
Comments from Steve Taylor: (Taylor Inspection Service, 904-206-0370, 
steve@taylorinspectionservices.com) 

As President of the Florida Chapter of The American Society of Home Inspectors, I wanted to follow up 
on my previous email of May 27th (see below) regarding concerns our members have with the current 
language in Florida Statute 627.711 as well as proposed language in Rule 690-170.0155 that you will be 
discussing at the Rule hearing on Monday June 20th.  As I stated in my original email, our membership 
has concerns that the language in F.S.627.711 may be in conflict with F.S. 501.204 - Unlawful Acts and 
Practices - .  As I stated in the email of May 27th, developing and implementing a rule that may conflict 
with F.S. 501.204- Unfair Trade Practices-  may exceed the authority of the OIR as outlined in Chapter 
120 (Administrative Procedure Act) and specifically F.S. 120.536(1) of the Florida Statutes.  In addition, 
implementing the proposed rule, as written, will likely have a negative financial impact on the small 
business owners enumerated in 627.711 that are prohibited from hiring non licensed individuals to work 
for their companies.  The language in 627.711 clearly provides a distinct and unfair market advantage to 
Div. 1 contractors and Engineers performing wind mitigation inspections over the other licensed entities 
specified in the Statute.  Any insight that you may be able to provide regarding a formal review or opinion 
by the O.I.R’s legal counsel on this issue would be greatly appreciated by our membership. 

I hope this email finds you well.  I don’t know if you remember me but we met at your office a couple 
years ago when I came to see you regarding wind mitigation inspections.  I have received the notice from 
Cindy Walden announcing the hearing on June 20th regarding changes to the OIR B1 1802 form.  I 
understand that the proposed changes are needed to bring the form and rule into compliance with 
statutory changes.  However, I have concerns that the statute (627.711) as written, as well at the 
language in the proposed rule may actually violate F.S. 501.204  Unlawful acts and practices.—  

 (1)Unfair methods of competition

 Allowing Div. 1 contractor business owners and Engineer Business owners to hire unlicensed individuals 
to work for their companies performing wind mitigation inspections while requiring the other licensed 
entities (also small business owners) enumerated in 627.711 to hire only licensed individuals for their 
companies provides a distinct market advantage to the Div.1 contractor and engineer business owners 
over the other business owners.   As the other business entities enumerated in 627.711 must hire 
licensed individuals for their companies at a much higher wage than the non licensed individuals that the 
Div.1 contractor and engineer can hire to conduct wind mitigation inspections for their companies, the 
Div.1 contractor and engineer small businesses can deliver that service at a much lower fee that the other 
business entities- thereby creating an unfair trade practice sanctioned by the current language in 
627.711. 

, unconscionable acts or practices, and unfair or deceptive acts or 
practices in the conduct of any trade or commerce are hereby declared unlawful. 

Developing and implementing a rule that may conflict with F.S. 501.204 may exceed the authority of the 
OIR as outlined in Chapter 120 (Administrative Procedure Act) and specifically F.S. 120.536(1) of the 
Florida Statutes.  In addition, implementing the proposed rule, as written, will likely have a negative 
financial impact on the small business owners enumerated in 627.711 that are prohibited from hiring non 
licensed individuals to work for their companies.  Clearly, the language in the statute (F.S. 627.711) as 
well as the proposed rule provide a distinct market advantage to the Div.1 contractor and engineer 
businesses and will have a negative financial impact the other small business owners.  With that said, 
and as required by F.S. 120.541 (Statement of estimated regulatory costs), has the OIR taken into 
account that the implementation of the proposed rule will have an adverse impact on small business? 
 Based on the above, is it possible to have counsel for the OIR to review this concept and render an 
opinion prior to the hearing? 



Comments from Joey Caballero: (5th Avenue Building Inspections, Inc, 561-369-8363, 
5thaveinspectors@bellsouth.net) 

1. The pick list should be horizontal (across not vertical). Does the source matter? I think it matter if it 
was before or after 2002 or 1995 in the HVHYZ. 

2. A and B should be combined so a choice of application or permit date is checked and eliminates 
additional check boxes permit date not available and Not required if permit application date is 
known.   

3. This question needs work. The question should be if the decking is less than 7/16" and the check box 
Final classification with the three choices. Truss spacing and fasteners questions are irrelevant and 
not readily accessible 90% of the time. 

4. Also Simpson has a large vertical strap call HETA which is attached to one side of the truss only and 
uses 5 to 12 nails that produced an uplift resistance comparable to a standard single wrap strap. This 
straps are mostly used in large custom built home in the Palm Beach coastal areas due to the truss 
ends are oversized and cannot accommodate a standard straps. 

5. There should be a choice or comment that explains that if a single wrap strap is not installed 
properly or has insufficient nails then is rated as clip (this will avoid challenging by client insisting 
they have single wrap straps but are installed away from truss or not nailed properly). 

6. There should be a choice for roof that are permitted after 2002 where the attics are not accessible 
(due to cathedral ceilings) or the attic is 100% covered with foam insulation (an incredible attribute 
that most of the time is panelized). This type of new roof that meet the FBC should not be penalized 
due to a better construction practice and should be rated to meet the highest rating. 

7. Check with a PDA computer developers to see if this layout can be improved or change for a 
computerized version. 

 

Comments from Bob Farr: (Can Do Inspections, 800-828-2820, candoinsp@earthlink.net) 

I’ll start first with the ARA 6 page form: 

1. B. Should add “select one’. This info is not available in all areas. 
2. Define predominant as more than 50% of other roof shapes and what if they all are equal? 
3. Should this be of the predominant roof only? If not, in multi shaped roofs the weakest roof deck 

attachment could be obscured. Same thing for determining the answers to3.2 thru 3.6. Not sure 
I understand Final classification: after 3.6 unless they are going to do a repeat like 3.A., 3.B.and 
3.C. like the current form and the 5-page draft. Also, what if the roof has been re-shingled? 

4. Same comment regarding weakest attachment when in reality the person is only seeing, if 
possible, a portion of these attachments at best. In other words, you could see several but just 
one is missing but covered or hidden due to a design change and or insulation etc. 

5. Pretty straight forward. 
6. Pretty straight forward 
7. An improvement but the underwriter should determine based on the table information 

checked. 
The NOTE: between 2 & 3 needs to be changed to reflect 3 through 7. 

I feel that under the actual field constraints that exist when doing these type of inspections, the fraud 
reference is a bit harsh and should be changed to the best of ones knowledge and the circumstances 
existing at the time of their site visit. Somehow we have to recognize that a lot of these are done for 



buyers who are not owners yet, so, technically, having them sign this form before they own it is simply 
not true. 

Now the 5-page draft; 

1. What impact will the new map have on this question? 
2. How does one document date of installation if no permit or paper work exists, like after a 

storm? 
3. This seems to fit in with the multi roof scenario.  
4. Again, how to verify with limited access. 
5. No comment 
6. Show me the reference in the 2001 FBC for the bracing. Also I think false gables or dormers 

should qualify as being braced. 
7. No comment except that it was exclude in the other draft. 
8. No comment except that, if the homeowner has documentation that shows they have SWR it 

should apply even though you can’t take a picture of the actual attribute. 
9. Same as above if all openings don’t show a sticker or label. 

Again, I feel that under the actual field constraints that exist when doing these type of inspections, the 
fraud reference is a bit harsh and should be changed to the best of one’s knowledge and the 
circumstances existing at the time of their site visit. Somehow we have to recognize that a lot of these 
are done for buyers who are not owners yet, so, technically, having them sign this form before they own 
it is simply not true. 


