 08 .1504(b) that the proposed assembly provides the equivalent level of protection of
public health, safety, and welfare prescribed by the Code, and an order overruling the determination of July 2,
2026.

PRIOR FILINGS IN THIS MATTER

This appeal is timely. The determination issued July 2, 2026; the Notice of Appeal was filed July 9, 2026 — within
the 30 days provided by 11 NCAC 08 .1501. An Appendix E form addressing the February 17, 2026 framing
determination in this matter was filed with this office on March 5, 2026. This form addresses the July 2, 2026
written determination specifically. A Notice of Appeal was filed July 9, 2026 and acknowledged July 10, 2026.
Supporting documentation is submitted with the accompanying correspondence.

Signature: ______________________________________ Date: ____________________

Kyle E. Chandler, Owner, KC Construction Company LLC

Signature: ______________________________________ Date: ____________________

Paden Brunault, Owner of Record, 153 Foxtail Trail — Co-Appellant

Attachment to Appendix E appeal form (FORM 3/14/17).
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ATTACHMENT TO APPENDIX E APPEAL FORM
Supporting information attached pursuant to the instruction on the Appendix E form:

“Include all background information as required by the referenced General Statutes and the attached policies. Attach additional
supporting information.”

North Carolina Building Code Council  |  NC Department of Insurance, Engineering Division

Submitted in support of the Notice of Appeal filed July 9, 2026. This form and attachment supplement that
filing and do not initiate a new appeal.

Marked on form: Appeal of Local Decision to NCDOI

DATE July 9, 2026

APPELLANT Kyle E. Chandler

PHONE (828) 545-9111

REPRESENTING KC Construction Company LLC  —  NC General Contractor License #82407

ADDRESS 188 Toronto Trail

CITY / STATE / ZIP Clyde, NC 28721

E-MAIL builtbykc@gmail.com

CO-APPELLANT Paden Brunault, Owner of Record — 153 Foxtail Trail, Asheville, NC 28806

CODE 2018 North Carolina Residential Code; North Carolina Administrative Code and Policies

SECTION(S) R703.1.1 Exception 2 (2018 NCRC); Section 105 (NC Administrative Code and Policies);
G.S. 143-140.1; 11 NCAC 08 .1501–.1505

REASON FOR APPEAL

BUILDING AND LOCATION

One-family residential dwelling; wood post-frame (Type V) construction; approximately 3,100 square feet; two
stories. Permitted under the 2018 North Carolina Residential Code. Wall assembly: horizontal 2x6 wood girts,
corrugated metal cladding, closed-cell spray polyurethane foam (Heatlok HFO Pro) applied to the interior at the
insulation stage, with open-cell foam cavity fill. Permit BLD2025-01146, Buncombe County. Location: 153 Foxtail
Trail, Asheville, North Carolina 28806. Owner of record: Paden Brunault. Contractor of record: KC Construction
Company LLC, NC General Contractor License #82407.

DETERMINATION APPEALED

Written determination of Buncombe County Permits and Inspections dated June 29, 2026, captioned as a review
of an alternative material, design, or method under Section 105 of the North Carolina Administrative Code and
Policies, declining to accept the proposed water-resistive barrier assembly.

GROUNDS

1.  The determination cites ICC-ES ESR-4073 as its evaluation basis at Exhibit 2. ESR-4073 evaluates Heatlok
HFO High Lift. The product proposed for this assembly is Heatlok HFO Pro, which is evaluated under IAPMO UES
ER-565.

2.  The determination states that ASTM E331, ASTM E330, and ASTM D226 approvals are not listed for the
product. Intertek Report L4520.01-801-44 R0 reports ASTM E331 testing of the product at 15 psf for 120 minutes
with no water penetration.

3.  The determination quotes Section 1.0 of ER-565 without Section 3.0, which states that the product is used in
Types I through V construction and in one- and two-family dwellings regulated under the International Residential
Code.
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4.  2018 NCRC R703.1.1 Exception 2 permits a water-resistive barrier demonstrated by testing in lieu of a
prescriptive product. The Intertek report referenced above is that demonstration. The county inspector confirmed
this pathway in writing on February 17, 2026.

RELIEF REQUESTED

A finding under 11 NCAC 08 .1504(b) that the proposed water-resistive barrier assembly provides the equivalent
level of protection of public health, safety, and welfare prescribed by the Code, and an order overruling the
determination of June 29, 2026.

PRIOR FILINGS IN THIS MATTER

This appeal is timely. The determination issued June 29, 2026; the Notice of Appeal was filed July 9, 2026 —
within the 30 days provided by 11 NCAC 08 .1501. An Appendix E form addressing the February 17, 2026 framing
determination in this matter was filed with this office on February 27, 2026. This form addresses the June 29, 2026
written determination specifically. A Notice of Appeal was filed July 9, 2026 and acknowledged July 10, 2026.
Supporting documentation is submitted with the accompanying correspondence.

Signature: ______________________________________ Date: ____________________

Kyle E. Chandler, Owner, KC Construction Company LLC

Signature: ______________________________________ Date: ____________________

Paden Brunault, Owner of Record, 153 Foxtail Trail — Co-Appellant

Attachment to Appendix E appeal form (FORM 3/14/17).

Docusign Envelope ID: 636F3500-5D2A-8944-80FA-A07C3D59CAC2

8/12/2026

8/12/2026









​Mr. Love — per our meeting on July 16, these are the questions submitted for written response.​

​Mr. Rogers,​

​On July 16, 2026, I met with Mr. Love regarding the June 29 and July 2, 2026 determinations for 153​
​Foxtail Trail. In that meeting it was agreed that the questions raised by these determinations deserve​
​written answers.  That agreement exists because of a pattern: this project has been failed repeatedly​
​without reasons given. The March 20 response to two project-specific engineering letters cited no code​
​section and stated no reason. The July 10 response to a three-point written rebuttal — delivered with​
​the ASTM E331 test report — did not address a single one of the three points. Determinations have been​
​issued; engagement has not. This letter submits those questions. Each is tied to a specific statement in​
​the written record, and each admits of a direct answer. I ask for written answers to each numbered​
​question by close of business Tuesday, July 21, 2026. That timeline reflects that every question below​
​concerns statements in the county's own determinations and evidence that has been before the county​
​since July 8 or earlier — and that this project has now been stopped for 151 days. This correspondence​
​and any responses will be furnished to the NC Department of Insurance, Engineering Division, as part of​
​the record in the pending appeal filed July 9, 2026 under Section 203.2.2.​

​A. Authenticity of the submitted documentation​

​Mr. Love relayed a concern that the submitted documentation — the IAPMO UES evaluation report, the​
​Intertek test report, and the Huntsman engineering letters — is not authentic because it is not sealed by​
​a professional engineer.​

​That concern rests on a misunderstanding of how the code authenticates this class of document.​
​Laboratory test reports and evaluation reports are not sealed by professional engineers; they are​
​authenticated by the accreditation of the body that issues them. Section 105 of the NC Administrative​
​Code and Policies — the same section under which both determinations were issued — provides for​
​approval of alternates by the code enforcement official and authorizes tests as evidence of compliance.​
​Neither determination cites any code section requiring a professional engineer's seal on a laboratory test​
​report or an evaluation report — because the code's mechanism for authenticating such evidence is the​
​accreditation of the issuing body, not an engineer's seal.​

​The accreditation status of each document's source is a matter of public record:​

​•​ ​IAPMO Uniform Evaluation Service (ER-565) is accredited by the ANSI National Accreditation Board​
​(ANAB) under ISO/IEC 17065, General Requirements for Bodies Operating Product Certification​
​Systems. ER-565 is published on IAPMO UES's public directory at uniform-es.org, where the county​
​can retrieve it directly. ER-565 Section 6.10 further confirms the product's test reports come from​
​laboratories complying with ISO/IEC 17025.​

​•​ ​Intertek Testing Services NA (Report No. L4520.01-801-44 R0) holds ISO/IEC 17025 accreditation for​
​building-product testing, including the water-penetration and air-barrier test methods at issue.​
​Intertek will verify the authenticity of its own report number directly to the county upon request.​

​•​ ​Huntsman Building Solutions' engineering letters are signed by Paul Warren, Huntsman's Building​
​Science and Engineering Manager, on Huntsman letterhead, and are verifiable with Huntsman​
​directly.​

​We invite the county to verify all three. A party submitting fabricated documents does not invite the​
​receiving agency to verify them with the issuing bodies.​



​QUESTION 1:​​Does the county dispute the authenticity of ER-565, Intertek Report L4520.01-801-44 R0,​
​or the Huntsman engineering letters? If so, state the specific basis, and identify the code section that​
​requires a professional engineer's seal on an accredited laboratory's test report or an accredited​
​evaluation body's report.​

​B. Documented errors in the June 29 and July 2 determinations​

​Wrong product cited.​​Both determinations list ICC-ES​​Evaluation Report ESR-4073 as Exhibit 2 and draw​
​conclusions from it. ESR-4073's evaluation subject is Heatlok HFO High Lift. The product installed and​
​under review at 153 Foxtail Trail is Heatlok HFO Pro, covered by IAPMO UES ER-565 — your own Exhibit​
​1. These are two different Huntsman products with two different evaluation reports.​

​QUESTION 2:​​Do you agree that ESR-4073 and ER-565​​cover two different products? Which​
​conclusions in the June 29 and July 2 determinations rest on Exhibit 2, and will those conclusions be​
​withdrawn? If the county's position is that its conclusions do not rest on Exhibit 2, explain why a​
​different product's evaluation report was cited in both determinations at all.​

​The E331 statement.​​The June 29 determination states,​​under Exhibit 3: "The NC Residential code​
​section 703 has three ASTM approval sections ASTM E331, ASTM E330 and ASTM D226. These approvals​
​are not listed for this product." Intertek Report L4520.01-801-44 R0 is an ASTM E331 test of Heatlok HFO​
​Pro — 15 psf differential pressure, 120 minutes, no water penetration — delivered to your office on July​
​8, 2026 and absent from the determination's exhibit list.​

​QUESTION 3:​​Is the statement that ASTM E331 "approvals​​are not listed for this product" accurate as​
​written — yes or no? If the county's position has changed now that the report is in hand, state the​
​new position in writing.​

​Half the evaluation report quoted.​​Both determinations​​quote ER-565 Section 1.0 and stop at "exterior​
​walls of Types I-IV construction." Section 3.0 (Product Use) of the same report, on the same page, states:​
​"Heatlok HFO Pro insulation is used in Types I, II, III, IV, and V construction under the IBC and in one- and​
​two-family dwellings under the IRC." The building at 153 Foxtail Trail is a one-family dwelling permitted​
​under the 2018 NC Residential Code — the exact use Section 3.0 names.​

​QUESTION 4:​​Was Section 3.0 reviewed before the determinations​​were issued? On what basis does​
​Section 1.0 control over Section 3.0 for a one-family dwelling under the IRC?​

​C. The written record​

​Your own inspector conceded the pathway.​​On February​​17, 2026, Inspector Keynan Phillips wrote (cc to​
​you): "You also state that 703.1.1 exception 2 allows the deletion of the prescriptive water barrier​
​through compliance with ASTM 331 which is correct." The only objection raised that day was whether​
​the testing existed. It does, and it has now been delivered.​

​QUESTION 5:​​Does the county still agree that the R703.1.1​​Exception 2 pathway is correct, as Inspector​
​Phillips stated in writing on February 17? If yes, the dispute is about evidence only — state specifically​
​what evidence remains missing. If the county's position has changed since February 17, state what​
​changed, when, and on what code basis.​

​The March 20 response.​​On March 18, 2026, two project-specific​​engineering letters from the​
​manufacturer were delivered with one question: whether the engineering data was sufficient to clear​
​the framing holds. The county's complete response on March 20 was: "We have reviewed the​



​documents. This will not change our interpretation for these products." No code section was cited. No​
​reason was given.​

​QUESTION 6:​​What was the specific code basis for rejecting​​the two Huntsman engineering letters on​
​March 20, 2026? If no code section supported the rejection at the time it was issued, confirm that in​
​writing.​

​The alternatives contradiction.​​The July 2 determination​​states that Section 302.11 "has specific​
​materials listed. There is not any standards listed to create an alternative material." Yet the​
​determination is itself titled a review of Alternative Material, Design or Method under Section 105 of the​
​NC Administrative Code — and Section 105.1 states the codes "are intended to allow the use of any​
​alternate material, design or method of construction," and that an alternative shall be approved where​
​the code enforcement official finds it complies with the intent and provisions of the code. The absence of​
​a material from a prescriptive list is the reason the alternative-materials pathway exists; it is not grounds​
​for refusing to evaluate an alternative.​

​QUESTION 7:​​Is it the county's position that no alternative​​to the materials listed in Section 302.11 can​
​ever be approved under Section 105? If not, state the specific criteria the county applied in evaluating​
​this alternative, and where those criteria appear in the July 2 determination.​

​The Exhibit 4 photographs show an incomplete assembly.​​Both determinations rely on Exhibit 4 site​
​photographs — the July 2 letter cites them as showing "areas not sealed." Those photographs show the​
​assembly before the insulation stage. In the proposed assembly, closed-cell foam is applied against the​
​corrugated panel at the insulation stage. The foam conforms to the corrugation profile and seals the flute​
​channels at every framing line, plate line, and floor/ceiling intersection. Any residual space behind a​
​framing member becomes an isolated, fully enclosed pocket — sealed above and below by foam,​
​bounded by wood on one face and metal on the other — with no vertical continuity and no air supply.​

​That is exactly the condition Section R302.11 requires. Its stated purpose is "to cut off both vertical and​
​horizontal concealed draft openings." Fireblocking compartmentalizes concealed spaces; it has never​
​required eliminating cavities. A wall fireblocked with the code's own listed materials still contains​
​air-filled cavities between the blocks — what the code prohibits is a continuous concealed draft path,​
​and after application none remains. The Intertek report already in the record measured the air leakage of​
​this foam assembly under ASTM E2357 at 0.0024 L/s·m² at 75 Pa — essentially airtight. By comparison,​
​Section R302.11.1 lists batts or blankets of mineral wool or glass fiber — air-permeable materials — as​
​acceptable fireblocking. A sealed, air-impermeable compartment cannot fail a standard that​
​air-permeable batts satisfy.​

​The code-listed fireblocking is already installed.​​All fireblocking separating the levels of this dwelling​​—​
​the interlevel cut-offs Section R302.11 requires between stories and between the top story and roof​
​space — is installed, in materials listed in Section R302.11.1, and is ready for inspection today. The only​
​condition in dispute is the corrugation flute at the wall cavity, which is precisely what the closed-cell​
​application seals. The framing hold imposed February 16 is itself what prevents the application of the​
​material the photographs are cited as showing missing.​

​QUESTION 8:​​Do the Exhibit 4 photographs depict the​​completed proposed assembly, or the assembly​
​prior to foam application? If the latter, on what basis does the condition of a not-yet-completed​
​assembly establish that the completed assembly fails to perform? The county is invited to verify the​
​completed condition directly: at the insulation inspection, county staff may select any location in the​
​structure, witness the application, and direct a test cut at any point of their choosing to confirm the​



​flute channels are sealed and no continuous concealed draft opening remains. Will the county accept​
​this witnessed field verification?​

​D. Corrections to the record​

​The addressee.​​Both determinations are addressed to​​"Kevin Evan Chandler." The licensed contractor of​
​record on Permit BLD2025-01146 is Kyle Evan Chandler, KC Construction Company LLC, NC GC License​
​#82407.​

​QUESTION 9:​​Please correct the addressee on both determinations​​and confirm the correction in​
​writing.​

​The county retains the authority to resolve this​

​In our July 16 meeting, the county's position was that this matter should now be resolved at the state​
​level. To be clear about what the code actually provides: Section 105.1 of the NC Administrative Code​
​and Policies states that the code is intended to allow the use of any alternate material, design or method​
​of construction, places the approval authority with the​​code enforcement official​​, and directs that an​
​alternative​​shall be approved​​where the official finds​​it complies with the intent and provisions of the​
​code. The pending appeal does not remove the county's authority to amend its own determinations —​
​that authority remains on your desk today. Referring this to the State is a choice, not a requirement.​

​And the cost of that choice is not evenly shared. This project has been stopped since February 16, 2026​
​— 151 days. Every day of non-decision is carried entirely by the homeowners and by my company. It​
​costs the county nothing to leave this unresolved. That asymmetry is why I am asking the county to act​
​on the evidence in front of it rather than wait to be overruled.​

​QUESTION 10:​​Is there anything in the code or in county​​policy that prevents the county from​
​amending the June 29 and July 2 determinations today, based on the accredited test report and​
​evaluation report now in the record? If yes, cite it. If the county nonetheless elects to await the State's​
​ruling rather than amend, confirm in writing that the county stands by both determinations as written​
​— including the Exhibit 2 citation to ESR-4073 and the statement that ASTM E331 approvals "are not​
​listed for this product" — as the record the county submits for the State's review.​

​The standard that will govern​

​For clarity on where this dispute is headed: under 11 NCAC 08 .1504(b), if the Department of Insurance​
​Engineering Division determines that the alternative design and construction provides the equivalent​
​level of protection of public health, safety, and welfare prescribed by the Code, the Engineering Division​
​shall overrule​​the determination by the local authority.​​The question before the State is equivalency —​
​demonstrated here by an accredited laboratory's passing ASTM E331 test and an ANAB-accredited​
​evaluation report naming this exact building type. The questions above give the county the opportunity​
​to address the record before the State rules on it. And that ruling is imminent: under Section 203 of the​
​NC Administrative Code and G.S. 143-140.1, the Engineering Division's decision on a Section 105.3​
​alternate-materials appeal is due within 10 business days.​

​I ask for written answers to each numbered question by close of business Tuesday, July 21, 2026. Each​
​numbered question admits of a direct answer. A response that does not directly answer a numbered​
​question will be recorded in the appeal as a question the county was unable to answer. Silence will be​
​recorded the same way. I remain available to meet on site with you and Mr. Love at any time.​

​Respectfully,​



​Kyle Chandler​
​KC Construction Company LLC​
​NC General Contractor License #82407​
​188 Toronto Trail, Clyde, NC 28721​
​(828) 545-9111 | builtbykc@gmail.com​





























































































































































































EXHIBIT B
Response of Buncombe County Permits and Inspections — July 24, 2026
Permit BLD2025-01146 • 153 Foxtail Trail, Asheville, NC 28806

Message record

From: Jason R. Rogers, Director, Buncombe County Permits and Inspections
<Jason.Rogers@buncombenc.gov>

To: Kyle Chandler <builtbykc@gmail.com>

Cc: Timothy T. Love, Assistant County Manager; Gary Brunault; Avril Pinder, County Manager

Date: Friday, July 24, 2026, 9:48 AM EDT

Subject: RE: Permit BLD2025-01146 — 153 Foxtail Trail — Written Questions Following July 16
Meeting — Response Requested by Tuesday, July 21

Attachments: None

Message text (verbatim)

All,

The information below needs to be sent to the Chief Code Consultant to be added to the
appeals process. As a reminder we met the timelines and requirements of the Informal Review
and the Alternative Method processes. State law has an appeals process for this purpose
(G.S.140-143.1) where there are questions about local determinations, and it appears you have
applied in this manner. We feel the questions below are answered in the report. The questions
below do not change the local determination that this is not an approved material or method to
remedy the current code violations.

We have rendered our decision and are awaiting the statutorily required response from the
State on this appeal. We will uphold the State's decision once rendered.

Jason Rogers
Permits and Inspections, Director
35 Woodfin Street, Asheville, NC 28801
(828) 250-5384

This exhibit reproduces the message in full. It is the complete text of the response received to the ten numbered questions
submitted July 17, 2026 (Exhibit A). The statute reference appears as written in the original. No attachment accompanied the
message.

Submitted by Kyle E. Chandler, KC Construction Company LLC • NC General Contractor License #82407 • 188 Toronto Trail,
Clyde, NC 28721 • (828) 545-9111 • builtbykc@gmail.com



EXHIBIT C
Email of Assistant County Manager Timothy Love — July 17, 2026

Permit BLD2025-01146  |  153 Foxtail Trail, Asheville, NC 28806

MESSAGE RECORD

From Timothy Love, Assistant County Manager, Buncombe County — Timothy.Love@buncombenc.gov

To Gary Brunault (gbrunault@att.net); Kyle Chandler (builtbykc@gmail.com)

Cc Jason R. Rogers, Director, Permits and Inspections (Jason.Rogers@buncombenc.gov)

Date Friday, July 17, 2026

Subject RE: [External] NOTICE OF APPEAL — Section 203.2.2 — Permit BLD2025-01146, 153 Foxtail Trail,
Asheville NC — Determinations of June 29 and July 2, 2026

MESSAGE BODY (VERBATIM)

Gary/Kyle,

Per our meeting on Thursday, please see the below statute regarding alternative design construction,
appeals and timeline for decision.

[Hyperlink in original to:
https://www.ncleg.net/EnactedLegislation/Statutes/HTML/BySection/Chapter_143/GS_143-140.1.html]

==

§ 143-140.1.  Alternative design construction and methods; appeals.

The Building Code Council shall, by January 1, 2023, promulgate rules, procedures, and policies for the
approval of alternative designs and construction that follow the North Carolina State Building Code. The
Residential Code Council shall, by January 1, 2026, promulgate rules, procedures, and policies for the
approval of alternative designs and construction that follow the North Carolina State Building Code. In
the event of a dispute between a local authority having jurisdiction and the designer or
owner-representative regarding alternative designs and construction, and notwithstanding any other
section within this Article, appeals by the designer or owner-representative on matters pertaining to
alternative design construction or methods shall be heard by the Engineering and Building Codes
Division of the Department of Insurance. The Engineering and Building Codes Division shall issue its
decision regarding an appeal filed under this section within 10 business days. The State Fire Marshal
shall adopt rules in furtherance of this section.  (2007-507, s. 18; 2022-11, s. 8(a); 2023-108, s. 1(a);
2023-151, s. 11.60(a); 2024-1, s. 6.4(k).)

Timothy Love
County Manager's Office — Assistant County Manager
(828) 250-5243
200 College Street, Asheville, NC 28801

Reproduced from the email as received. County and State email signature images, social media links, and standard
confidentiality footers are omitted. The message was sent within an existing county email thread; prior messages in that
thread are already part of the record before the Division.



 

 
 
 
March 3, 2026 
 
KC Construction Company, LLC 
188 Toronto Trail 
Clyde, NC 
28721 
Attn: Mr. Kyle Chandler-Proprietor 
 
Re: Heatlok® HFO Pro and Foam-Lok FL500- Wall Assembly at 153 Foxtrail Trl., Asheville, NC 28806-  
       Fire Blocking Requirements 
  
Dear Mr. Chandler,  
 
This letter serves to confirm that you have described the application Heatlok® HFO Pro spray applied polyurethane 
foam insulation directly to the corrugated exterior metal siding at the floor/ceiling intersections followed by a full 
cavity fill application of Foam-Lok FL500 spray applied polyurethane foam insulation.  
 
The 2024 North Carolina State Residential Code, Section R302.11: Fireblocking, states: “In combustible 
construction, fireblocking shall be provided to cut off both vertical and horizontal concealed draft openings 
and to form an effective fire barrier between stories, and between the top story and the roof space. 
 
The 2024 North Carolina State Residential Code, Section 202, defines Fireblocking as follows, “Building materials 
or materials approved for use as fireblocking, installed to resist the free passage of flame to other areas of the 
building through concealed spaces.” 
 
The primary purpose of fire blocking is to prevent the vertical movement of flames, smoke, and gases within a 
building. Fire blocking achieves this by sealing off gaps and hidden spaces, which helps contain the fire to its 
original area. This containment provides occupants with more time to evacuate and allows firefighters to have more 
time to respond. 
Moreover, fire blocking restricts the flow of oxygen, which is crucial for a fire to grow and spread. By limiting the 
airflow, fire blocking effectively slows down the combustion process, thereby aiding in the suppression of the fire. 
 
The application described above includes a spray foam air impermeable insulation filled wall cavity inclusive of an 
air impermeable spray foam applied at the floor/ceiling intersections with the exterior wall. With the elimination of 
airspaces, draft openings, gaps and hidden spaces resulting from this monolithically occupied wall assembly with 
spray polyurethane foam insulation renders an assembly containing no potential for vertical or horizontal concealed 
draft openings, the functionality surrounding the requirement for fireblocking, and as such Section R302.11 of the 
2024 North Carolina State Residential Code is not applicable to this specific application. 
 

With warm regards,                     
 
 
Paul Warren 
Building Science and Engineering Manager 
  

 
  
Mobile: 520-610-6216  |  Email: paul_warren@huntsman.com 
  
Huntsman Building Solutions  

mailto:paul_warren@huntsmanbuilds.com


 

 
 
 
March 2, 2026 
 
KC Construction Company, LLC 
188 Toronto Trail 
Clyde, NC 
28721 
Attn: Mr. Kyle Chandler-Proprietor 
 
Re: Heatlok® HFO Pro- Water-Resistive Barrier (WRB) 
  
Dear Mr. Chandler,  
 
This letter serves to confirm that Heatlok® HFO Pro has been tested in accordance with ASTM E331-Standard 
Test Method for Water Penetration of Exterior Windows, Skylights, Doors, and Curtain Walls by Uniform 
Static Air Pressure Difference with dimensions equaling 64ft2 under a minimum differential pressure of 15lb/ft2 for 
a minimum test exposure of 2-hours by third party, independent, accredited laboratory Intertek.  
 
The International Residential Code, Section R703.1.1-Water Resistance, Exception: 2, states that compliance 
with R703.2-Water-Resistive Barrier and R703.4-Flashing shall not be required when it has been demonstrated 
to resist wind-driven rain in accordance with ASTM E331. Wall assemblies shall be a minimum of 4ft x 8ft (32ft2) 
and shall be tested at a minimum differential pressure of 6.24lb/ft2 for a minimum testing exposure of 2 hours. Tests 
are deemed acceptable when no water penetration is observed during the test exposure. The results on a minimum 
of 1.25-inches of Heatlok® HFO Pro as tested in accordance with ASTM E331showed that there was no water 
leakage under the prescribed conditions and duration of the test. (See attached figures) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

                         
 
                                  Fig.1-Intertek Scope of Work 



 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
                        

 
                             
 Fig. 2-Assembly Dimensions 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

 
 
 
 

               
                      Fig.3-Testing Results 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

               
                 
                          Fig.4-Conclusion 
 
 

 
 
In summary, Heatlok® HFO Pro has been evaluated and is in compliance with the requirements of the IRC 
Section R703.1.1, Exception 2 as a result of testing in accordance with ASTM E331 under the prescribed 
requirements showing no water leakage through the assembly and as such meets the intent of the building code 
for a water-resistive barrier when applied at a minimum thickness of 1.25-inches. 
 
With warm regards, 

                        
 
 
Paul Warren 
Building Science and Engineering Manager 
  

 
  
Mobile: 520-610-6216  |  Email: paul_warren@huntsman.com 
  
Huntsman Building Solutions 
 
 

mailto:paul_warren@huntsmanbuilds.com
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REPORT ISSUED TO 
HUNTSMAN BUILDING SOLUTIONS DBA DEMILEC USA LLC 

3315 E. Division Street 
Arlington, Texas 76011 
 
SECTION 1 
SCOPE 
Intertek Building & Construction (B&C) was contracted by Huntsman Building Solutions dba 
DEMILEC USA LLC to perform air leakage testing in accordance with ASTM E2357 and ASTM E331 
on Heatlok HFO Pro air barrier assembly.  The mock-ups tested were representative of target 
installation methods.  Testing was performed on one opaque wall and one penetrated wall.  
Reference Product sampling report L3592.01-801-47 dated 8/28/20 for product sampling 
information. 
 
Results obtained are tested values and were secured by using the designated test methods.  
Testing was conducted at Intertek B&C test facility in Plano, TX.  This report does not constitute 
certification of this product nor an opinion or endorsement by this laboratory.   
This report is not intended as a comprehensive evaluation of the system regarding performance 
and application to specific buildings. 
SECTION 2 
SUMMARY OF TEST RESULTS 
SPECIMEN TEST PROTOCOL TEST RESULTS AT 75 PA  

#1 Opaque Wall ASTM E2357-11 0.0024 (L/s•m2) 

#2 Penetrated Wall ASTM E2357-11 0.0047 (L/s•m2) 

SPECIMEN TEST PROTOCOL TEST RESULTS AT 300 PA  

#1 Opaque Wall ASTM E2357-11 0.0094 (L/s•m2) 

#2 Penetrated Wall ASTM E2357-11 0.0060 (L/s•m2) 

SPECIMEN TEST PROTOCOL TEST RESULTS AT 15 PSF  

#1 Opaque Wall ASTM E331 No Leakage 

 
For INTERTEK B&C: 

COMPLETED BY: Fred Munoz REVIEWED BY: Andy Cost 
 
TITLE: Project Manager TITLE: Lab Manager 
 
 
SIGNATURE: 

 
 SIGNATURE:  

DATE: 11/18/20 DATE: 11/18/20 
SC:AC 
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SECTION 3 
TEST METHODS 
 
The specimens were evaluated in accordance with the following: 

ASTM E2357-11, Standard Test Method for Determining Air Leakage of Air Barrier Assemblies 

ASTM E283-04(2012), Standard Test Method for Determining Rate of Air Leakage Through 
Exterior Windows, Curtain Walls, and Doors Under Specified Pressure Differences Across the 
Specimen 

ASTM E330/E330M-14, Standard Test Method for Structural Performance of Exterior 
Windows, Doors, Skylights and Curtain Walls by Uniform Static Air Pressure Difference 

ASTM E331-00 (2016), Standard Test Method for Water Penetration of Exterior Windows, 
Skylights, Doors, and Curtain Walls by Uniform Static Air Pressure Difference 

AC 71 1-2018, Foam Plastic Sheathing Panels Used as Weather-resistive Barriers 

 
SECTION 4 
MATERIAL SOURCE/INSTALLATION 
 
Test specimens were provided by the client. Representative samples of the test specimens will be 
retained by Intertek B&C for a minimum of four years from the test completion date. 
 
Test Wall #1 Opaque Wall Installation: Installation was performed by the client. 
 
Test Wall #2 Penetrated Wall Installation: Installation was performed by the client.   
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SECTION 5 
EQUIPMENT 
 
Cycling Mechanism:  Computer controlled centrifugal blower with electronic pressure measuring 
device 
Deflection Measuring Device:  Linear transducers, and 1" dial indicators. 
 
SECTION 6 
LIST OF OFFICIAL OBSERVERS 
 

NAME COMPANY 

Andy Cost Intertek B&C 

Fred Munoz Intertek B&C 

 
SECTION 7 
TEST PROCEDURE 
 
A series of laboratory tests were performed to determine air leakage resistance, wind load 
performance, and durability of air barrier coating.  The installations were tested for air leakage 
and structural performance testing using ASTM E2357, ASTM E283, ASTM E330, and ASTM E331.  
The durability of the selected installations was evaluated and re-testing for air leakage was 
performed. 
 
Tape and film were not used to seal against air leakage during structural testing.   
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SECTION 8 
TEST SPECIMEN DESCRIPTION 
 
Product Type:   Heatlok HFO Pro 
Series/Model:  1.25" Closed-Cell Spray Foam Insulation 
 
Wall #1: Opaque Wall 
 
Product Size: 

OVERALL AREA: WIDTH HEIGHT 

5.9 m² (64.0 ft2) millimeters inches millimeters inches 

Overall Size 2438 96 2438 96 

 
Test Wall Construction:  The opaque wall was constructed of 2 x 4 Spruce-Pine-Fir studs, spaced 
16" on center.  The wall was sheathed with nominal 1/2" thick Dens Glass and secured with #6 x 
1-5/8" drywall screws spaced 8" on center. The Dens Glass sheathing was applied with one 8' long 
horizontal seam and two 4' long vertical seams with no sealant applied. A 1-1/4" thick layer of 
Heatlok HFO Pro Closed-Cell Spray Foam Insulation was applied to the sheathing and relied upon 
as the air sealing material.  The wall utilized a 2 x 10 Spruce-Pine-Fir wood wrap around the 
perimeter to facilitate testing. 
 
Wall #2: Penetrated Wall 
 
Product Size: 

OVERALL AREA: WIDTH HEIGHT 

5.9 m² (64.0 ft2) millimeters inches millimeters inches 

Overall Size 2438 96 2438 96 

 
Test Wall Construction:  The penetrated wall was constructed of 2 x 4, Spruce-Pine-Fir studs, 
spaced 16" on center. The wall was sheathed with nominal 1/2" thick Dens Glass and secured with 
#6 x 1-5/8" drywall screws spaced 8" on center.  The Dens Glass sheathing was applied with one 
8' long horizontal seam and two 4' long vertical seams with no sealant applied. The penetrations 
included a 625 mm by 1225 mm rough opening with a 600 mm by 1200 mm window blank, a 100 
mm by 100 mm HVAC duct, a 38 mm PVC pipe, six brick ties and two junction box penetrations; 
one square and one octagon per ASTM E2357. The window rough opening was sealed by applying 
Sopraseal Stick Liquid Flashing and Heatlok HFO Pro ABS peel and stick flashing. The other 
penetrations and perimeter joint were sealed with Heatlok HFO Pro ABS sealant.  A 1-1/4" thick 
layer of Heatlok HFO Pro Closed-Cell Spray Foam Insulation was applied to the sheathing and 
relied upon as the air sealing material for the penetrations. The wall utilized a 2 x 10 Spruce-Pine-
Fir wood wrap around the perimeter to facilitate testing. 
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SECTION 8 
TEST RESULTS 
 
The temperature during testing was 22°C (73°F).  The results are tabulated as follows: 
Wall #1: Opaque Wall 
Test Method: ASTM E2357-11 
Test Date / Time: 08/23/20 / 8:00AM 
 
Air Infiltration (before loading sequence) 

PRESSURE 

TOTAL 
LEAKAGE 
(cfm) 

TARE  
(cfm) 

SPECIMEN 
LEAKAGE 
(cfm) 

LEAKAGE  
RATE 

(L/s•m2) (cfm/ft2) 

25 Pa (0.52 psf) 1.65 1.65 0.00 0.00 <0.0001 

50 Pa (1.04 psf) 2.30 2.30 0.00 0.00 <0.0001 

75 Pa (1.57 psf) 2.93 2.93 0.00 0.00 <0.0001 

100 Pa (2.09 psf) 3.36 3.36 0.00 0.00 <0.0001 

150 Pa (3.13 psf) 4.23 4.23 0.00 0.00 <0.0001 

250 Pa (5.22 psf) 5.35 5.35 0.00 0.00 <0.0001 

300 Pa (6.27 psf) 6.10 6.10 0.00 0.00 <0.0001 

 
Air Exfiltration (before loading sequence) 

PRESSURE 

TOTAL 
LEAKAGE 
(cfm) 

TARE  
(cfm) 

SPECIMEN 
LEAKAGE 
(cfm) 

LEAKAGE  
RATE 

(L/s•m2) (cfm/ft2) 

25 Pa (0.52 psf) 1.70 1.70 0.00 0.00 <0.0001 

50 Pa (1.04 psf) 2.47 2.47 0.00 0.00 <0.0001 

75 Pa (1.57 psf) 3.09 3.09 0.00 0.00 <0.0001 

100 Pa (2.09 psf) 3.63 3.63 0.00 0.00 <0.0001 

150 Pa (3.13 psf) 4.55 4.55 0.00 0.00 <0.0001 

250 Pa (5.22 psf) 5.99 5.99 0.00 0.00 <0.0001 

300 Pa (6.27 psf) 6.56 6.56 0.00 0.00 <0.0001 

Note:  Reference Section 11 for Air Leakage Charts and 95% confidence Interval. 
 

TITLE OF TEST PRESSURE TEST RESULTS 

Deformation (10 second load) 

±100 Pa (±2.09 psf) No damage 

±200 Pa (±4.18 psf) No damage 

±300 Pa (±6.27 psf) No damage 

±400 Pa (±8.36 psf) No damage 

±500 Pa (±10.45 psf) No damage 

Deformation (60 minute load) ±600 Pa (±12.54 psf) No damage 

Cyclic Loading (2000 cycles) ±800 Pa (±16.72 psf) No damage 

Gust Loading (3 second load) ±1200 Pa (±25.06 psf) No damage 

http://www.intertek.com/building
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Wall #1: Opaque Wall  
Test Method: ASTM E2357-11 
Test Date / Time: 04/10/18 / 1:00PM 
 
Air Infiltration (after loading sequence) 

PRESSURE 

TOTAL 
LEAKAGE 
(cfm) 

TARE  
(cfm) 

SPECIMEN 
LEAKAGE 
(cfm) 

LEAKAGE  
RATE 

(L/s•m2) (cfm/ft2) 

25 Pa (0.52 psf) 1.65 1.65 0.00 0.00 <0.0001 

50 Pa (1.04 psf) 2.30 2.30 0.00 0.00 0.0000 

75 Pa (1.57 psf) 2.95 2.93 0.01 0.01 0.0005 

100 Pa (2.09 psf) 3.37 3.36 0.01 0.01 0.0005 

150 Pa (3.13 psf) 4.23 4.23 0.00 0.00 0.0000 

250 Pa (5.22 psf) 5.51 5.35 0.17 0.17 0.0058 

300 Pa (6.27 psf) 6.15 6.10 0.05 0.05 0.0019 

 
Air Exfiltration (after loading sequence) 

PRESSURE 

TOTAL 
LEAKAGE 
(cfm) 

TARE  
(cfm) 

SPECIMEN 
LEAKAGE 
(cfm) 

LEAKAGE  
RATE 

(L/s•m2) (cfm/ft2) 

25 Pa (0.52 psf) 1.70 1.70 0.00 0.00 <0.0001 

50 Pa (1.04 psf) 2.48 2.47 0.01 0.01 0.0005 

75 Pa (1.57 psf) 3.10 3.09 0.01 0.01 0.0005 

100 Pa (2.09 psf) 3.63 3.63 0.00 0.00 <0.0001 

150 Pa (3.13 psf) 4.57 4.55 0.03 0.03 0.0009 

250 Pa (5.22 psf) 6.00 5.99 0.01 0.01 0.0005 

300 Pa (6.27 psf) 6.64 6.56 0.08 0.08 0.0028 

Note:  Reference Section 11 for Air Leakage Charts and 95% confidence Interval. 
 

TITLE OF TEST PRESSURE 

TEST RESULTS mm (inches) 

NET Deflection 

Wind Pressure 
Loading  
(10 second load) 

+1440 Pa  
(+30.09 psf) 

9.65 
(0.38) 

-1440 Pa  
(-30.09 psf) 

10.41 
(0.41) 

Note:  See Section 12, Sketch #1, for indicator locations. 
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Wall #2: Penetrated Wall  
Test Method: ASTM E2357-11 
Test Date / Time: 10/15/20 / 10:00AM 
 
Air Infiltration (before loading sequence) 

PRESSURE 

TOTAL 
LEAKAGE 
(cfm) 

TARE  
(cfm) 

SPECIMEN 
LEAKAGE 
(cfm) 

LEAKAGE  
RATE 

(L/s•m2) (cfm/ft2) 

25 Pa (0.52 psf) 0.85 0.85 0.00 0.00 <0.0001 

50 Pa (1.04 psf) 1.29 1.29 0.00 0.00 <0.0001 

75 Pa (1.57 psf) 1.66 1.66 0.00 0.00 <0.0001 

100 Pa (2.09 psf) 2.00 2.00 0.00 0.00 <0.0001 

150 Pa (3.13 psf) 2.59 2.59 0.00 0.00 <0.0001 

250 Pa (5.22 psf) 3.54 3.54 0.00 0.00 <0.0001 

300 Pa (6.27 psf) 3.98 3.98 0.00 0.00 <0.0001 

 
Air Exfiltration (before loading sequence) 

PRESSURE 

TOTAL 
LEAKAGE 
(cfm) 

TARE  
(cfm) 

SPECIMEN 
LEAKAGE 
(cfm) 

LEAKAGE  
RATE 

(L/s•m2) (cfm/ft2) 

25 Pa (0.52 psf) 0.88 0.88 0.00 0.00 <0.0001 

50 Pa (1.04 psf) 1.34 1.34 0.00 0.00 <0.0001 

75 Pa (1.57 psf) 1.75 1.75 0.00 0.00 <0.0001 

100 Pa (2.09 psf) 2.15 2.15 0.00 0.00 <0.0001 

150 Pa (3.13 psf) 2.81 2.81 0.00 0.00 <0.0001 

250 Pa (5.22 psf) 3.89 3.89 0.00 0.00 <0.0001 

300 Pa (6.27 psf) 4.34 4.34 0.00 0.00 <0.0001 

Note:  Reference Section 11 for Air Leakage Charts and 95% confidence Interval. 
 

TITLE OF TEST PRESSURE TEST RESULTS 

Deformation (10 second load) 

±100 Pa (±2.09 psf) No damage 

±200 Pa (±4.18 psf) No damage 

±300 Pa (±6.27 psf) No damage 

±400 Pa (±8.36 psf) No damage 

±500 Pa (±10.45 psf) No damage 

Deformation (60 minute load) ±600 Pa (±12.54 psf) No damage 

Cyclic Loading (2000 cycles) ±800 Pa (±16.72 psf) No damage 

Gust Loading (3 second load) ±1200 Pa (±25.06 psf) No damage 

 
  

http://www.intertek.com/building


1909 10th Street, Suite 100 
Plano, Texas 75074 

 
Telephone:    469-814-0687 

Facsimile:    717-764-4129 
www.intertek.com/building 

TEST REPORT FOR HUNTSMAN BUILDING SOLUTIONS 
Report No.: L4520.01-801-44 R0 
Date: 11/18/20 
 

Version: 07/24/17 Page 9 of 23 RT-R-AMER-Test-2813 

Wall #2: Penetrated Wall  
Test Method: ASTM E2357-11 
Test Date / Time: 05/11/18 / 8:00 AM 
 
Air Infiltration (after loading sequence) 

PRESSURE 

TOTAL 
LEAKAGE 
(cfm) 

TARE  
(cfm) 

SPECIMEN 
LEAKAGE 
(cfm) 

LEAKAGE  
RATE 

(L/s•m2) (cfm/ft2) 

25 Pa (0.52 psf) 0.85 0.85 0.00 0.00 0.0000 

50 Pa (1.04 psf) 1.31 1.29 0.03 0.03 0.0009 

75 Pa (1.57 psf) 1.69 1.66 0.03 0.03 0.0009 

100 Pa (2.09 psf) 2.03 2.00 0.03 0.03 0.0009 

150 Pa (3.13 psf) 2.63 2.59 0.04 0.04 0.0014 

250 Pa (5.22 psf) 3.58 3.54 0.04 0.04 0.0014 

300 Pa (6.27 psf) 4.01 3.98 0.03 0.03 0.0012 

 
Air Exfiltration (after loading sequence) 

PRESSURE 

TOTAL 
LEAKAGE 
(cfm) 

TARE  
(cfm) 

SPECIMEN 
LEAKAGE 
(cfm) 

LEAKAGE  
RATE 

(L/s•m2) (cfm/ft2) 

25 Pa (0.52 psf) 0.88 0.88 0.00 0.00 <0.0001 

50 Pa (1.04 psf) 1.35 1.34 0.01 0.01 0.0005 

75 Pa (1.57 psf) 1.77 1.75 0.01 0.01 0.0005 

100 Pa (2.09 psf) 2.16 2.15 0.01 0.01 0.0005 

150 Pa (3.13 psf) 2.81 2.81 0.00 0.00 <0.0001 

250 Pa (5.22 psf) 3.90 3.89 0.01 0.01 0.0005 

300 Pa (6.27 psf) 4.35 4.34 0.01 0.01 0.0005 

Note:  Reference Section 11 for Air Leakage Charts and 95% confidence Interval. 
 

TITLE OF TEST PRESSURE 

TEST RESULTS mm (inches) 

NET Deflection 

Wind Pressure 
Loading  
(10 second load) 

+1440 Pa  
(+30.09 psf) 

14.22 
(0.56) 

-1440 Pa  
(-30.09 psf) 

14.22 
(0.56) 

Note:  See Section 12, Sketch #2, for indicator locations. 
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Test Specimen #1: Opaque  

TITLE OF TEST RESULTS ALLOWED NOTE 

Water Penetration, ASTM E331 
per AC 71 at 720Pa (15 psf) 

120 
minutes 

No leakage  

General Note:  All testing was performed in accordance with the referenced standards. 
 
SECTION 9 
CONCLUSION 
 
The mock-ups tested met the specified performance requirements set forth in ASTM E2357-11 
and AC71 / ASTM E331. 
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SECTION 10 
ASTM E2357-11 CHARTS 
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SECTION 11 
SKETCHES 

 

Sketch No. 1 
Indicator Locations - Wall #1 
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Sketch No. 2 
Indicator Locations - Wall #2 

  

 

 

 

#1 
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SECTION 12 
PHOTOGRAPHS 

 
Photo No. 1 

Opaque Wall 
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Photo No. 2 

Penetrated Wall 
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Photo No. 3 

Liquid Primer and Heatlok HFO Pro Peel and Stick flashing at window opening 
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Photo No. 4 

Heatlok HFO Pro Sealant at penetration perimeter 
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SECTION 13 
REVISION LOG 
 

REVISION # DATE PAGES REVISION 

0 11/18/20 N/A Original Report Issue 
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