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General Stakeholder Workgroup Meeting
March 1, 2022 9:00 a.m. — 11:00 a.m.

Virtual Meeting: https://vadhcd.adobeconnect.com/va2021cdc/

VCC Proposals

ATTENDEES:

VA Department of Housing and Community Development (DHCD) Staff:

Jeff Brown: State Building Codes Director, State Building Codes Office (SBCO)
Richard Potts: Code Development and Technical Support Administrator, SBCO
Paul Messplay: Code and Regulation Specialist, SBCO

Florin Moldovan: Code and Regulation Specialist, SBCO

Travis Luter: Code and Regulation Specialist, SBCO

Jeanette Campbell: Administrative Assistant, Building and Fire Regulations (BFR)

Group Participants:

Andrew Milliken: Stafford County Fire and Rescue, Representing himself

David Beahm: Warren County

Kenney Payne: Representing himself

Kerry Sutton: American Concrete Institute (ACl)

Oleg Bulshteyn: Representing himself (as a renter in VA) author of proposal B1206.2

Peter Broadbent: Virginia Cable Telecommunications Association (VCTA)

Robby Dawson: National Fire Protection Association (NFPA)

Ron Clements: Chesterfield Building Official

Scott Lang: Honeywell Fire

Sean Farrell: Prince William County (also VBCOA) BHCD member, but not representing BHCD
Steve Shapiro: Apartment and Office Building Association (AOBA), Virginia Apartment Management
Association (VAMA)

Also in Attendance:

Nolie Diakoulas: Convert Solar
Richard Roberts: Honeywell
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Welcome:

Paul Messplay: Gave a brief tutorial about how to use the Adobe Connect meeting space features.

Jeff Brown: Welcomed the participants to the VCC Workgroup meeting, and gave an overview of the 2021
Code Development Cycle, using a slideshow presentation attached as part of the meeting documents.
Discussion covered the following points:

e DHCD staff introduced themselves.

e The 2021 code development cycle and Study Group, Sub-Workgroup and General Workgroup
meeting flow summaries.

e The most notable change from prior years is that proposals will only be accepted during the
proposal phase, but not during the final phase.

e Qverview of the cdpVA and DHCD websites, including links to documents used during the cycle.

e Review of General Workgroup meeting agendas, meeting dates and voting processes.

e The main purpose of the General Workgroup meetings is to vote on the proposals in the agenda.
The following voting options were reviewed: consensus for approval, approved as modified,
disapproval, non-consensus, carry over, and withdrawn.

e Meeting summaries, proposals and voting results will be prepared and submitted to the Board of
Housing and Community Development for final review and decision.

e The agendas with proposals are sent out a few weeks in advance of the meetings for individuals to
review the information prior to the meetings. It is recommended that interested parties review and
discuss proposals with proponents prior to meetings, in order to keep the meetings moving along
to the voting phase.

Kenny Payne: Asked if Jeff will give the same introduction and summary at each Workgroup meeting.
Jeff: Yes, at least for the first cycle of meetings in March.
Participants introduced themselves, and who they were representing.

Proposals:

Jeff: Will introduce each of the proposals. If the proponent is on the call, he will turn the microphone over
to them to introduce the proposal.

B310.6-21
Ron Clements: This proposal shortens the trail to get to the scoping requirements for certain residential
structures without having to refer to other code books. It deletes the reference to IRC Section 103.4.5 for
scoping and puts it into Section 310.6 of the VCC. It also cleans up the language in Section 310.6 to include
all of the scoping listed in 310.6.1. Basically, the code was cleaned up to read easier in one location, without
reference to other codes.

Kenny: Does VCC 103.4.6 become #57?

Ron: Yes.

Kenny: Proposed consensus for approval.
Sean Farrell: VBCOA supports this proposal in full.
Jeff: Based on group votes, it will be marked as Consensus for Approval.

B432-21
Andrew Milliken: New section for Chapter 4, as a result of a new chapter in IFC for plant processing and
extraction facilities. The construction language that was in the new IFC chapter has been removed from the
SFPC, leaving no reference to get from the VCC to the IFC. This points back to Chapter 39 of the IFC.
Sean: Typically 307.1.1 references the IFC if it’s not H class, for storage battery systems, aerosol product
storage, stationary fuel cell power systems, etc. Chapter 4 for special occupancies has other considerations
to be reviewed and is usually not a direct link to the IFC. This might fit better in 307. He asked what
Andrew and the group members think?
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Andrew: There are sections in Chapter 4 for high-piled storage and other requirements. He thinks this
could fit in either section, and he doesn’t have a preference either way.
Kenny: Is neither for nor against. He doesn’t think there is any other chapter or section with just one line
or sentence. There’s usually more detail, which lends itself more to chapter 3 as Sean said.
Ron: These are not always high hazard, so chapter 4 is appropriate. Perhaps 414 is more appropriate.
Sean: Section 307.1.1 says other than group H, which is where we bring in the direct link to the IFC for
all uses that are not group H.
Jeff: Is the intent to capture the facilities that might be in the H use group, and ensure IFC
compliance, or is it to capture those that may not be group H, but still have IFC requirements.
Andrew: More likely the latter. In most cases, they are not in H and would fit in the 307.1 scenario.
Kenny: Would it become # 19 in 307.1.1, or might it fit in with another number or as a sub of
another number?
Andrew: Typed in the comments box and also verbally proposed to move it to 307.1.1(19)
Jeff: Voting to move to 307.1.1 with the same sentence — installation shall comply with chapter
39 of the IFC.
Sean: If high hazard, it would be captured in 307.1, but if not high hazard, it would be captured
in 307.1.1.
Jeff: CAM to move to 307.1.1(19) to reference the IFC for non-H use extraction facilities.
Steve Shapiro: 307.1.1 starts by saying ‘stores uses or handles hazardous materials’. Are we implying these
plants are hazardous? Items 1-18 are all hazardous.
Andrew: The plants are not hazardous, but the processing and extraction processes contain hazardous
materials.
Jeff: If it’s moved to #19, it says it is not group H, instead of saying ‘where it’s not a group H’. Are any of
these facilities not to be classified as group H? Typically, the other examples have a limit. Number 1 says
that structures occupied for application of flammable finishes, provided that the areas comply with 416
fit here because they are not high hazard.
Sean: Adding a note that says it doesn’t exceed MAQ tables would work.
Kenny: Is there any value to bringing in what chapter 39 says? This is just talking about installation, not
construction. Or does chapter 39 include construction as well?
Jeff: asked Andrew to clarify the intent.
Andrew: The intent is to capture construction provisions. Most are installation of equipment, and not
just construction, but this would encompass both, including chapter 39 construction provisions.
Ron: Looking at 39, he still leans towards...the purpose of 307 is to determine a classification. This
section is really about how to handle the equipment and safety and gas-detection systems,
regardless of occupancy. He is leaning toward chapter 4 rather than 307. He is not opposed, no
matter where it is placed.
Kenny: Last cycle, there was a push to remove as much of the construction requirements from the IFC as
possible. If this is involved with construction, would it be appropriate?
Jeff: He thinks its fine to reference IFC, because the building official would use the IFC chapter for the
design and instruction of the plant.
Sean: There are exceptions as direct pointers to the IFC, as well as caveats to the MAQ tables, so he does
think this section covers the unknowns. To Kenny’s point, they didn’t remove construction provisions
from the IFC, they were removed from the SFPC. Any links to scoping here go to the IFC.
Steve: Agrees with Ron, that Andrew located this correctly in 432. If there were hearings, and this
discussion came up, it would be tabled. It seems to need a harder look to identify all of the implications.
Jeff: It’s up to Andrew if he wants to leave it in 4, move it to 3, or hold off on the proposal until the next
meeting.
Ron: He doesn’t see anything in Chapter 39 that prohibits a group H occupancy, so if it’s only in
307.1.1 for non-group H facilities, how would someone with a group H extraction facility get to
chapter 39?
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Kenny: Corrected himself, section 425 has only one sentence pointing to NFPA 99, which is a
precedent for this approach.
Sean: He’s not opposed to placing it in chapter 4, but he’s concerned about setting a precedent that
would bring all chapters of the IFC to chapter 4 as special occupancies.
Andrew: He did look at various references, and does not just want to continue adding to chapter 4,
but this seems to be unrepresented. He doesn’t have a placement preference, but would like to
have consensus either way.
Kenny: In the VEBC change of occupancy, there was 1 section that made reference to chapter 4 of
the IBC, but the initial version listed the special occupancies in that one section. Would it be
appropriate to create a chapter 401.2, which lists things like this in one line item?
Jeff: If the proposal stays as-is, would there be an objection? No responses.
Jeff: Based on group voting, this will be marked as consensus as modified (CAM) to read “design,
construction and installation”.

{BREAK — 10:18 — 10:23}

B918-21
Jeff: As Richard is still having mic trouble, Scott Lang will present this proposal, which was discussed in the
IBEC study group.
Scott: This proposal seeks to reference the new NFPA 1225 (a combination of NFPA 1061 & 1221) and also
reference the UL 2524. This would improve the safety and reliability of IBEC systems and set concrete
objectives for signal strength within the standard.
Jeff: This was discussed in the IBEC Study group. One proposal coming out of the group will reference the
IFC, which in turn references NFPA 1221 and UL 2524. It was decided to reference the IFC and not NFPA
1225 yet, since it's new and not in the IFC yet. Another proposal coming also gives the same references
and also addresses responsibility for the systems.
Steve: A comparison was made between NFPA 1221 and NFPA 1225 by one of the study group members.
Based on that comparison, there was not a big difference between the versions. It was decided as Jeff
said, to reference the IFC and NFPA 1221.
Jeff: Richard Roberts typed in chat that he supports the direction of the Study Group, and Scott and
Richard said they would withdraw this proposal.
Jeff: Proposal Withdrawn

B1020.2.1-21
Jeff: This proposal is to remove Section 1020.2.1 of the VCC. It references 3006.2.1 in the VCC which is
already deleted.
Sean: This section isn’t in the 2018 code.
Jeff: This is in the 2021 IBC and would carry to the VCC if not eliminated.
Kenny: Was there a previous proposal to delete it from the VCC? Could it be that it keeps getting deleted
from state and reintroduced by national?

Jeff: That isn’t the case here. It seems like this one was relocated from someplace else in the IBC.
Kenny: VCC section 3002.1.1 discusses enclosures as required by chapter 7. There would be a
disconnect if 1020.2.1 was left in.

Ron: It looks like this section was added to the 2018 IBC as 1020.1.1 and renumbered. Since 3006.2.1
doesn’t exist, it seems like this is an appropriate code change regardless.
Jeff: This proposal is consensus for approval (CA), since there’s no opposition.

B1206.2-21
Oleg Bulshteyn: The purpose of this proposal is to improve the sound insulation in multi-family residential
buildings. In his experience, and according to his research and reviews, what is there now is not adequate.
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He included a document which cited several reviews. The simple language in the proposal says that the
sound insulation in floor to ceiling assemblies needs to be increased.
Steve: Is opposed. He doesn’t see any science that justifies the specific increase indicated.
Sean: Asked if there was national research done. It doesn’t seem that VA is unique. He asked if Oleg tried
to get this done at the ICC level.
Oleg: Submitted a proposal to the ICC, but it was after deadline, so it’s not in the current update cycle.
He knows that some municipalities have more stringent requirements than Virginia. There are thousands
of complaints and reviews, and he thinks something needs to be done, as it’s a public health issue. He
moved into a brand new luxury apartment building in Virginia in 2014. There was too much noise
bleeding through into his unit, especially from the unit above his. He says that the noise was so bad that
he was forced to move out.
Kenny: Asked if there are any proposals being submitted to the 2024 code cycle? He asked if this could
be handled from a zoning standpoint. He asked if Oleg tried to address this via zoning, instead of the
building code.
Oleg: He says it’s too widespread for that. He said that people who lease don’t know what to expect
when they move in as far as sound. This has been a major problem. There is substandard multi-family
housing in Virginia, and it is not easy for people to move out and find more acceptable housing. If
everything is built to the lower standards, there’s nowhere for people to move anyway.
Kenny: Asked Oleg if he knows specifically what it would take (materials and installation) and what it would
cost to make the change he proposed.
Oleg: He is not a design professional. He is speaking on behalf of himself and others as an end-user. He
says he is one voice speaking unofficially on behalf of thousands of others.
Kenny: Asked about the specifics of going to 55 and 60 insulation ratings. How would they know if that
increase would solve the problem?
Oleg: Maybe this is a starting point to raise awareness of the issue, to start a discussion. He doesn’t know
the specific numbers. There could be research done to determine the values.
David Beahm: He said Oleg spoke about sound concerns, and that he also spoke about “things falling off
walls”. It seems to him that there are two separate issues; one about sound and another about building
design. He also wondered if there is another proposal about building design.
Oleg: Does not have a separate proposal for building design. He says this proposal addresses “airborne
sound” in 1206.2 (things falling off the walls) and “impact sound” in 1206.3 (floor to ceiling assemblies).
David: Opposes this proposal as it stands.
Kenny: Does Oleg know what the sound was that knocked things off the wall?
Oleg: His major concern is the impact of sound and insulation. He didn’t include things falling off walls
in the proposal, he only used that as an example in this discussion. In his case, it was mostly the sounds
of neighbors located upstairs from him. He said again that the noise caused him to leave his apartment,
but there are still many people experiencing too much noise in apartment dwellings.
Jeff: Applauded Oleg as a citizen bringing it forward with no construction experience. He hopes the
discussion feedback was helpful. The vote of the Workgroup will be brought forth to the Board of Housing.
Jeff: Asked if anyone on the call would support the proposal?
Jeff: This proposal was voted as CD — consensus for disapproval.

Next Steps:

Jeff: Meeting summaries for all the Workgroups will be posted in cdpVA in a few weeks. The next
VCC meeting will be April 2. The cutoff to submit proposals for that meeting is March 11. The
final cutoff to submit proposals in this cycle is May 1 — there will be no other proposals accepted
after that date. All proposals considered by the Workgroups will tentatively go to the BHCD in
September. He thanked everyone for their participation.
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General Stakeholder Workgroup Meeting
March 2, 2022 9:00 a.m. — 10:44 a.m.

Virtual Meeting: https://vadhcd.adobeconnect.com/va2021cdc/

VEBC Proposals

ATTENDEES:

VA Department of Housing and Community Development (DHCD) Staff:

Jeff Brown: State Building Codes Director, State Building Codes Office (SBCO)
Richard Potts: Code Development and Technical Support Administrator, SBCO
Paul Messplay: Code and Regulation Specialist, SBCO

Florin Moldovan: Code and Regulation Specialist, SBCO

Travis Luter: Code and Regulation Specialist, SBCO

Jeanette Campbell: Administrative Assistant, Building and Fire Regulations (BFR)
Kyle Flanders: Senior Policy Analyst, Policy and Legislative Office

Group Participants:

Andrew Milliken: Stafford County Fire and Rescue, Representing himself

Dave Fuller: International Concrete Repair Institute (ICRI)

Eric Edelson: Edelson Consulting Group, American Concrete Institute (ACl)

Keith Kesner: CBM Engineers, ACI

Kenney Payne: Representing himself

Kerry Sutton: American Concrete Institute (ACl)

Peter Broadbent: Virginia Cable Telecommunications Association (VCTA)

Randy Grumbine: Factory-Built Housing, Virginia Manufactured and Modular Housing Association (VAMMHA)
Richard Roberts: Honeywell Senior Manager

Robby Dawson: National Fire Protection Association (NFPA)

Ron Clements: Chesterfield Building Official

Sarah Thomas:

Scott Lang: Honeywell Fire

Sean Farrell: Prince William County (also VBCOA) BHCD member, but not representing BHCD
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Welcome:

Paul Messplay: Gave a brief tutorial about how to use the Adobe Connect meeting space features.

Jeff Brown: Welcomed the participants to the VEBC meeting, and gave an overview of the 2021 Code
Development Cycle, using a slideshow presentation attached as part of the meeting documents. Discussion
covered the following points:

e DHCD staff introduced themselves.

e Overview of the 2021 code development cycle, including Study Group, Sub-Workgroup and General
Workgroup meetings.

e The most notable change from prior years is that proposals will only be accepted during the proposal
phase, but not during the final phase.

e Overview of the cdpVA and DHCD websites, including links to documents used during the cycle.

e Review of General Workgroup meeting agendas, meeting dates and voting processes.

e The main purpose of the General Workgroup meetings is to vote on the proposals in the agenda.
Consensus for: approval, modified approval and disapproval; non-consensus; carry over; and withdrawn
voting options were reviewed.

e Meeting summaries, proposals and voting results will be prepared and provided to the Board of Housing
and Community Development.

e The agendas with proposals are sent out a few weeks in advance for individuals to review the information
prior to the meetings. It is recommended that interested parties review and discuss proposals with
proponents prior to meetings, in order to keep the meetings moving along to the voting phase.

Participants introduced themselves, and who they were representing.

Proposals:

EB102.2.2-21
Ron Clements: Andrew Milliken submitted a code change proposal last cycle to add section 302.2.1 to the existing
building code which addresses repair or replacement of smoke alarms. Section 302.3 in the 2018 VEBC has
requirements for the repair or replacement of smoke alarms, which would be lost when utilizing the R-5 exception
in 102.2.2. Therefore, the language in 302.3 has been copied and added as an exception to 102.2.2 to mitigate this
breakdown.
Robby Dawson: Could this allow or imply that a hard-wired interconnected smoke alarm could be replaced with a
battery-only device in a house?
Ron: Existing hard-wired devices would still have to be replaced with hard-wired devices.
Richard Roberts: With Honeywell and representing the National Electric Manufacturers Association (NEMA) on
this issue, is opposed to requiring solely battery operated smoke alarms that are sealed 10-year batteries.
There are published statistics stating that a good percentage of these 10-year batteries aren’t working in 10
years. Some of the newer technologies, such as the low frequency 520 hertz audible alarm signal helps to wake
more people, including groups at higher risk. NEMA is generally opposed to technology-specific mandates. He
would prefer to see “repair or replacement of smoke alarms that are solely battery powered” in order to
mandate the use of 10-year batteries.
Kenney Payne: This code change is only here to give clarity, or fill a gap. It does not really make a change. He
has a concern that opposition to a change which only corrects an existing code, or fills a gap should not
happen in these meetings. A disagreement with the actual code (instead of the clarification) should be
brought up in separately. He raised this issue during the last cycle as well, and he would like DHCD to address
this point. He also thinks this proposal should move forward, but any opposition to the code itself should be
addressed in another proposal.
Jeff: DHCD allows everyone to comment as they see fit. Notes are captured on everything, in order to
provide a full and clear picture of the discussion in the summary report given to the Board of Housing and
Community Development.
Andrew Milliken: This would not require a hard-wired device to be replaced by a battery operated device.
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He agrees with Kenney that the intent is only to fill a gap, not make a change and he doesn’t think the
content of the code itself should be discussed.
Jeff: To clarify, there was a proposal approved last cycle in another section in the VEBC, which was
intended to require 10-year sealed batteries in all battery devices. Ron discovered that it may not have
covered all occupancies, and so he is proposing to copy that language here in order to include R-5
occupancies.
Richard: Thanked Kenney and Andrew for pointing out the requirement in the other section. He put a
note in the chat:
“A 2015 NFPA Study titled "Smoke Alarms in US Home Fires" reports that 47% of
the 601 10-year battery smoke alarms installed in 427 homes had dead batteries.”
Sean Farrell: VBCOA supports this. Section R314.6 in the VRC does recognize 10-year battery operated
devices.
Kenny: Thinks this may be non-consensus because there was an objection. If the other code section
remains, then this one is required to fill a gap. He asked Jeff if everything would be captured in the
summary for the BHCD.
Jeff: Yes, notes will be captured from what everyone has said. He did ask Richard to verify if he was in
agreement or not in agreement to approve the proposal.
Richard: He won’t object, since he doesn’t want a broken code. He will bring the information back to
NEMA to address in future code updates. He asked again for the original code change and Paul
Messplay put a link in the chat box for VEBC 302.3. Kenny and Ron concurred.
Jeff: If Richard can get a proposal submitted before May 1 to address his concern, it can go to the
Board at same time as this proposal.
Jeff: Seeing no other objections, this proposal has Consensus for Approval.

EB502.1.1-21
Keith Kesner: This proposal adds a sub-section with a reference to ACI 562, which was intended to provide clear
concrete repair guidance. ACI 562 is a consensus document in response to issues with long term durability and
performance of repaired concrete structures. This has been adopted as part of the existing building code in
several states. It provides guidance to design professionals in evaluation of existing structures and in the design
of repairs so that an equivalent level of safety is established in the repaired structure. It is also the first code that
requires design professionals to consider durability of repairs and provides clear quality control requirements.
It’s a flexible document that is consistent with the VEBC. When preparing the proposal, the Applied Technology
Council was consulted to ensure that there was no conflict with repairs to the seismic force resisting systems of
existing structures.
Eric Edelson: He has repaired structures for more than 40 years. He has done millions of dollars’ worth of re-
repairs (repairing previously repaired structures). If the designs had been done in accordance with the ACI 562
code, those millions of dollars could have been saved. This is parallel to an engineer designing a new structure in
accordance with ACI 318. ACI 562 gives direction to designing repairs. It will save money and repairs will be
safer.
Kerry Sutton: Keith and Eric have spoken and their thoughts are representative of thousands in the industry,
including the International Concrete Repair Institute, ACI and Virginia Ready Mix Association. The proposal to
add this new section, and referencing the ACI 562 standard would be beneficial and complementary to the
VEBC. It also assists with meeting the requirements of 102.1 in the existing building code as it provides for cost
effective and timely repairs.
Kenney: Asked if this was submitted at the national level for either the 2021 or 2024 cycle?
Kerry: It was submitted for 2021. There were some who opposed (from California), but the opposition was
not typical of other states in the country, who support it. She says other states have already adopted this
code. It will be resubmitted for 2024.
Kenney: Asked if this goes above and beyond what is required in the 2021 IEBC?
Keith: It is consistent with IEBC, but provides more information on guidance for durability design of repair
and evaluation of the existing structure. A majority of the time, the IEBC says that structure should be
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restored back to the original design code. It doesn’t provide assistance with evaluation or repair design,
including durability considerations.
Kenney: The reason statement goes into sustainability and durability. Doesn’t that by default require
more than the IEBC? If this is used, will repairs be required to be more sustainable and durable than they
were in the original construction?
Keith: Any repair will be more sustainable and properly designed repairs will be more durable. The
language of ACI 562 talks about the establishment of the design service life concept with the owner, and
provides guidance on how to do that. There is no discussion of durability in IEBC so the ACI provides
additional information to the owner and design professional. It gives the flexibility to go above and
beyond, but does not require it.
Kenny: This looks like it would be required. He’s not in favor of the words “in addition”. It speaks specifically to
seismic force resistant concrete elements being done in accordance with 305. The intent seems to be that all
structural concrete repairs need to comply with 562 but seismic repairs only need to comply with 305.
Keith: That is correct; it was done that way to avoid conflict with 305, and to avoid changes to the seismic force
resistance system. He doesn’t think there will be any issue in Virginia, since there are very few structures in
seismic design categories D, E or F.
Kenney: He wants to make sure it’s not requiring anything above and beyond what’s required in the 2021 IEBC.
He’s not necessarily in opposition if it doesn’t. He thinks the language could be tweaked a bit. He asked if the
proposed changes should be before or after section 502.
Kerry: If there’s a modification in language or location that Kenney wants to provide, they will consider it.
Kenney: Suggested to remove “in addition”, and start with the word “assessment”.
Kerry: That would be fine.
Kenny: Is this a requirement if repairs are substantial or less than substantial?
Keith: Both
Kenney: OK. It probably is in the appropriate section then. Is it specific only to concrete?
Kerry: yes.
Ron: Thinks it’s in the proper location, and that the words “in addition” are not needed. If there’s less than
substantial structural damage, would someone have to go through the entire process?
Keith: This is a building code requirement, so if the repair is being permitted, it would apply. ACl is trying to raise
awareness and quality levels across the board.
Ron: Maybe it should be in 501, based on what was just said, but he’s not objecting.
Jeff: Getting rid of the words “in addition” sounds like it would
Kerry: Clarifying the section change —is there any concern?
Kenny: He thinks it is ok in section 502.1.1 where it is, since it’s for all damage. He is not opposed
Jeff: The group did not have any further objections. Kenny clarified that he is not opposed. Consensus for
approval as Modified with striking the words “in addition”.

{BREAK 10:17 — 10:22}

EB1102-21
Scott Lang: He is a proponent, but not the author. This will be in the 2024 IFC, so it is important enough to bring
up now. This addresses existing energy storage systems that use lithium ion batteries. NFPA 855 is coming out
with a 2" edition, attempting to make these systems safer. Systems designed now, according to the latest fire
code, NFPA 855 and UL9540 are in good shape, but there are a lot out there now that need to have a close look.
The new 2024 code will be in the IFC, not the IEBC, though this is a better place for it than fire code. He thinks that
energy storage systems could have their own work group, because there’s so much going on. This would require a
hazard mitigation analysis, early detection system and corrective action plan, in accordance with FMEA or HMA.
Jeff: Received an email from Steve Shapiro from AOBA; he couldn’t attend, but his comment is that AOBA has
concerns about retrofitting. Steve’s comments are noted, but only participants on the meeting today will vote for
a decision.
Kenney: He applauds the effort. He thinks this may be what sunk a cargo ship recently in the Atlantic Ocean. He
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does think that this needs to be driven by the General Assembly. There may be some things in Chapter 11 that
weren’t done through legislature, but wonders if this should be.
Ron: Has a concern putting this in the VEBC, since it’s not about retrofitting and doesn’t ask for anything to be
done to the building. He thinks it might be better in chapter 12 of the SFPC, since it asks for information to be
submitted to the Fire Official. Also, it says that it should be based on jurisdiction adoption of the fire code.
Since Virginia does not do that, the language would need to be changed.
Jeff: In the SFPC Sub-workgroup now, there are some proposals being made to section 1207 of the SFPC, but
more discussion is still needed. Approval of these systems should be under the Building Official in the VCC or
USBC, but the operational and maintenance aspects should be in the SFPC. It is still in development. He knows
that there are some looking into bringing the requirements of the 2024 IFC, Section 1207 into the 2021 VCC.
Robby: The fire on cargo ship was not determined to be caused by lithium ion batteries (at this point).
Ron: Agrees that requirements for construction and instillation should be in the VCC. If retrofitting was
required, it would go in the VEBC. He doesn’t know what a corrective action plan would accomplish. In
1102.1.1, it talks about providing information to first responders, which would be more appropriate in the
fire prevention code.
Kenney: Wonders if chapter 4 of the IFC would be a better place for a corrective action plan. Perhaps tighten the

language up here to analysis and put early detection and action plan in the IFC. He asked Ron where the chapter
12 he referred to is located.

Ron: Chapter 12 of the SFPC.
Kenney: A true retrofit would be done regardless of other plans, repairs, alterations, change of occupancy, etc.
Something that would trigger the need for some action to the building would not be a true retrofit. This
proposal sounds is something to be done for all buildings with energy storage systems instead of a change of
occupancy, which would trigger something to be done.
Jeff: Has concerns about correlating with other code proposals coming forth. He asked for actual objections.
Ron: Clearly objects to this in its current form and in this location.
Andrew: Can it go to the SFPC Sub-workgroup?
Kenney: Opposes in the current form, especially in Section 1102 — it should be in Section 1101, if it was in
this code at all.
Jeff: There is objection in the current form. It could go to the SFPC Sub-workgroup, since some in the group
would prefer it to be part of the SFPC. He asked the proponents if they want to send it to the SFPC Sub-
Workgroup.
Scott: He did have some concern about placement as well. He would be in favor of bringing it to the Sub-
workgroup. Even though the 2024 IFC will address new systems, existing systems should be addressed
somewhere.
Jeff: Will consider this a carryover item and bring it to the SFPC Sub-workgroup, especially for the
corrective action plan. DHCD will invite Kenney and Ron to the SFPC Sub-workgroup.
Scott: Also asked to be invited to SFPC Sub-workgroup.

Next Steps:
Jeff: Thanked everyone for their participation. There will be another VEBC meeting in April. The cutoff for

proposals to be discussed at that meeting is March 11. The last meeting will be in June and the cutoff to submit
proposals for that meeting is May 1.
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General Stakeholder Workgroup Meeting
March 4, 2022 9:00 a.m. — 9:24 a.m.

Virtual Meeting: https://vadhcd.adobeconnect.com/va2021cdc/

VMC & SFPC Proposals

ATTENDEES:

VA Department of Housing and Community Development (DHCD) Staff:

Jeff Brown: State Building Codes Director, State Building Codes Office (SBCO)
Richard Potts: Code Development and Technical Support Administrator, SBCO
Paul Messplay: Code and Regulation Specialist, SBCO

Florin Moldovan: Code and Regulation Specialist, SBCO

Travis Luter: Code and Regulation Specialist, SBCO

Jeanette Campbell: Administrative Assistant, Building and Fire Regulations (BFR)
Kyle Flanders: Senior Policy Analyst, Policy and Legislative Office

Group Participants:

Andrew Milliken: Stafford County Fire and Rescue, Representing himself

Bryan Holland: National Electrical Manufacturer’s Association (NEMA)

Robby Dawson: National Fire Protection Association (NFPA)

Ron Clements: Chesterfield Building Official

Steve Shapiro: Apartment and Office Building Association (AOBA), Virginia Apartment Management Association
(VAMA)
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Welcome:

Jeff Brown: Briefly reviewed the 2021 Code Development Cycle workflow. He shared the presentation on screen
and in the file pod available to download. Highlights:

e tentative dates
cdpVA web site

e base documents

e meeting types and topics
Participants introduced themselves, and who they represent.
Jeff: Asked participants to stay muted when not speaking, to let the group know if they are speaking for
themselves or the group they represent, and to be clear on voting in favor of or in opposition to the proposal.

Proposals:

FP901.6.3.2-21
Andrew Milliken: Most of the annual on-site inspection records are kept electronically. This proposal would
require a physical tag or sticker to be placed on the equipment, when the inspection is completed in accordance
with section 901.6.1. This proposal was brought to the SFPC Sub-Workgroup, and had some revision based on
recommendations from that meeting. Primarily, there was a sentence added to also require a physical tag for “all
other” inspections in accordance with the applicable reference standards.

Jeff: Seeing no other discussion, this will be marked consensus for approval as modified. CAM

FP901.4.8-21
Andrew: This proposal was brought to the SFPC Sub-workgroup and had some modification of the wording for
clarity. The proposal says that building components such as walls, ceilings and ceiling tiles, which are expected to
be there during construction of the fire protection system, and are critical to the operation of the system, are
maintained. This section can be cited when there are holes, missing walls, ceiling tiles, etc.

Robbie Dawson: (for himself) For the language used, “Where building components...are required by the

installation standard”, where are ceiling tiles required?

Andrew: NFPA 13 and NFPA 72 both require smooth continuous ceiling.

Jeff: Seeing no other discussion, this will be marked consensus for approval as modified. CAM

FP1201.3-21
Jeff: This proposal was agreed to by the SFPC Sub-Workgroup, and the group became a co-proponent.
Andrew: This section was deleted from the 2018 SFPC, assuming that it was related to construction. It’s being
added back in to ensure that the overall capacity of the energy storage systems do not exceed the maximum
allowable quantity specified in the building code. This is similar to the way hazardous materials are handled. The
applicable building code would have a threshold for when additional requirements would be necessary for
energy storage systems.
Bryan Holland: He (NEMA) fully supports this. He asked why the first sentence was modified from the base
model code, where the language about approval was put at the end, instead of at the beginning. He asked if the
language could perhaps read “and as approved by the building official”
Andrew: The language has been used to ensure that the sections are not construction-related, so it was done
for that purpose.
Jeff: Seeing no other discussion, this will be marked consensus for approval. CA

Next Steps:
Jeff: Thanked everyone for their participation and let them know that residential and trade workgroup meetings
are the remaining ones scheduled in March. The next cycle of workgroup meetings will start in April.
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General Stakeholder Workgroup Meeting
March 8, 2022 9:00 a.m. — 9:43 a.m.

Virtual Meeting: https://vadhcd.adobeconnect.com/va2021cdc/

VRC Proposals

ATTENDEES:

VA Department of Housing and Community Development (DHCD) Staff:

Jeff Brown: State Building Codes Director, State Building Codes Office (SBCO)
Richard Potts: Code Development and Technical Support Administrator, SBCO
Paul Messplay: Code and Regulation Specialist, SBCO

Florin Moldovan: Code and Regulation Specialist, SBCO

Travis Luter: Code and Regulation Specialist, SBCO

Jeanette Campbell: Administrative Assistant, Building and Fire Regulations (BFR)
Kyle Flanders: Senior Policy Analyst, Policy and Legislative Office

Group Participants:

Aaron Sutch: Solar United Neighbors

Al Larsen: Ipsun Solar

Andrew Milliken: Stafford County Fire and Rescue, Representing himself

Chad Wilkins: Owner of Convert Solar

Claudia Cotton: Government Relations Coastal Virginia Building Industry Association, Board of Housing and
Community Development

Herve Billiet: Ipsun Solar

Nolie Diakoulas: Convert Solar

Randy Grumbine: Factory-Built Housing, Virginia Manufactured and Modular Housing Association (VAMMHA)
Steve Shapiro: Apartment and Office Building Association (AOBA), Virginia Apartment Management Association
(VAMA)
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Welcome:

Jeff Brown: Welcomed the participants. He asked if anyone wanted to review the Adobe features or the 2021
Code Development Cycle presentation. Since there were no requests to review the information, he pointed out
that the presentation is available in the files pod of the meeting space. He invited participants to introduce
themselves and who they represent, and then he introduced the DHCD staff.

Proposals:

RB324-21 - Submitted by Al Larsen
Al Larsen: This is a proposal to modify the IRC rooftop pathways section. The incoming IRC provision will cause a
substantial impediment to installing solar panels. This proposal will prevent that, while maintaining safety.
Herve Billiet: Changes were made to the fire setback and pathway requirements in the 2018 code development
cycle. The pathway requirements became much wider than previously required. This new requirement would
make solar panel installation either not economically viable, or would significantly reduce the size of projects and
amount of energy generated. The prior setbacks were already safe, so the wider pathways inhibit solar
installation without providing any new consumer safety benefit. The 2018 provisions are skewed too far, and this
proposal would bring balance with tradeoffs.
Nolie Diakoulas: After the 2018 code development cycle was completed, Virginia adopted many new statutes,
such as the Clean Economy Act, which seeks to remove any impediments to solar energy. This IRC code change
impedes on that act, and should be removed or revised to make the code consistent with the superseding law.
The DHCD said in 2014 that the IRC section R324.6.1, which regulates the installation of residential photovoltaic
roof systems, doesn’t reference the fire code and therefore, photovoltaic requirements set forth in the fire code
are not applicable to 1-2 family dwellings. The pathway issue must be resolved in IRC, but not in any other code,
such as the fire code. There may be concerns in fire community, and proponents invite discussion to see if they
can arrive at an acceptable compromise. For example, if there are only solar panels on one side of the roof, the
fire personnel could access the dwelling on the other side of the roof. Or, if there are setbacks on one side, but
not the other side. They would like to revise R324.6.1 to satisfy safety concerns and also have no impact on
solar viability. Perhaps adopting an exception clause may be viable.
Herve: It is common knowledge or practice to not walk on solar panels (besides in an emergency). They can be
walked on safely in an emergency. There is also a main disconnect. Fire personnel can both turn off the main
power, as well as walk on the panels safely.
Jeff: Asked for clarification of the reason statement where it says that in 2014, the industry reached out to DHCD.
It seems like the question was if the solar provisions in the IFC were applicable to 1-2 family dwellings. The answer
at that time was no. The provisions were in the IFC but not the IRC, so there was no pathway to the IFC for 1-2
family dwellings. Now, there are provisions in the IRC.
Al: He’s not sure he understands Jeff’s question. He said the original question was which code controls in the
residential installations? The answer was included in the reason statement. What additional context is he looking
for? They can go back to the original exchange after the meeting to clarify further.
Jeff: The original question was related to a different code edition, so it may not have the same application today
as it did when the question was asked.
Al: He figured the easiest way to address the concern was in the IRC, not the IFC.
Andrew Milliken: Read a prepared statement:
| will be in opposition to the reduction to 18” and the reduction to a single pathway due to the impact that has
on fire department operations. I’m aware that your reason statement indicated that fire departments do not
operate on roofs however that is simply not the case throughout Virginia. In addition to house fires where
ventilation is often needed, other incidents such as chimney fires, technical rescues, or lightning strikes require
the fire department to access multiple roof areas for their operations. Most importantly, this section is
intended to provide the working space for placing a roof ladder from the peak to the bottom roof edge which
provides a stable working area for fire department operations. The width alone of the roof ladders used for
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this purpose are 19-20” so they would not even fit in the proposed 18” space and certainly wouldn’t provide
room for adjustment or error during urgent emergency use.

The International Residential Code requires a 36” path so that there is the minimum space needed for the
firefighting gear, tools and equipment used for roof operations and access. This is the standard used across
the nation and the gear, tactics and equipment used in Virginia is no different. Secondly, the elimination of a
second path appears unjustified in your reason statement. During emergency incidents, often with limited
visibility and rapid deployment, an access point clear of obstructions cannot be guaranteed from a single point.
Having at least two choices for roof access provides critical options to firefighters who need to rapidly access
the roof, particularly when homes are located away from emergency vehicle access.

As proposed, this change is problematic to the fire service and | can’t support it for consensus approval. If a
change is really needed across the industry, maybe a proposal to the International Residential Code would be
the place to start.

Aaron Sutch: Represents homeowners. The provisions now really kill solar installations on many rooftops. Many
only have one solar plane that’s applicable for solar panels. There seems to not be a full consensus in the way fire
departments handle this issue. He is hoping for some flexibility. This is an important, unique technology for
homeowners; solar & battery storage allows them to save on energy bills and prepare for disasters. Again, the
current code severely hampers the ability to install panels and meet sustainability goals. If a common path could
be found, it would help to represent the rights of solar panel homeowners.
Andrew: Exception #2 says that pathways and setbacks need not be provided when the code official determines
that rooftop operations will not be employed.
Nolie: There has been that exception, however, fire personnel have not been willing to give the exception and
give no answer as to why. There is a pathway to exception, it’s ok to have a setback for firefighters, 36” on front
of house or driveway or street facing to access the mounting plane. But no setbacks other than 18” in other
areas. In the original code that was sent out a few months ago, in the picture, there are 3 ft. setbacks around
the entire array and no solar panels on the other side of house. If the roof can be accessed on side with no solar
panels, it should be easy to do that. Or have setbacks on the front, but not the back. Or, ladder access from
peak of the roof to the gutter line. Ladders can be laid on top of solar panels. The tesla solar roof, which is an all
glass roof can be accessed. An acceptable compromise can be reached.
Jeff: After Workgroup discussions, the group votes on each proposal to make a recommendation to the Board of
Housing and Community Development. Results of voting are: consensus for approval (CA), consensus for approval
as modified (CAM), consensus for disapproval (CD), non-consensus (NC), carried over (CO) or withdrawn (W).
Currently, it sounds like the group decision on this would be non-consensus. He called for one last discussion.
Nolie: Asked if Andrew wanted to meet outside of the group to draft something together. It’s unknown by the
proponents how many homes catch fire on a regular basis. That information would be good for solar companies
and others to know. Solar companies are losing about 1/3 of their business due to this strict rule.
Jeff: It would be up to Al to make the final call. Again, it would currently be non-consensus decision, or it could
carry over and the group could bring it up again in the April meeting to try to reach a consensus vote.
Andrew: That sounds good. He does have a Fire Services Codes and Standards Committee meeting on March
23", That might be an opportunity for the proponents to present their case and come closer to consensus
moving forward. Just because they work with Andrew, doesn’t mean everyone in fire services would have the
same opinion.
Jeff: Asked Al if he wanted to work with Andrew to bring this to the Fire Services meeting.
Al: He's not sure what to call this. They do want to continue the discussion to reach consensus, which would
ensure safety and not kill projects. What is the proposed continuance?
Jeff: There can only be one decision on this proposal. If it's voted on now, it would be non-consensus. It
would be better to carry over and look for additional compromise or consensus for the April meeting.
Al: Wants to carry over.
Steve Shapiro: This has been discussed at the national level. Virginia isn’t much different than other states. This
should be done at the ICC level, rather than individual states. It seems that would be the better venue.
Herve: There are a lot of different roof styles across the states. Discussion at the National level would not be as
productive as at the state level in Virginia. He spoke with Andrew earlier, and would like to speak further with
him and Nolie about options to keep firefighters safe. He offered his own house as a test site to demonstrate.
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Jeff: March 12 is the cutoff date for submitting proposals to the April workgroup. It can still be brought to the
April meeting, if there are changes or not, to continue the discussion. The next cutoff to submit proposals is May 1

for the June meetings. Keep communications open, discussions flowing, and keep DHCD in the loop to update and
facilitate.

Aaron: How would others get in on these meetings, such as municipal partners?
Jeff: Anyone is welcome. The workgroup meetings are open to the public.
Al: They will probably put the same proposal forward for April and will continue discussions.
Jeff: It will be on April 19 agenda, and will probably carry over again to the June meeting.
Andrew: The sentence with the most changes looks like a run-on sentence. It could be clearer.
Jeff: Carry over to April. (CO)
Jeff: Thanked everyone for their participation.
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General Stakeholder Workgroup Meeting
March 9, 2022 9:00 a.m. —9:39 a.m.

Virtual Meeting: https://vadhcd.adobeconnect.com/va2021cdc/

Trades Proposals

ATTENDEES:

VA Department of Housing and Community Development (DHCD) Staff:

Jeff Brown: State Building Codes Director, State Building Codes Office (SBCO)
Richard Potts: Code Development and Technical Support Administrator, SBCO
Paul Messplay: Code and Regulation Specialist, SBCO

Florin Moldovan: Code and Regulation Specialist, SBCO

Travis Luter: Code and Regulation Specialist, SBCO

Jeanette Campbell: Administrative Assistant, Building and Fire Regulations (BFR)
Kyle Flanders: Senior Policy Analyst, Policy and Legislative Office

Group Participants:

Brent Werlein: Virginia Beach Public Utilities

Daniel Willham: Virginia Building Code Officials Association (VBCOA), Fairfax County

Devon O Louis:

KC Bleile: Viridiant

Randy Grumbine: Factory-Built Housing, Virginia Manufactured and Modular Housing Association (VAMMHA)
Richard Grace: Fairfax County Land Development Services; Chairman of VPMIA

Steve Shapiro: Apartment and Office Building Association (AOBA), Virginia Apartment Management Association
(VAMA)
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Welcome:

Paul Messplay: Gave a brief tutorial about how to use the Adobe Connect meeting space features.
Jeff Brown: Welcomed the participants to the trades workgroup meeting, and gave an overview of the 2021 Code
Development Cycle, using a slideshow presentation attached as part of the meeting documents. Highlights:

e DHCD staff introduced themselves.

e 2021 code development cycle and Study Group, Sub-Workgroup and General Workgroup meeting flows.

e Proposals will only be accepted during the proposal phase, but not during the final phase.

e Qverview of the cdpVA and DHCD websites, including links to documents used during the cycle.

e Review of General Workgroup meeting agendas, meeting dates and voting processes.

e The main purpose of the General Workgroup meetings is to vote on the proposals in the agenda. The
following voting options were reviewed: consensus for approval, approved as modified, disapproval, non-
consensus, carry over, and withdrawn.

e Meeting summaries, proposals and voting results will be prepared and submitted to the Board of Housing
and Community Development.

e Agendas with proposals are sent out a few weeks in advance for review prior to the meetings.

Participants introduced themselves, and who they were representing.

Proposal:

P1003.3.2-21
Brent Werlein: He proposed a similar change to the 2021 IPC, and received feedback that they would prefer the
original wording. Now, he’s bringing the proposal to the Virginia code change process, with the wording that was
used prior to 2018, regarding food waste disposers. The proposal addresses an issue that when food waste
disposers do not go through grease interceptors, it creates a problem in the sewer lines.
Steve Shapiro: Asked if Brent was in the ICC code change process currently, and if he submitted something for
the 2024 process.
Brent: Submitted the change for the 2021 cycle, and will also submit this same type of change in the 2024 cycle.
Steve: The proposal submitted for the 2021 ICC cycle was not approved?
Brent: Yes, that’s correct.
Jeff: To clarify, is the text in this proposal different from that which was submitted to the 2021 ICC hearings,
and it has been revised here based on their comments?
Brent: Yes, that’s correct.
Steve: Asked Brent if he had an order of magnitude for the cost impact of adding a solids separator?
Brent: He does not have an exact cost due to multiple variables. The cost could be $500 to $3,000 for a larger
concrete interceptor.
Jeff: Asked for additional comments in support or opposition.
Steve: Asked Richard if VPMIA has taken a position.
Richard Grace: He was not sure. However, VPMIA did not support proposal P134-21. Probably because it was
calling for the local sewer authority to perform the installation. He cannot say there’s full approval, but he can’t
speak for VPMIA specifically about this proposal now.
Jeff: Since there was actually no opposition today, it will be marked consensus for approval (CA), unless Richard
does want to stand in opposition for himself or VPMIA.
Richard: Asked for a few minutes.
Jeff: Let Brent know that if there was some opposition, the proposal could be carried over.
Steve: Suggested that it might be carried over to give Richard time to get a response from VPMIA, especially
since it did not pass through at the ICC level.
Jeff: The proposal has already been posted for over 30 days.
Brent: He did cleanup the language since ICC 2021 and he is willing to wait for a discussion with VPMIA.
Richard: Said he would like to work with Brent on VPMIA support.
Jeff: This proposal will carry over per the proponent’s request. The April workgroup cutoff to submit proposals is
midnight this Friday, March 11 for the April 20 meeting. If the proposal is not ready by that time, May 1 is the
cutoff to get it on the June workgroup agenda. He thanked everyone for their time and participation.
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General Stakeholder Workgroup Meeting
April 12,2022 9:00 a.m. - 11:38 a.m.

Virtual Meeting: https://vadhcd.adobeconnect.com/va2021cdc/

VCC Proposals

ATTENDEES:

VA Department of Housing and Community Development (DHCD) Staff:

Cindy Davis: Deputy Director, Building and Fire Regulations (BFR)

Jeanette Campbell: Administrative Assistant, BFR

Jeff Brown: State Building Codes Office Director, State Building Codes Office (SBCO)
Richard Potts: Code Development and Technical Support Administrator, SBCO

Paul Messplay: Code and Regulation Specialist, SBCO

Florin Moldovan: Code and Regulation Specialist, SBCO

Brian Hilderbrand: Construction Regulation Administrator, SBCO

Thomas King: Code and Regulation Specialist, SBCO

Chad Lambert: Southwest Code and Regulation Specialist, SBCO

Group Participants:

Al Clark:

Andrew Milliken: Stafford County Fire and Rescue, Representing himself

Andrew Clark: Homebuilders Association of Virginia (HBAV)

Daniel Willham: Fairfax County; Chair of VBCOA Building Code Committee

Jane Kim: Fairfax County

Jason Laws: Virginia Building and Code Officials Association (VBCOA)

Joshua (Jay) Davis: Virginia Department of Fire Programs (VDFP), Virginia State Fire Marshal’s Office
Kenney Payne: Representing himself

L. Hale: Virginia Fire Prevention Association (VFPA)

Lee Stoermer: Loudoun County Fire

Lyle Solla-Yates: Representing himself

Matt Benka: MDB Strategies

Michael Redifer: Virginia Elevator Safety Association (VAESA)

Rory Stolzenberg: Charlottesville Planning Commission

Steve Shapiro: Apartment and Office Building Association (AOBA); Virginia Apartment Management
Association (VAMA)

William Abraham
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Welcome:

Jeff Brown: Welcomed the participants to the VCC Workgroup meeting and thanked everyone for joining.
There are 18 proposals today related to the Virginia Construction Code (VCC), Industrialized Buildings Safety
Regulations (IBSR) and the Virginia Amusement Device Regulations (VADR). The meeting is being recorded.
Paul and Florin from DHCD are on the call can assist with any technical issues.

Paul Messplay: Gave a brief tutorial about how to use the Adobe Connect meeting space features.

Jeff: Gave an overview of the 2021 Code Development Cycle, using a slideshow presentation attached as
part of the meeting documents. Discussion covered the following points:

e DHCD staff were identified.

e The 2021 code development cycle and Study Group, Sub-Workgroup and General Workgroup
meeting types and dates.

e Overview of the cdpVA and DHCD websites, including links to documents used during the cycle.

e Review of General Workgroup meeting agendas, meeting dates and voting processes.

e The main purpose of the General Workgroup meetings is to vote on the proposals in the agenda.
The following voting options were reviewed: consensus for approval, approved as modified,
consensus for disapproval, non-consensus, carry over, and withdrawn.

e May 1% is the final cutoff date for all proposals to be submitted.

e Meeting summaries, proposals and voting results will be prepared and submitted to the Board of
Housing and Community Development for final review and decision.

e Agendas with proposals are sent out a few weeks prior to the meetings. It is recommended that
interested parties review and discuss proposals with proponents prior to meetings.

Participants introduced themselves, and who they were representing.

Proposals:

AD20-21

Jeff: Submitted by the Amusement Device Technical Advisory Committee (ADTAC). When serious injury or
death occurs, reporting is required. ASTM F747 provides a definition of ‘serious injury’, so that definition
was copied into this section for clarity and consistency of application.
Kenny Payne: When terms like ‘significant’ are used, it can become an issue of debate. Is the word
‘significant’ really needed in the definition? Would it be better without that word? He understands
however that the definition is copied from the ASTM standard.
Jeff: Asked Kenny to confirm that he was not speaking in opposition. He was not. With no further
discussion, this will be marked as Consensus for Approval.

AD30-21

Jeff: Submitted by ADTAC. This proposal is intended to clarify that non-mechanized playground equipment
is not an amusement device. Even if it is mechanized, it may or may not be an amusement device. The
definition of amusement device should be consulted to make the determination. The phrase “where no
admission fee is charged...” was stricken, knowing that there are some parks that have a small playground
set, with a fee to enter the park. This is an effort to clarify that this type of area does not qualify as an
amusement device. There is another proposal submitted by ADTAC to the USBC, which clarifies that these
devices, if determined to be amusement devices, should be regulated under the VADR, not under the USBC.

Steve Shapiro: ADTAC and Ron Clements both have proposals amending this exemption in Section 102.3

on the agenda. The one Ron put forth, B102.3(1), may affect this one. He is wondering if they should

review all 3 at the same time.

Jeff: Thinks this one in particular can stand alone. B102.3(2) from ADTAC, which modifies the USBC, and
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Ron’s B102.3(1) proposal may complement each other and work together. In B102.3(2), ADTAC clarifies
the exemption of playground equipment and in B102.3(1), Ron says that even if the equipment is
exempted, it should still comply with provisions in Chapter 4 for children’s play equipment. Jeff asked if
Ron was on the call and if he would like to discuss all three proposals together.
Jason Laws: Joined the group on behalf of Ron, who was unable to attend. He thought it would be
acceptable to bring in the B102 proposals now and discuss all three together.

B102.3(2)-21

Jeff: This proposal submitted by ADTAC modifies the USBC exemption #7 to say that even if admission is
charged, it doesn’t change the nature of the device. Playground equipment should be exempt from
USBC, whether it's mechanized or not. This compliments the proposed changes in AD30-21; if it’s
playground equipment that is not mechanized, it would be exempt, and if it is mechanized, it may be
regulated under the VADR if it fits the VADR definition of an amusement device.

B102.3(1)-21

Jeff: This proposal was submitted by Ron Clements to modify the same exception, #7 in the USBC, to
point to VCC Chapter 4 if the play structures are located inside buildings. Chapter 4 provisions don’t
necessarily give prescriptive construction requirements for the equipment. They deal more with flame
spread and how it impacts the building.

Jason: VCC Chapter 4 tends to get a lot of proposals, so he didn’t want to have to update the section
number each time, Chapater 4 was referenced. The specific requirements are currently in Section 424.
Kenny: Chapter 4 applies to play structures located inside buildings. Technically, buildings have roofs.
What if a play structure is installed inside a structure that doesn’t have a roof?

Steve: If all 3 are sent through, would the B102 proposals be coordinated, and would the “non-

mechanized” words be struck?

Jeff: Spoke with Ron prior to this meeting and he said that the ADTAC modifications would not affect
what he wanted to accomplish regarding the exemption being in compliance with the safety
provisions in Chapter 4. They would both be worked into exception #7 together.
Jason: Yes, the intent was to make sure that play structures were enforced under Chapter 4, and he
had no issue with ADTAC’s language modification in the section.
Kenny: An example of the question that he raised earlier about play structures inside of other
structures without roofs is McDonald’s. If the structures are technically not inside the buildings,
would they be exempt?
Jeff: Section 424 says “children’s play structures installed in all occupancies”.
Jason: Is comfortable with changing language to match Chapter 4.
Jeff: It actually says in the IBC “All occupancies covered by this code”. Is that language better?
Jason: That sounds good.
Jeff: Consensus for Approval as Modified. Item #7 to say “play structures installed inside all occupancies
covered by this code shall be subject to the play structure section in VCC Chapter 4”

Jeff: Asked for any opposition to AD30, B102.3(1) and B102.3(2). With no further discussion, the proposals
were decided as follows:

e AD30-Consensus for Approval

e B102.3(2)-Consensus for Approval

e B102.3(1)-Consensus for Approval as Modified
AD40-21

Jeff: Proposal submitted by ADTAC. This proposal updates the reference standards listed in the VADR. Old
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editions are stricken and newest editions are added. This is a standard process done each cycle. These are
all updates, nothing new was added.
Steve: Curious about why he doesn’t see a reason statement.
Jeff: Agrees. It could be that it was pulled from cdpVA without that section. DHCD staff went back and
looked on cdpVA, and there was no reason statement in this case. The reason is to update standards to
latest edition, which will be added to cdpVA.
Kenny: Advised that the group move forward to Consensus for Approval, provided the reason statement,
resiliency statement and cost impact are added by DHCD staff after the meeting.
Jeff: Asked the group and there was no opposition. Consensus for Approval with the understanding that
the reason statement, etc. would be added to the proposal in cdpVA by DHCD staff.

1B20-21

Jeff: DHCD staff proposed this editorial language cleanup. There was a code change in the 2018 IBSR related
to shipping containers used in construction. The language sounded like DHCD was obligated to approve all
intermodal shipping containers used as building components, so the wording was changed in paragraph D
from “must” to “may” and from “will” to “may”. With no further discussion, this was marked as Consensus
for Approval.

1B60-21

Jeff: DHCD staff proposed this editorial language cleanup. There was a misspelling and a complicated
sentence that were changed.
Kenny: Asked about the word “therefore”. Should that be thereof, or no word at all? He doesn’t think the
word therefore is necessary.

{Break 10:00-10:05}

Jeff: Agreed with Kenny, that the word “therefore” is not needed.
Steve: Also agreed with Kenny, that the word “therefore” is not needed.
Jeff: Seeing no further discussion, the word “therefore” will be stricken. The proposal will be marked
Consensus for Approval as Modified.

IB115-21

Jeff: This proposal from the DHCD staff is related to handling a change of occupancy classification in an
industrialized building. Under the current regulations, if someone has an industrialized building that’s
registered, and wants to change its occupancy, they must hire a state-approved compliance assurance
agency to inspect and recertify the building to the changed occupancy and have the data plate updated. It
would also be reasonable for an existing building installed in a locality to be approved for a change of
occupancy by the local building official under the USBC, and this proposal allows for that option. In this
case, since it’s a registered industrialized building, a change of occupancy would make it unregistered. The
seal would be removed and it would be treated like an existing structure.
Steve: Is not a fan of permissive language in the code. It says “may be changed in accordance with one of
the following”, which could also mean that it may not be changed in accordance with one of the following.
He suggests changing it from “may” to “must”. He would also suggest changing all the “may”s to “shall”s in
the underlined section.
Kenny: Agrees with Steve. When the goal is to give options, use “may”, when the goal is to direct, use
“shall”.
Jeff: The intent is to provide an option to the building official in #2. In some scenarios, a code official may
not be comfortable with taking this route in a registered building. Changing the first part works, since
there are only 2 options as listed, but the building official can agree with one or the other.
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Kenny: The charging statement would take care of the concern. If they chose one, they wouldn’t have
to be concerned with the other.
Jeff: How about “A change of occupancy classification in a registered industrialized building shall be in
accordance with one of the following”
Steve: Suggested “when the occupancy classification of a registered industrialized building is
proposed to be changed, the change of occupancy must be in accordance with one of the following”.
Kenny: Has heard from building officials in the past that they have an issue with the word
“proposed” in the Existing Building Code in Chapter 1 and perhaps also in Chapter 1 of the IBC. They
are concerned that if something is proposed, it’s not really changed. Would wording like this work,
“When the occupancy classification of a registered industrialized building is changed...”? This means
it’s being done, not proposed to be done.
Jeff: Agrees. New statement suggested: “When the occupancy classification of a registered
industrialized building is changed, the change of occupancy shall be in accordance with one of the
following”. With no further discussion, Consensus for Approval as Modified.
Kenny: Will the “may”s in #2 become “shall”s?
Jeff: The intent in #2 is to give the official an option. If “shall” is used, will that still be optional for
the building officials? Are there any other thoughts about this?
Steve: Thinks “may” should be changed to “shall” in option #2. If option #1 is selected, there’s
no problem, but if #2 is chosen, it should be “shall”.
Jeff: He agrees that the first “may” in option #2 should be a “shall”. The second “may” in #2 still
seems to be appropriate, because if it’s a simple change of occupancy, they may not need full
plans or an RDP or to hire a third party inspector. Any thoughts on that?
Steve: Agreed. Change 1% “may” to “shall” and leave the second “may” in option #2.
Jeff: Any other discussion? Consensus for Approval as Modified changing the charging
statement and the first “may” to “shall” in option #2.

1B120-21

Jeff: This is a DHCD staff proposal for the IBSR, intended to clarify that the local building official has the
option to approve the installation of an unregistered industrialized building without needing a third party
compliance agency. If there’s an unregistered building in a locality, the official would be able to use the
USBC and treat it like any other structure. It would still remain an unregistered building, unless option 1 is
selected.
Steve: In #1 the word “may” should be “shall”. In #2, the first “may” should be “shall”. The second “may”
in #2 is ok.
Kenny: Agrees. The charging statement says pick one, then in the selections, there should be direction
given using the word “shall”. In #1 the word “may” should be “shall”. In #2, the first “may” should be
“shall”.
Jeff: Concerned about #2. If it’s non-compliant, then building official shall approve...it seems like it needs
more work.
Kenny: What was the language in #2 of the previous proposal? Actually, it looks like it needs work.
Jeff: This one will be Carried Over until June, and brought back with revisions.
Kenny: Should #1 say registered and #2 say unregistered “shall be in accordance” and strike building
official?
Jeff: That might work.

1B140-21

Jeff: DHCD staff proposal to IBSR. Editorial cleanup to clarify the paragraph. Any questions or comments?
Seeing none, Consensus for Approval.
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IB160-21

Jeff: DHCD staff proposal. There are two new offsite construction standards that were developed by ICC.
The 1200 standard deals with planning and design related to modular and factory-built buildings. The 1205
standard deals with the administrative aspects and the approval process for offsite construction. These
compliment and work together with the IBC, covering unique features of offsite construction that aren’t
otherwise in the building codes. Jeff was on the ICC standards development committee and he thinks they
will complement the way things are done now in Virginia’s IB program. There was an additional
amendment made to clarify the order pf precedence for any potential conflicts between current IBSR and
the incorporated standards. A statement was added to say that, where there are conflicts, the IBSR
regulations supersede the new standards. Questions or comments? Seeing none, this is marked Consensus
for Approval.

B110.9-21

Jeff: This proposal is from Ron Clements. Since Ron was not in the meeting, Jeff asked if Jason wanted to
present it to the group.
Jason: This is adding permission to cancel a permit if requested by the permit holder or building owner.
The building also can’t be left in an unsafe state.
Jeff: With no further discussion, this will be marked as Consensus for Approval.

Jeff: Paused to ask anyone new in the meeting to identify themselves and who they represent if they have
not had a chance to do so.
Rory Stolzenberg: Charlottesville Planning Commission.

B313.3-21

Jeff: DHCD staff proposal to update the code language to reflect a change related to the licensing authority
for Family Day Homes. Effective July 1, 2021, oversight of Family Day Homes was transferred from the
Department of Social Services to the Department of Education. This changed the reference from DSS to
DOE. With no additional comments or discussion provided by the group, this proposal was marked as
Consensus for Approval.

B407.4-21

Dan Willham: This fixes a broken link to the evacuation plan requirements in Section 1002.2, which was
deleted by Virginia. He’s now bringing in the requirement from the IFC.
Kenny: One of his code change proposals in a previous cycle was to delete such plans from the IBC, since
they were more of a fire code requirement under the IFC. He referred to the IFC, but didn’t say it was
required in the IBC. The way this language reads, is that it’s now a requirement in the IBC to comply with
the IFC, instead of being required under the IFC. He would propose language that says something like “the
fire safety and evacuation plans provided in accordance with the IFC shall identify the...” How is that
language? It seems to still accomplish the goal of fixing the broken link without sounding like it’s required
under the IBC. For instance, sometimes in the building code, it says “where provided”, meaning that it’s
not required to be provided, but when it happens, this is how to handle it. The way you have it says “shall
be provided” under the IBC. Whereas saying “plans provided in accordance with the IFC” means it’s
required under the IFC. There’s a nuance that’s important there. As an architect, he doesn’t provide fire
safety and evacuation plans, but the building needs to be designed in accordance with the IBC. The
language here sounds like the plans are required under the IBC and would need to be provided as part of
the building design.
Dan: Is there a word added that he proposes to strike?
Kenny: It should read “The fire safety and evacuation plans provided in accordance with the IFC, shall
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identify...” The stricken words “The fire” and “provided in accordance with” should be kept.
Dan: Virginia doesn’t enforce the IFC unless it’s specifically referenced, what does it say in the SFPC?
Kenny: Not sure, but what he suggests is done regularly.
Dan: He understands. He would have to consider how to say that.
Kenny: Are there any fire people on the call to speak to where the link exists in the IFC?
Joshua Davis: Can see the desire to point to the IFC. The fire code requires some type of evacuation
plan. He thinks there should be more discussion and rewording. He would like to assist Dan with
that. He sees the significance and benefit of not making it the responsibility of the architect, and
putting back to building official and fire official.
Kenny: He could work with Dan and Joshua
Dan: Agreed, and asked for Joshua’s email address.
Jeff: This will be marked Carried Over for editing to be brought back in June.

B706.1-21

Jeff: This is a proposal from Ron Clements.

Jason: This is an attempt to fix a broken code change, which removed “Each portion of a building

separated by one or more fire walls shall be considered a separate building”. When that was removed,

some other areas were affected; Chapter 9 specifically. This proposal also adds the sentence “Equipment

and systems are permitted to serve multiple attached buildings on the same lot where separated by one

or more fire walls.” This clarifies that one sprinkler system, for example, can be used to serve both sides of

the fire wall.
Dan: This did create a problem in the IBC and also created broken sections in Chapter 10 for egress. What
does it mean to egress a building and not re-enter it? Chapter 10 has specific provisions that an exit shall
not re-enter a building without a fire wall, so without a fire wall, where does it end? There’s no definition
for the end of a building unless you’re outside. There’s also a provision in Chapter 10 that states that
every building should have at least one exterior exit door. There can be buildings inside of buildings
without exit doors. This is hazardous for fire fighters. He does think that this proposal helps to clarify
those things.

Andrew Milliken: The Fire Service Board’s Codes and Standards Sub-Committee supports this change.
Kenny: The language in 503.1 is still there about how a fire wall is used for determining the height and
area. This proposal helps to determine the other technical provisions in the code.

Jeff: Asked Dan to clarify if he supports this proposal and if his comments were about how the
proposal fixes other broken areas.
Dan: Yes, that is correct.
Jeff: With no other discussion offered, this is marked as Consensus for Approval.

B1006.3.4-21

Lyle Solla-Yates: Is Chair of the Charlottesville Planning Commission, but is representing himself.
Charlottesville is finishing a 5 year planning process, which allows more affordable housing in the city.
Staircase requirements in the building code are important to affordability and sustainability. He shared an
excerpt from an article which was not provided prior to the meeting. He put a link to the article in the chat:
https://www.larchlab.com/wp-content/uploads/2022/01/Eliason _CoV-Point-Access-Blocks-report v1.2.pdf
The article said, in part, that compact single stair buildings or point access blocks provide sufficient safe
egress, while offering affordable, attractive and energy efficient building development.
Steve: He is opposed to having a 6 story building with only one exit for safety reasons.
Kenny: Does this need to be correlated with any other building code provisions? l.e. the difference
between R2 and R5, height and area tables, types of construction, etc.
Rory: He encourages adoption of this proposal, which provides for smaller footprint, family friendly and
energy efficient buildings. The two stairway requirement incentivizes long, double loaded corridors,
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which then incentivizes larger inter-connected buildings with smaller apartments with windows on only
one side. Residential buildings with only 4 units per floor would enable point access block configurations
and smaller footprint buildings with more fire walls between them. There would also be more cross
ventilation and natural lighting available. Single stair buildings have been proven safe in Seattle, New
York City and across the world. He sent a link to the Seattle building code section 1006.3 in the chat:
https://www.seattle.gov/documents/Departments/SDCl/Codes/SeattleBuildingCode/2015SBCChapter10
.pdf#page=8
Andrew Milliken: He opposes this proposal. With one exit path, the impact is extremely detrimental to
occupant egress and fire fighters. He strongly feels that this change needs to be vetted at the national
level, and not having Virginia stepping out until it has been properly vetted.
Joshua: Served for 26 years in the Charlottesville fire department and he was the Fire Marshal in his
last 5 years there. He has been with the state now for 2 years. He is very well versed in the
construction planning process and has been part of the discussion for affordable housing needs. He
offered to work with the proponents to edit the wording and make it more agreeable to all. With some
of the designs that Charlottesville has worked on, the concern was to not grab a little piece of
language and forget that there’s a vast amount of code behind it. Multiple things go into the design
which would allow for a single stairwell. It’s not something that can’t be considered. Some states have
made alterations to accommodate that desire. He again offered to help edit the proposal to allow for
lower construction costs without creating a hazardous situation. They would need to address a lot of
construction concerns like fire walls, sprinklers and alarm systems from the IBC and the IFC.
Dan: Agrees with Steve’s concern. Exits are very important. The higher the building, the less safe the
building is in general, especially when trying to egress from it. He appreciates the link to the Seattle
code. There are a lot of requirements in there, like pressurized stairwells, no connection to interior
stairways, door swings, etc. which are safety requirements that are not provided in this proposal.
New York City limits the type of construction to Type 1 or 2 and limits the area per floor to 2,500
square feet with a slew of requirements, or in the case of 6 stories, 2,000 square feet per floor. None
of those requirements are in this proposal. He also agrees that it should be handled at the
international level.
Andrew C: Would like to be involved in conversations with Josh and proponents. Other states have
explored this and it’s also being done outside of the United States. It does warrant more discussion.
Lyle: It all seems to make sense. He would be happy to talk and work on it more.
Kenny: Given the magnitude of the potential impact of changes through all codes, would DHCD
create a Sub-Workgroup to address?
Jeff: DHCD can help coordinate a discussion but there isn’t enough time left in this cycle for a
Sub-Workgroup or committee. DHCD can collect and distribute contact information for anyone
wishing to discuss further, to help the proponent convene a meeting. It’s up to the proponents, if
they want DHCD to help in that way. He asked Lyle what he wanted to do.
Lyle: Asked DHCD if other code changes would be necessary, they said no. The reply was that
there can be other code changes, but this one could stand alone. He’s happy to carry this over to
continue working on it and dialogue with others to help refine the proposal.
Steve: Wants to be part of the discussion. He thinks there would be many other codes that
would be affected.
Jeff: Clarified that DHCD did not opine on whether other code sections should be changed.
Lyle asked DHCD if there was any conflict with other code provisions. In our cursory review,
there didn’t appear to be any direct technical conflicts or technical issues with the changes
proposed. However, other code sections should be considered for coordination or potential
impacts.
Kenny: In his opinion, based on his experience with the code development process. If this
goes up to 6 stories, he thinks there will be non-consensus. Historically when proposals are
non-consensus, there’s less than a 50/50 chance that they will be approved. He suggests
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taking baby steps, and only going up to 4 floors to start.
Jeff: If anyone wants to participate in the continued discussions before the next General
Workgroup meeting, provide your name and email in the chat. DHCD will assist Lyle with
setting up discussions. This item will be Carried Over.

{Break: 11:12 - 11:17}

B1010.2.8-21

Jeff: This is a proposal that was developed as part of the Active Shooter and Hostile Threats in Public
Buildings Study Group. In the 2018 cycle, the General Assembly directed DHCD to develop regulations to
allow barricade devices in school buildings for active shooter events. A Study Group was formed and a code
change proposal was developed to layout a compliance path in both the USBC and SFPC for anyone who
wanted to install these devices in schools. The proposal laid the framework for minimum safety criteria,
training requirements and coordination between officials and first responders. In 2020, the General
Assembly directed DHCD to form a Study Group to develop a code change proposal that would allow these
devices in public buildings, which is where this proposal came from. This proposal takes what was laid out
in the USBC and SFPC for schools in the last cycle, and added public buildings as another occupancy where
ESS hardware would be allowed. The proposal also defines public buildings. Some Study Group members
supported this and are listed as proponents, while other members didn’t support it. Some who are not
proponents of barricade devices in general did support the proposal, since devices could already be added
and approved by officials using the code modification process without clear guidance otherwise. They
thought that this would provide at least minimum standards and consistency in application if someone
chooses to install them.
Dan: The wording in section 1103.2.15 seems incomplete, like there’s one or more words missing. It says
when emergency supplemental hardware is deployed in accordance with section 1010.2.8, is not required.
Does it mean that it’s not required to comply with the chapter?
Jeff: Thinks that the subsection that is being amended in this proposal is part of a list of things that
wouldn’t apply (taken out of context from another section not shown in the proposal).
Kenny: 1103.2 is the charging statement and 1103.2.15 is one of a list of items. Also, there’s need to
correct another word in 1031.11.
Jeff: Kenny is correct about the list. The other word will be fixed.
Dan: Still thinks “when” sounds out of place.
Jeff: Explained that if the device isn’t active, there is no exception. When the device is active, there is
an exemption from accessibility compliance.
Dan: If it said “the deployment” that would make sense. But, saying “when” followed by another
“when” isn’t a good sentence.
Jeff: If it said “supplemental hardware, when deployed...”
Dan: He suggests “the deployment of ESH during an active shooter event...”
Jeff: Can’t speak on behalf of the Study Group to make the change. It will be marked as Carried
Over for the Study Group to revisit the proposed language.

B1026.2-21

Jane Kim: This proposal is making a correction to something proposed in 2018 that was approved. This is
proposing a change in the wording to ensure that necessary protection is provided for the refuge
compartments.
Dan: Thinks the correction proposed does better align with the intent of the code.
Jeff: With no other discussion, this is marked as Consensus for Approval.

Next Steps:
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Jeff: There will be more Workgroup meetings this week and next week. When all the meetings
are wrapped up, DHCD will provide a summary for all of the meetings, posted in cdpVA. The
decisions will also be updated in cdpVA. The proposals that are decided on will go to the BHCD in

September. The final cutoff to get any remaining proposals or changes into cdpVA is May 1%. The
last Workgroup meetings will be held June 7-15.
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General Stakeholder Workgroup Meeting
April 13,2022 9:00 a.m. - 9:38 a.m.

Virtual Meeting: https://vadhcd.adobeconnect.com/va2021cdc/

VEBC Proposals

ATTENDEES:

VA Department of Housing and Community Development (DHCD) Staff:

Cindy Davis: Deputy Director, Building and Fire Regulations (BFR)

Jeanette Campbell: Administrative Assistant, BFR

Jeff Brown: State Building Codes Office Director, State Building Codes Office (SBCO)
Richard Potts: Code Development and Technical Support Administrator, SBCO

Paul Messplay: Code and Regulation Specialist, SBCO

Florin Moldovan: Code and Regulation Specialist, SBCO

Kyle Flanders: Senior Policy Analyst, Policy and Legislative Office

Group Participants:

Andrew Grigsby: Viridiant

Daniel Willham: Fairfax County; Chair of VBCOA Building Code Committee

Jason Laws: Virginia Building and Code Officials Association (VBCOA)

Kenney Payne: Representing himself

Scott Lang: Honeywell Fire

Steve Shapiro: Apartment and Office Building Association (AOBA), Virginia Apartment Management Association
(VAMA)
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Welcome:

Jeff Brown: Welcomed the participants to the VEBC meeting. There were originally 6 proposals on today’s agenda,
however EB502.1.1 was already discussed at a prior meeting and will not be discussed today.
Jeff: Asked the participants if they wanted him to review the DHCD presentation about the 2021 Code Change
Cycle, or the Adobe Connect meeting space tutorial.

The group members voted thumbs down, as they are already familiar with those things.
Jeff: Reminded the group that the meeting is being recorded, and asked members to speak clearly.

Proposals:

EB1102-21
Scott Lang: Will carry over this proposal. He is hoping to get guidance from the SFPC Sub-Workgroup. This
proposal was made for the 2024 IFC and was accepted. It’s a little difficult to figure out where to put this in the
VEBC. The concern is for older storage systems, and if they have been reviewed in light of the latest standards.
Steve: He is in opposition to this due to the retroactive nature of the proposal.
Jeff: It is a proposal to VEBC, however several other Energy Storage System related proposals are being worked
on by the SFPC Sub-Workgroup and other groups. Therefore, it makes sense to have this proposal discussed by
the SFPC Sub-Workgroup along with the others so they can be coordinated. This will be marked Carried Over.

EB102.2.1-21
Jeff: This is from Ron Clements, who is not present in the meeting. He opened the floor for discussion.
Steve: Supports this proposal.
Kenney Payne: Asked Jeff if he wanted someone to speak on behalf of Ron Clements.
Jeff: He was wondering if anyone on the call was familiar with this, or if Ron asked someone to speak on his
behalf in regards to the proposal.
Kenney: Allison Cook was supposed to be on the call today to introduce the proposal as a VBCOA/VEBC
Committee representative. Ron does say often that he stands behind the reason statement. This is intended
to clean up the requirements for change of occupancy. Changing to an I-2 or I-3 occupancy doesn’t fall under
the VEBC. If there’s an existing |-2 or I-3, and a change of occupancy is being made, the VEBC does apply. The
VBCOA VEBC Committee supported this proposal.
Jeff: Seeing no other discussion, this proposal is marked Consensus for Approval.

EB603.6-21
Jeff: This is also a proposal from Ron Clements. He opened up the floor for discussion.
Kenney: This proposal was made to delete something that would never happen. For one, an alteration that
increases occupant load without a change of occupancy would not happen. Secondly, any increase in sanitation
would trigger a change of occupancy by definition. This is already an exception under the plumbing provisions in
section 710.1. His reasoning to delete this section was that it would be contradictory to 710.1.
Jeff: Asked Kenney to clarify that he is not in opposition to the proposal.
Kenney: While he thinks that Virginia doesn’t want the VEBC to be more stringent than the I-code, he’s not in
opposition to removing the section in the VEBC. The VBCOA VEBC committee did support this proposal.
Jeff: With no opposition or further discussion, this is marked as Consensus for Approval.

EB701.1-21
Jeff: Another proposal from Ron Clements. After it was submitted, he did notify DHCD of a modification, which
was brought up on the screen. There was one word in the exception added “are NOT proposed to be”. Jeff asked
Jason if he would like to present this on behalf of Ron.
Jason Laws: Is not prepared to speak on it on behalf of Ron at this time.
Kenney: This is to clarify the intent of the code. There’s no real change, other than being clearer and less wordy.
In addition, Group R-5 has been included with groups H and | in being outside the scope of Chapter 14 since this
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chapter was not set up for structures designed per the IRC.

Andrew Grigsby: It calls out evaluation, fire safety, means of egress and other particulars. When and where do

aspects of the energy code apply in VEBC vs. VCC? Are all the energy codes fully incorporated in the VCC?
Kenney: Chapter 7 is all about change of occupancy. There are no energy requirements for change of
occupancy as far as he knows. Chapter 14 is a compliance alternative that evaluates buildings for compliance
with the change of occupancy requirements based on provisions such as fire safety and means of egress and
others, but it has never had an energy evaluation. If a school has changed to a business office, the Chapter 14
alternative can be used to look for a passing grade on the change of occupancy. The code isn’t meant to do
anything else. All that 701 does is say that Chapter 7 can be used or Chapter 14 can be used instead. There are
no specific energy requirements in Chapter 7 of the VEBC or in the i-codes. Change of occupancy itself doesn’t
trigger energy requirements, but any alterations as part of the change in occupancy might trigger energy
requirements. If there are any energy requirements in the VEBC, they would be followed there. If you're in the
VCC, you would have to do what they require. All energy requirements were deleted from the IECC and put
into the VEBC during the last code cycle.

Andrew: Would those provisions mirror what’s in the current VCC, even if that’s not where the text is?
Kenney: In VEBC energy requirements are a caveat. There isn’t a trigger to go to the i-codes unless there’s a
threshold met in the VEBC.

Jeff: Asked if there was any opposition with the proposal, including the late modification of adding the
word “not” in the exception.

Kenney: The reason for saying “not” in the exception is because in Chapter 14, | and H occupancies are not
included, and there’s no table to refer to for I, H or R5 structures.

Jefff: With no further discussion, this will be marked Consensus for Approval as Modified.

EB707.2-21

Jeff: This proposal is also from Ron Clements. He opened the room for discussion.
Kenney: This is another situation where the exception in question would never happen, so he proposed to delete
it to clean up the code. The table only goes to 2 hours, and it would never be exceeded.
Jeff: With no further discussion, it will be marked Consensus for Approval.

Next Steps:

Jeff: Thanked everyone for their participation. There are a few more General Workgroup meetings being held in
the next few days. The decisions for proposals discussed thus far will be updated in cdpVA, however, there’s a bug
in cdpVA that’s being fixed now to accommodate those updates. The last Workgroup meetings will be in June and
the cutoff to submit proposals is May 1st.
Steve: Expressed his approval with the virtual Workgroup meetings, especially as they are shorter, and they do
not have to waste time driving.
Jeff: Thanked him for the comment.
Kenney: Let the group know that the VBCOA VEBC committee approved all of these proposals, except for
EB1102-21, which they thought should be located somewhere else.
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General Stakeholder Workgroup Meeting
April 14,2022 9:00 a.m. - 11:38 a.m.

Virtual Meeting: https://vadhcd.adobeconnect.com/va2021cdc/

Energy Proposals

ATTENDEES:

VA Department of Housing and Community Development (DHCD) Staff:

Cindy Davis: Deputy Director, Building and Fire Regulations (BFR)

Jeanette Campbell: Administrative Assistant, BFR

Jeff Brown: State Building Codes Office Director, State Building Codes Office (SBCO)
Richard Potts: Code Development and Technical Support Administrator, SBCO

Paul Messplay: Code and Regulation Specialist, SBCO

Florin Moldovan: Code and Regulation Specialist, SBCO

Group Participants:

Andrew Clark: Home Builders Association of Virginia

Ben Rabe: New Buildings Institute (NBI)

Daniel (Dan) Willham: Fairfax County, Chair of VBCOA Building Code Committee

Dawn Oleksy: Climate Action Program & Operations Supervisor, City of Richmond

Eric Lacey: Responsible Energy Codes Alliance Chairman

Jack Avis: Avis Construction

Jack Dyer: Virginia Contractor Procurement Alliance (VCPA)

KC Bleile: Viridiant

Laura Baker: Responsible Energy Codes Alliance

Linda Baskerville: Arlington County Energy Plan Review

Matt Benka: VCPA and MDB Strategies

Michael (Mike) O’Connor: Virginia Petroleum Marketers and Convenience Stores; Virginia Propane Gas
Association

Michael Redifer: Virginia Elevator Safety Association (VAESA)

Mike Hamilton: Arlington County

Ross Shearer: Vienna, Virginia resident

Steve Shapiro: Apartment and Office Building Association (AOBA), Virginia Apartment Management Association
(VAMA)

William (Bill) Penniman: Sierra Club Virginia chapter
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Welcome:

Jeff Brown: Welcomed the participants to the Energy Workgroup meeting. He noted that the meeting is being
recorded.

Paul Messplay: Gave a brief tutorial about how to use the Adobe Connect meeting space features.

Jeff: Gave an overview of the 2021 Code Development Cycle, using a slideshow presentation attached as part of
the meeting documents. Discussion covered the following points:

e DHCD staff were identified.

e The 2021 code development cycle and Study Group, Sub-Workgroup and General Workgroup meeting
types and dates.

e Overview of the cdpVA and DHCD websites, including links to documents used during the cycle.

e Review of General Workgroup meeting agendas, meeting dates and voting processes.

e The main purpose of the General Workgroup meetings is to vote on the proposals in the agenda. The
following voting options were reviewed: consensus for approval, approved as modified, consensus for
disapproval, non-consensus, carry over, and withdrawn.

e May 1% is the final cutoff date for all proposals to be submitted.

e Meeting summaries, proposals and voting results will be prepared and submitted to the Board of Housing
and Community Development for final review and decision.

e Agendas with proposals are sent out a few weeks prior to the meetings for individuals to review the
information provided. It is recommended that interested parties review and discuss proposals with
proponents prior to meetings, in order to keep the meetings moving along to the voting phase.

Participants introduced themselves, and who they were representing.

Proposals:

EC1301.1.1.1-21
Jeff: William Penniman on the call is the proponent.
Bill Penniman: This proposal is straightforward, calling for full implementation of 2021 IECC without amendment.
It’s important for future buyers and residents. This is consistent with national energy codes. It’s supported by
economic analysis undertaken by the Department of Energy and the Pacific Northwest National Laboratory,
which found that fulfillment of the 2021 IECC would save consumers money as well as reduce costs to the public.
Jeff: Opened the floor for discussion.
Andrew Clark: This was discussed in the Energy Sub-Workgroup. Will those comments carry over into this? It
was discussed at length.
Jeff: Typically, proposals sent to the BHCD include all discussions around the proposals from the Workgroups
and Sub-workgroups, especially the non-consensus items.
Andrew: From the Home Builders’ perspective, they oppose this proposal. The housing industry constantly
hears about the need for low to moderate income housing. Home buyers have the option to construct their
home to higher standards if that’s affordable to them. With full adoption of the 2021 IECC, there’s a big cost
added to home owners and renters. In the ACEEE scorecard, Virginia earns a near-perfect score on building
codes, but is ranking 25" because it loses 50% of energy points on utilities and transportation.
Jeff: It is helpful to articulate if you are for or against a proposal when you speak, as Andrew just did.
Eric Lacey: Responsible Energy Codes Alliance is in support of this proposal. They support the adoption of
the latest model energy code. There are significant energy savings. It makes sense for Virginia to catch up
with the model codes. He thinks that Virginia should start with the latest model code each cycle and look
at historic amendments to see if they are still pertinent. In the ACEEE scorecard, Virginia is behind.
Steve: Won’t repeat what he said at the Sub-workgroup. AOBA and VAMA are opposed to this change.
Ben Rabe: The comments he made in the Sub-workgroup will carry over for all proposals. He does
support this proposal. When contractors work across state lines, it’s helpful to have consistency. The
vetting process in the IECC is very rigorous.
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Dawn Oleksy: The Richmond Office of Sustainability supports this proposal. Building energy is 56% of
the carbon footprint. In order to meet 2030 and 2050 greenhouse gas reduction goals, energy efficiency
needs to be supported.
Dan Willham: Fairfax County supports this proposal.
Linda Baskerville: Arlington County supports this proposal. The housing stock problems that Andrew
mentioned are not all attributable to the energy code. Putting them all on the back of the energy code
is shortsighted. Virginia residents have undeniable long term benefits. Looking at this in the short
term is not in accordance with Virginia’s long term goals.
Mike O’Connor: Asked proponents if there were bills in the most recent General Assembly that were defeated,
and if this is an attempt to go around the General Assembly.
Bill: Is not aware of such a bill. In the last General Assembly, HB2227 was adopted and was measured to be at
least as stringent as the IECC.
Andrew: Is not making the claim that the energy code is the sole driver of housing cost. This is potentially
another factor driving costs up. The building code process has been effective in lowering energy costs for
residents. Data cited in an affordable housing study report as a part of HB854 (2020 session) breaks down
energy cost by homeowner, renter, year built and AMI. In homes built after 2000, virtually every income bracket
is not having energy cost burdens. Homes built before 2000, and before 1980, those at the lower income
spectrum are energy cost burdened. We've made a significant amount of progress. There’s a need to find out
when diminishing returns come in. Adding costs to the construction creates impediments and barriers to home
buyers. He encourages the group to look at the report with data pulled from the Department of Energy. He said
he would send the report to the group. It shows pretty clearly that most folks are not energy cost burdened.
Linda: To Andrew’s point, 20 years from now, the houses being built today will be the older stock, which as he
pointed out, will be the houses that are energy cost burdened. They can be addressed in today’s code.
Andrew: Homes built in the 30s, 40s and 50s were built according to much lower standards. Homes now are
built to a much higher standard. To say that in 20-30 years these homes will be like ones built in 30s is like
comparing apples to oranges.
Jeff: As a technical comment on this proposal, there is correlation between codes that will need to be done
for a change this large. The proposal may not have done all of this work. This is not an opinion for or against.
Bill: On the issue of cost. There is an increase in the initial construction cost, however, it saves money for
residents now and in the future. It also benefits the future health of the Commonwealth. It’s been widely
recognized that energy efficiency needs to be improved, energy consumption needs to be reduced and
climate emissions and pollution needs to be reduced rapidly in the next decade or two. The old way of
building won’t accomplish that. While he hasn’t looked in-depth at the study Andrew referred to, he did
look at the tables and he doesn’t think they prove as much as he indicated. Lower income people would not
be the consumers for these energy custom builds anyway. This proposal is valuable, and he’s willing to have
more discussion to create a different proposal that is more selective without weakening the requirement.
Mike O: He reviewed HB2227. This was originally mandatory and mirrored what is being presented today.
The bill was amended to say that it shall be considered by the Department of Housing, making it permissive
instead of mandatory. He understands that there was also legislation this past session that aimed to
accomplish the same thing. He suggests that this is an attempt to go around the legislature.
Bill: It is not an attempt to go around legislature. HB2227 said to consider full compliance with the latest
version of the IECC and standards as stringent or more stringent, and it gave standards for doing it in
terms of savings for residents and benefits for the public. This proposal fully complies with HB2227 that
has passed. It’s still a decision of the BHCD and we think this is the right decision.
Andrew: Responding to Bill’s first comment, he understands the cost savings over time. However,
initially, it will prohibit people from getting into the homes in the first place. The upfront cost increase is
the biggest barrier for low and moderate income families. Most contractors are not building on the
higher end and when they are taken to task, they are always pressed to build for lower to middle income
families. Realtor data shows that houses selling in the $200k or less range have gone down almost 50%
since 2019. Starter homes are almost extinct. The industry is not against energy efficiency, but they are
trying to balance that with costs in order to provide a more diverse housing stock.
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Bill: Taking the holistic view, energy efficiency does save money over time. NAHB has said that
consumers do look for and want energy efficiency. Consumer Reports says that most buyers assume
that the state codes match the national codes.

Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this will be marked as Non Consensus.

{BREAK: 10:00 — 10:05}

EC-C401.2-21
Ben: This proposal is one that was submitted to the 2024 IECC. It is an ambitious proposal to submit to Virginia, so
it is not expected to get consensus approval. It was submitted in order to start a conversation and let folks know
what is coming up in the IECC process. It would require commercial buildings to move to all electric. It would
require heat pumps and conduction cooking, which would have a great impact on the amount of carbon produced
by commercial buildings. Commercial buildings produce about 40% of the carbon footprint in the country.
Andrew: This proposal is related to prohibiting natural gas in commercial buildings. We are opposed due to the
comments already raised in the Sub-workgroup.
Steve: AOBA and VAMA also opposed, as noted in the Sub-workgroup.
Mike O: Petroleum Marketers and Propane Gas Association are opposed to this. Virginia small businesses
provide oil heat and propane. There is no provision in this proposal to retrain workers in the petroleum and
propane industries after they are forced out of business due to a proposal such as this. Also, the payback time
on a heat pump is about 25 years. The only people who can afford to do this are the regulated utilities, who are
using their rate-payer subsidized income to perform these conversions.
Bill: Supports this proposal, as it needs to happen as a matter of climate change mitigation and preparedness.
Jeff: With no further discussion offered, this will be marked Non Consensus.

EC-C402.4-21
Eric: Chapter 13 is where the Virginia amendments to the IECC are made. This proposal edits some that are no
longer necessary. This proposal strikes sub sections 2, 3 and 4. Sub section 3 is an amendment that allows
increased skylight area if the building complies with the daylight responsive controls. Virginia’s current allowance
is up to 5% skylight area and the IECC now allows up to 6%. This seems to be a sensible improvement in the code.
By striking that sub section 3 amendment, Virginia would be adopting the IECC 6% skylight area for the buildings
with daylight responsive controls. Sub sections 2 and 4 are related. These are changes that RECA proposed in the
2015 code update cycle. In 2015, Virginia had a better solar heat gain coefficient (SHGC) requirement than the
model code had in 2015. Since then, the 2021 IECC has caught up to Virginia, and requires essentially the same
SHGC even though it’s now divided into fixed and operable fenestration. It has also simplified the calculation
process for projection factor. A credit is given for having projections over the windows, allowing for higher SHGC.
The 2021 IECC also removed the orientation specific SHGCs that cluttered up the 2015 and 2018 editions of the
IECC. This simplifies the code and doesn’t seem to be a large change substantively. The IECC approach is a good
one, which also matches the ASHRAE 90.1-2019 standard, so the fenestration requirements are the same.

Steve: Talked about this on Monday in the Sub-workgroup, and he’s in support of this. It is also cosponsored by

the Energy Sub-workgroup.

Jeff: With no other comments or discussion, this is marked as Consensus for Approval.

EC-C403.3-21
Ben: This proposal would require dedicated outdoor air systems. There would be parallel systems and one would
provide fresh outdoor air and the other would provide the heating and cooling. One advantage would be energy
savings, as it would require much smaller fans. Another advantage would be that it allows more control over fresh
air which has measurable impacts on health. This was also discussed in the Sub-workgroup.

Steve: Opposes the change.

Bill: Supports the proposal.
Jeff: Seeing no other comments or discussion, this will be marked as Non Consensus
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EC-C403.4.1.6-21

Ben: This proposal was submitted for the 2024 IECC. It would allow for the utility company, third party provider

and potentially others to have control over large quantities of thermostats to lessen the peaks and drops in the

grid on hot days and help with brown outs. It would not affect comfort but would reduce strain on the grid.
Steve: Opposes this. He sees in the reason statement that 4 degrees was chosen based on the California energy

code.
Andrew: Also in opposition.
Ben: California was used, knowing that they have a different climate, but that is open for discussion.
Mike O: Asked the proponent if a third party would be allowed to regulate the temperature of consumers’
homes.
Ben: No.
Mikel O: What is the purpose?
Ben: To avoid peaks in the existing system.
Mike O: How?
Ben: Groups of buildings would be on a cycle, so that everyone is not ramping up the temperature at the
same time.
Mike O: Who makes the decisions for the large groups of buildings?
Ben: The utility or third party provider would. This proposal would allow the technology to exist, and
homeowners can opt in.
Mike O: Typed in the chat box that Petroleum and Propane associations are opposed to this proposal.
Bill: This puts technology in place for a critical measure to manage electric grids while keeping people
comfortable. The utility or third party would allow customers to opt in, giving control of the short
term fluctuation in energy flows, thereby smoothing out peaks to reduce costs. The consumer is
usually paid to opt in. It is growing in availability around the country and in Virginia. He supports it.
Jeff: Seeing no further discussion, this will be marked as Non Consensus.

EC-C403.15-21
Ben: This proposal would require more efficient dehumidification systems for indoor agriculture (mainly cannabis

farms). This is a very cost effective way to ensure that these buildings are as energy efficient as possible. There’s
also a lighting proposal coming, which is probably the most cost efficient.
Andrew: Asked if anyone is aware of this in the cannabis industry. He thinks it’s important for someone in that
industry to know about this and be involved with it. He is not comfortable with moving it forward unless
someone in that industry is involved.
Ben: He hasn’t reached out to any agricultural folks in Virginia. NBI has primarily worked with people in this
industry in California, who have supported this.
Andrew: Thinks it should be Non Consensus because the industry it would affect is not here to discuss the
proposal.
Steve: Asked Ben if he also spoke with people in Colorado about this.
Ben: Yes. They did help develop the code in Denver as well.
Bill: This is a case where Virginia should learn from other states. It should be done before the buildings are
up and running. It’s simple and sensible and he supports it.
Jeff: Seeing no further discussion, this will be marked as Non Consensus.

EC-C404.11-21
Ben: This proposal would require technology to be in place, which would allow commercial buildings to be on a

cycle to ramp up their water heating. The building owners would get paid to opt in to the program. The cycle
would not permit all buildings to ramp up at the same time, thereby causing strain on the grid. This would put the
technology in place so that cyclical programs could be made available.
Andrew: Typed in the chat box “HBAV non consensus on 404.11”
Steve: Asked if the change doesn’t require the building to do anything, but it gives them a choice to opt in, is

that correct?
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Ben: It puts technology in place, but doesn’t require the building owner to subscribe. The water heater would
have the capacity but it would not be turned on unless owner opts in.
Steve: It looks like the language says that if the water heater has a certain volume, the technology ‘shall’ be
provided. It sounds like a mandate.
Ben: The water heater shall have the technology, but it would not be in use until the owner subscribes to
allow the control of the water heater.
Bill: Supports this for same reason as the earlier demand-response program. This is a great place to help the
grid. Plus, users are paid to participate.
Steve: It looks like the proposals don’t stand alone; if one goes through, they both would.
Ben: They can be independent of each other.
Jeff: Hearing no other discussion, this will be marked as Non Consensus.

EC-C405.4-21
Ben: This is another indoor horticultural proposal, but related to lighting, which again is new to Virginia. Most
places have LED now. This would put similar requirements on the marijuana industry in Virginia.

Andrew: Again, similar to the other one, he would want people from the industry to be able to provide input.
Bill: Also, like the other one, when the marijuana industry develops, it will explode and put burden on the
utilities. At minimum, there should be lighting requirements in place up front. He thinks it’s a sensible proposal
and he supports it.

Ben: Would be happy to talk with people from the affected industry. He asked if anyone has a connection, to
pass it along to him.
Jeff: Seeing no more discussion, this will be marked as Non Consensus.

EC-C405.13-21
Ben: He is happy to report that this proposal for a small amount of PV on commercial buildings just passed
through the ICC consensus committee process. This will likely be in the 2024 IECC. It requires, with exception, a
very small amount of solar panels to be placed on commercial buildings. This was discussed extensively in the Sub-
workgroup.
Steve: Asked what the Sub-workgroup decided.
Jeff: Non Consensus.
Steve: Was in opposition then, and still is.
Bill: Is in support of this proposal.
Jeff: Seeing no further discussion, this will be marked as Non Consensus.

EC-C405.16-21
Ben: This is similar to the first proposal he discussed. Instead of requiring buildings to jump to all electric, this
would get things ready for it. The upfront cost of running conduit and putting the electrical capacity in the
building is way cheaper than doing it down the road. It would save people a lot of money not having to retrofit.
Steve: AOBA and VAMA Opposes
Andrew: In opposition as per comments made in the Sub-workgroup.

Bill: In order to combat climate change, electricity to the maximum extent possible needs to be implemented.

Getting ready for it with relatively low costs up front will make the transition better and cheaper. It will benefit

everyone. He supports it.

Jeff: Seeing no further discussion, this will be marked as Non Consensus.

EC-C407.6-21
Bill: ICC has a zero energy appendix, but to activate it, there needs to be a statement in the main body of the
code. This would put a statement in the main body of the code to activate the appendix standard. It simply
requires that there be truth in advertising, and formal confirmation of compliance with standards. He's willing to
have it Carried Over for continued discussion and bring back to the June meetings.

Ben: NBI was highly involved in developing this proposal. It’s a great opportunity for Virginia.
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Steve: He is still in opposition to this, and is not sure that it belongs in a building code, due to it being about
advertisement.
Andrew: Is willing to look at it further with others, as well as other proposals on the docket today.
Eric: Has seen stretch energy and net zero codes adopted across the country. Some are better than others.
There was an improvement in the 2021 IECC with more standardized appendices. There would be real value
to getting these programs similarly situated. He supports William’s effort. It points to a standard that shows
the consumer what a net zero energy building is.
Bill: Following the earlier discussions, he posted answers to some of the concerns raised in the public
comment section, and he thinks there are solutions to advertising.
Jeff: This will be Carried Over.

EC-C1301.1.1-21
Jeff: Matt indicated he would carry this over until the June meeting.
Matt Benka: Confirmed that he wanted to carry this proposal over. This proposal is to revise materials or system
requirements in this section, which may be not be needed or seldom used in construction. Some other states
don’t have this requirement, and Virginia contractors may have lost out on some business because of it. In the
last session of the General Assembly, they submitted HB1289 which passed both the house and senate and was
signed by the governor. He’s not prepared today for a full presentation of this proposal. He and Jack Avis are
available to discuss. He gave his direct phone # and website contact information.
Jack Avis: Examples would be a large warehouse heated to 60 degrees in the summer only or a manufacturing
facility with a lot of residual heat from machinery, that doesn’t run in the winter or a utility that needs to be
above freezing to keep sprinkler pipes from freezing. Those are examples of the types of buildings that could be
helped by this proposal.
Eric: Spent some time looking at the proposal and they are strongly opposed, as it is drafted now. He is willing
to talk about it. It doesn’t just exempt these buildings from improvements in the 2021 IECC it completely
exempts them from the energy code. The statute that was passed requires BHCD to consider the proposal, but
it would still exempt entire classes of buildings. Consider an Amazon warehouse, all of the systems could be
exempt from the energy code. Other businesses that have people in them would be heated all the time. It
requires very careful consideration to not exempt buildings that could easily comply.
Ben: Wants to echo Eric’'s comments that it seems like a very broad exemption for a large group of buildings
and a more specific attempt would be better.
Jeff: This proposal will be discussed in the next Energy Sub-workgroup, and he encourages others to talk
outside of and before that meeting to find common ground.
Matt: They don’t want to be overly broad; they would rather be more specific. He would love to work
together with others. He asked for participants to please contact him after this meeting.
Bill: Agrees with Eric. He thinks it’s practically deficient, and also legally deficient. Square footage isn’t the
issue; cubic footage is the issue when talking about heating or cooling. Mass exemptions don’t make sense.
Tailored specific ones are better.
Jeff: This will be marked as Carried Over.

{BREAK: 11:05-11:10}

REC-R401.2-21 / REC-R401.2.5-21
Ben: These two proposals are the residential versions of all-electric and electric-ready buildings. The all-electric
residential proposal is moving through the ICC process. The electric-ready building provides the same advantages
of the all-electric proposal, but spreads the upfront costs out over time.
Jeff: Both of these were Non Consensus in the Sub-workgroup.
Andrew: Opposed, as discussed in the Sub-workgroup meeting.
Mike O: Opposed, as discussed in the Sub-workgroup meeting.
Bill: Supports these proposals, as electrification is essential to meet climate goals and is healthier for people.
Jeff: Seeing no further discussion, these two proposals will be marked as Non Consensus
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REC-R402.1.2 (1)-21 / REC-R402.1.2 (2)-21 / REC-R402.2-21 / REC-R402.4-21 / REC-R402.4.1.2-21
Jeff: The next 5 proposals were heard by the Energy Sub-workgroup and the proponents have expressed that they
are interested in carrying them over to the June meeting. He asked proponents if they wanted to discuss them in
today’s meeting.
Linda: Is fine with carrying these over, as there are productive discussions underway.
Bill: Willing to carry over until the June meeting. He would note that if a revised proposal needs to be submitted
by May 1, discussions are urgent. Also, the EV readiness proposal being carried over applies to residential, but
he will submit a commercial one also.
Jeff: May 1% is the cutoff date to get proposals submitted in cdpVA, and they can’t be changed after that date.
However, if work continues and there’s an amendment after May 1, a Word document with those edits can be
submitted to DHCD by at least a week or more before the June meetings, so that it can be included in the
meeting for discussion.
Steve: Will be happy to meet with Bill about the EV commercial buildings.
Andrew: Is also willing to work with Bill. For single family homes, builders are offering EV capability and
readiness options now.
Bill: Next week looks good to continue the discussions.
Jeff: These 5 proposals will be marked as Carried Over.

REC-R403.1.1.1-21
Ben: This is the residential version of the demand response thermostat proposal. It would put technology in place
so homeowners can subscribe to programs down the road which will pay them for participation and minimize
stress on the grid.
Jeff: This proposal was Non Consensus in the Sub-workgroup.
Eric: Speaking on his own behalf, he’s familiar with cool keeper and other programs where consumers get a
credit on their bill. This proposal doesn’t require a big investment, only a thermostat with the capabilities when
the home is built. Nobody wants to pay cost of tearing out an old thermostat and putting in a new one. If the
homeowner elects to use it or not, it would be good to install the technology initially. This should be carried
forward and discussed further.
Andrew: This was Non Consensus in the Sub-workgroup. He would be happy to continue the conversation, but
he’s opposed as it is now.
Bill: Is in favor of this.
Jeff: Seeing no further discussion, this will be marked as Non Consensus.

REC-R403.1.2-21
Bill: This proposal requires heat pumps to be used in electric buildings. Instead of installing electric resistance heat
in new buildings, put in heat pumps. It was noted at the last meeting that 403.1.3 said “as a replacement in an
existing unit”. It may make sense to carry this over so that can be addressed.
Andrew: Thought that this was carried over in Sub-workgroup, as well as 403.3.3.
Jeff: This will be marked as Carried Over

REC-R403.3.3-21
Eric: Anyone can reach out to him to be involved in the continuing discussions. This proposal adopts the 2021 IECC
provisions for duct testing.

Jeff: This will be Carried Over.

REC-R403.5.4-21
Ben: This proposal gives home owners the opportunity to help save money and reduce wear on the grid. It's
basically the residential version of the previous commercial building water heater proposal.
Andrew: HBAV is Non Consensus
Bill: Supports this proposal, for the same reasons already given in prior discussions about similar proposals.
Jeff: Seeing no further discussion, this will be marked as Non Consensus.
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REC-R404.2-21

Bill: This proposal is about solar readiness for single family and townhouse residences. It doesn’t extend to large
multi-family residential occupancies. It provides for readiness by putting in a conduit for solar equipment to be
added later. There’s a solar-ready provision in the current code, but it’s in the appendix, and this would activate it.
He’s happy to carry it over if needed.

Ben: Is very much in favor of this proposal. They submitted a similar one. He would be happy to work with Bill.
Dawn: Supports this. The RVA Green 2050 has been in the works for many years already, and solar ready is
prioritized as an important strategy to accomplish the goals.

Jeff: Andrew stepped away, but he indicated his non-support for this proposal and the next one in the chat
box: Andrew Clark: I've got to leave for another meeting, but you can put HBAV down as non-
consensus for the remaining two proposals.

Jeff: This proposal will be marked Carried Over.

REC-R404.4-21
Ben: This is his version of the proposal that Bill just discussed (REC-R404.2). He would like to carry it over to work
towards consensus.
Bill: Would be happy to work with Ben and Andrew.
Jeff: Would this proposal correlate with R404.27?
Ben: yes
Jeff: Do you both want to carry both of these over?
Bill: Yes
Ben: Yes. They will work together on these last two proposals.
Jeff: This proposal will be marked Carried Over.

Next Steps:

Jeff: Workgroups continue to meet this week and next week. The decisions made in the Workgroups
for the proposals discussed will be updated in cdpVA. They are currently working on correcting a glitch
in the cdpVA system in order to be able to post the decisions. The final cutoff to submit proposals in
this cycle is May 1. The final round of Workgroup meetings will be in June. All proposals considered by
the Workgroups will tentatively go to the BHCD in September. He thanked everyone for their
participation.
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General Stakeholder Workgroup Meeting
April 15,2022 9:00 a.m. - 10:38 a.m.
Virtual Meeting: https://vadhcd.adobeconnect.com/va2021cdc/

VMC & SFPC Proposals

ATTENDEES:

VA Department of Housing and Community Development (DHCD) Staff:

Jeff Brown: State Building Codes Office Director, State Building Codes Office (SBCO)
Richard Potts: Code Development and Technical Support Administrator, SBCO

Paul Messplay: Code and Regulation Specialist, SBCO

Florin Moldovan: Code and Regulation Specialist, SBCO

Jeanette Campbell: Administrative Assistant, Building and Fire Regulations (BFR)

Group Participants:

Andrew Clark: Homebuilders Association of Virginia (HBAV)

Andrew Milliken: Virginia Fire Services Board (VFSB) - Fire Codes and Standards Committee
Dale Powers: Virginia Elevator Safety Association (VAESA)

David Settle: VAESA

Joshua Davis: Virginia State Fire Marshal’s Office

Lee Stoermer: Loudoun County Fire Marshal’s Office

Linda Hale: Virginia Fire Prevention Association (VFPA)

Matthew Mertz: Fairfax County

Michael Henley: VAESA, Virginia Department of General Services (DGS)
Michael Redifer: VAESA

Paula Johnson: VAESA

Ron Clements: Chesterfield Building Official, representing himself
Sarah Thomas: Virginia Association for Commercial Real Estate

Steve Shapiro: Apartment and Office Building Association (AOBA), Virginia Apartment Management Association
(VAMA)
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Welcome:

Paul Messplay: Gave an Adobe Connect tutorial of the features available.

Jeff Brown: Briefly reviewed the 2021 Code Development Cycle workflow. He shared the presentation on screen
and in the file pod available to download. Highlights included:

e DHCD staff were identified by name

e tentative dates in the 2021 Code Development Cycle

e final phase change — no new proposals accepted after May 1% deadline

e cdpVA and DHCD web sites

e base documents

e meeting types and topics

Participants introduced themselves, and who they represent.

Jeff: Noted that the meeting agendas are prepared and sent out well in advance of the meetings. He encouraged
group members to review proposals and contact proponents if needed before the General Workgroup meetings,
so that potential issues could be discussed and consensus reached when practicable. He asked participants to stay
muted when not speaking, to let the group know if they are speaking for themselves or for the group they
represent, and to be clear on voting in favor of or in opposition to the proposals.

Proposals:

FP103.1-21 - SFPC SWG Proposal
Jeff: This proposal is from the SFPC Sub-Workgroup, where all the items on the spreadsheet were discussed at
length and the proposal as a whole was voted as Consensus for Approval.
Steve Shapiro: Supports the proposal.
Andrew Milliken: Supports the proposal.
Jeff: With no additional discussion or comments heard, this was marked as Consensus for Approval.

FP107.11-21
Jeff: This proposal from Joshua Davis was submitted after the last SFPC Sub-Workgroup meeting, so it was not
discussed in that group.
Joshua Davis: He will bring the proposal to the next SFPC Sub-Workgroup meeting for comments, but he would
be happy to answer any questions today in this meeting. This proposal is about fees levied by the State Fire
Marshal’s Office for recovery of costs. The State Fire Marshal’s Office is funded 60% through the general fund
and 40% through revenue recovery for permit and inspection services. The current 2018 fee schedule still reflects
the fees set in 2003. The purpose of the proposal is to update the fees according to the increase in costs since
2003. Permits required for food trucks were set in the 2018 code, but there were no associated fees set for the
Fire Marshal to recover costs. This proposal sets the fee for that type of permit. Further in the document, there
are also new fees listed, which were never levied in the past. These fees are set in the fire code for the whole
state. Many localities were appraised to see what a good average price would be for the whole state.
Steve: Asked Joshua if he could clarify when the State Fire Marshal would be involved vs. the local Fire Marshal,
and when these type of fees would be collected for the state.
Joshua: The State Fire Marshal is the fire code official for any locality that hasn’t adopted the fire code and
appointed an official to enforce the code. Currently, the State Fire Marshal is in charge of 62 of 95 districts in
Virginia. The State Fire Marshal is also the fire code official for all state facilities, such as state universities,
correctional facilities, Capitol buildings, etc. Fees for mobile food trucks are charged and collected by either the
State or local Fire Marshal, based on the locality where they are registered. Any food truck coming into Virginia
from another state would need to get a permit from the State Fire Marshal.
Steve: Asked Joshua to clarify if item #7 about fireworks was under the purview of the State Fire Marshal.
Joshua: Only if the locality is not involved. If the locality is already involved, the State Fire Marshal would not
charge a separate fee.
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Jeff: Asked if there were any other comments or questions. As none were given, this proposal was marked
as Carried Over to be presented at the SFPC Sub-workgroup before coming back to the general Workgroup
in June. Anyone is invited to attend the Sub-workgroup, but only group members will vote on proposals.

FP107.12-21

Jeff: This is a DHCD staff proposal. It is a companion proposal to one made in the USBC. There was a change in
oversight of Family Day Homes put into effect on July 1, 2021. Previously, oversight and licensing was done by the
Department of Social Services. Family Day Homes are now licensed by the Department Of Education. There was
no change to the fee structure in this proposal. Hearing no further discussion, this was marked Consensus for
Approval.

PM505.3-21

Ron Clements: This proposal is to being made to clean up the wording in the provisions. It may have been cut and
pasted from the construction or plumbing code provisions, so he’s making the language clearer that it’s part of
the maintenance code.

Jeff: Asked for comments or questions, and hearing none, this was marked as Consensus for Approval.

PM606.1-21
Jeff: This proposal is from Michael Redifer, on behalf of VAESA. Earlier in the day, Jeff spoke with Michael, who
agreed to some edits which the DHCD staff suggested. The revised language was shown on the screen. There was
a reference to an appendix with specific periodic testing required, and at some point, the reference was removed
from the code. Because of this, it wasn’t clear when these periodic tests were to be performed. The document
shared on the Adobe Connect screen showed changes to the 2021 International Property Maintenance Code.
Since there is an existing Virginia amendment to this section, the proposal would have to modify the Virginia
Maintenance Code. If the stakeholders agree with the changes shown, the proposal will be edited in cdpVA to
show the changes to the appropriate code book — 2018 Virginia Maintenance Code.

Michael Redifer: This doesn’t really change anything that’s being done, it just provides the authority to do so. The

referenced appendix wasn’t in the Virginia Property Maintenance Code. The reference to section 8.11 of ASME

was put into the Virginia amendment to make sure that the proper people were conducting the tests.

Steve: Supports this proposal.
Jeff: With no other discussion offered, this was marked as Consensus for Approval as Modified.

PM703.2-21
Ron: In this proposal, the provisions that were eliminated are already not valid based on the hierarchy in the code.
In section 703.3, the wording was updated using maintenance language, and the sentence about openings
belongs in the Existing Building Code, not in the Maintenance Code. Vertical shafts are a retrofit provision from
chapter 11 of the International Fire Code. The fusible link retrofit provision in 703.8 is a construction provision,
not maintenance. These were all administrative edits to clean up the code.

Jeff: Hearing no further comments or questions, this was marked Consensus for Approval.

{BREAK 10:05 — 10:10}

PM704.1.1-21

Ron: This proposal is for administrative edits to clean up the code. In section 704.1.1, alterations or repairs
belongs in the existing building code, so it was deleted. Section 704.1.3 does talk about maintenance, so it was
moved to section 704.1.1. In section 704.1.2, design option belongs in the construction code, so it was deleted.
Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this was marked as Consensus for Approval.

PM704.2-21
Ron: This proposal removes specific standards and a table laid out in the maintenance code, and simply points the
user to perform maintenance according to the standards already laid out in the SFPC.

Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this was marked as Consensus for Approval.
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PM704.3-21
Ron: If a fire protection system is out of service, after the maintenance inspector reports it to the fire official, their
job is done and any further responsibility belongs to fire official, as defined in the SFPC. For this reason, section
704.3 was cleaned up and section 704.3.1 was deleted.
Steve: It seems like something is missing in the first line and it doesn’t read properly.
Joshua: He would recommend, “Where a required fire protection system is found or discovered to be out of
service, it shall be maintained.”
Ron: Agrees. He is open to changing the wording.
Steve: How about “When found to be out of service, it shall be maintained in accordance with the SFPC.” Is
that what you are trying to capture here?
Ron: Not quite. They want to maintain the system not only when it’s out of service.
Andrew M: How about replacing “done” to read “placed out of service or taken out of service”?
Ron: Agrees to taken out of service. He typed in the chat box
“Where a required fire protection system is taken out of service, it shall be taken
out of service in accordance with the SFPC...”
Lee Stoermer: Asked if it’s about a system that is either found to be out of service, or is purposely taken
out of service, and for what reason? He typed this in the chat box:
“Where a required fire protection system is taken out of service for service or
maintenance, it shall be taken out of service in accordance with the SFPC.....”
Andrew M: It doesn’t matter why it’s out of service. The owner could have turned it off because there
was a leak. The violation would be that a system was somehow taken out of service in a way that’s not
in accordance with the SFPC. Ron’s version is more apt to cover all scenarios.
Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this was marked as Consensus for Approval as Modified as per
Ron’s new wording.

PM704.4-21
Ron: The maintenance and building codes address the building. Addressing a hole in the wall is different than
citing the person who made the hole. In this case, tampering with or removing something that was put in place by
the fire official doesn’t belong in the maintenance code.

Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal was marked as Consensus for Approval.

PM704.5-21
Ron: If a maintenance inspector sees a bush in front of a fire connection, it should be reported, but gates and
fences are the responsibility of the fire inspector. These sentences were deleted for that reason. Additionally, the
word “provided” was removed, and the word “maintained” was left as appropriate to this code.

Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal was marked as Consensus for Approval.

PM705.1-21
Ron: The proposal is to delete 705.1 about retrofitting carbon monoxide alarms per Chapter 11 of the IFC. This
doesn’t belong in the maintenance code. The proposal was going to delete the reference to NFPA 720, however it
will be part of the ICC code change for 2024 throughout all codes, so it can stay until next cycle to be coordinated
with the changes to other references of NFPA 720. The proposed modification to the original proposal was shared
on the screen.

Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal was marked as Consensus for Approval as Modified.

Next Steps:

Jeff: Thanked everyone for their participation and let them know that residential and trade Workgroup meetings
will be held next week, and are the only two remaining for April. The next cycle of Workgroup meetings will be
held June 7-15. He reminded everyone to submit any new proposals to cdpVA by May 1. DHCD staff will update all
proposals in cdpVA with decisions made in the Workgroups as soon as a system glitch is fixed.
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General Stakeholder Workgroup Meeting
April 19,2022 9:00 a.m. - 10:02 a.m.

Virtual Meeting: https://vadhcd.adobeconnect.com/va2021cdc/

VRC Proposals

ATTENDEES:

VA Department of Housing and Community Development (DHCD) Staff:

Cindy Davis: Deputy Director, Building and Fire Regulations (BFR)

Jeanette Campbell: Administrative Assistant, BFR

Jeff Brown: State Building Codes Office Director, State Building Codes Office (SBCO)
Richard Potts: Code Development and Technical Support Administrator, SBCO

Paul Messplay: Code and Regulation Specialist, SBCO

Florin Moldovan: Code and Regulation Specialist, SBCO

Group Participants:

Aaron Sutch: Solar United Neighbors

Al Larsen: Ipsun Solar

Andrew Clark: Home Builders Association of Virginia

Andrew Milliken: Stafford County Fire and Rescue, Fire Services Board Codes and Standards Committee,
Representing himself

Daniel Willham: Fairfax County

KC Bliele: Viridiant

Nolie Diakoulas: Convert Solar

Ron Clements: Chesterfield County
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Welcome:

Jeff Brown: Welcomed the participants. He noted that the meeting is being recorded and there will be breaks
every hour.

Paul Messplay: Gave an overview of the Adobe Connect meeting room features.

Jeff: Reviewed the 2021 Code Development Cycle presentation with the following highlights:
e DHCD staff were identified by name
e Important dates in the cycle were reviewed
e cdpVA and DHCD website contents
e  Study Groups, Sub-workgroups and Workgroups
e Base documents, proposals and regulations

Al Larsen: Asked which version of codes will be in effect as of July 1 2022.
Jeff: The 2018 codes are in effect currently, as of July 1, 2021. The 2021 codes will potentially go into effect in
2023, sometime in the second half of the year. The 2018 codes will remain in effect until that time.

Workgroup participants introduced themselves and who they represent.

Proposals:

Jeff: The two proposals on the agenda are for the same code section. If there is no opposition, the group will
discuss both of them together. Group members voted to discuss both proposals together.

RB324-21
Al Larsen: Thanked the DHCD staff for their assistance. At the last meeting, this proposal was presented and some
of the fire protection folks were concerned about making the changes as proposed, due to safety issues. Since
then, there was discussion between solar representatives and fire protection representatives. They came up with
language that adequately protects safety and eliminates impediments to solar installation. The proposal discussed
at the previous meeting was modified to revert back to the 2018 language on 6.1 pathways. The 6.2 setback at the
ridge provision says not less than an 18” clear setback is required on both sides of a horizontal ridge.
Jeff: Is there an additional amendment from what is presented on the screen now (and in cdpVA)?
Al: Yes, he did supply that to the DHCD staff. Again, the 6.1 reverts to the 2018 language and 6.2 was modified
as described.
Nolie Diakoulas: Sent the latest revision to Jeff, which was agreed upon. It takes out the complications of
having to figure out percentages. The new language clearly states 18” path on each side, which gives 36” for
safety purposes.
Al: They aren’t proposing eliminating the 6.1 pathways, they are proposing reverting back to the 2018
language.
Jeff: It sounds like there will be no change to the 2018 IRC, and without change, the 2021 IRC will be
incorporated into the 2021 USBC. There would need to be an amendment to the 2021 IRC to revert back to
the language of the 2018 IRC.
Al: Yes, correct.
Nolie: The agreed upon edits to 6.2 and 6.2.1 were shown on the screen.
Jeff: They would need to take the 2021 IRC language and revert back to the 2018 IRC language.
Al: Yes, again, the 6.1 pathways provision would revert to the 2018 Language.
Andrew Clark: Requested the DHCD staff to send the document shown on the screen to the group. Is this only for
homes that plan to have rooftop solar?
Al: Yes, that’s correct.
Jeff: Let the group know that the document is available for download in the files pod.
Andrew Milliken: The FSB met and discussed the proposal. The original opposition was to the changes to
pathways. There’s no opposition to the ridge setback provision.
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Jeff: Asked Andrew M to clarify that section 324.6.1 reverting back to 2018 IRC language is acceptable.
Andrew M: Has no problem reverting to the 2018 language for pathways.

Al: Appreciates the extra time that was allowed to work through the issues between solar and fire. They reached a
compromise that works for everyone.

Jeff: It sounds like there is no opposition to reverting 6.1 to the 2018 IRC language, and changing 6.2 as noted.
Dan Willham: Is the language about adjacent plane somewhere in this section?

Nolie: Yes, in the 2018 code.
Jeff: If the language on the screen is acceptable, DHCD staff can make the change in cdpVA.

Note: At this point, Jeff directed the group conversation to proposal RB324.6.1-21. At the conclusion of that
discussion, the group returned to RB324-21 to continue the dialogue and vote.

RB324.6.1-21
Jeff: This proposal was submitted by Jason Laws, who was not on the call. Jeff asked if anyone was able to present
the proposal on behalf of Jason.
Dan: Can’t speak for Jason, but this is identical to what was presented a few weeks ago at the ICC hearings in
Rochester. There was a lot of opposition to it, even from folks in the solar industries. There was a representative
from UL who was going to reach out to Jason to discuss it further. He thinks it might be a good idea to carry this
proposal over.
Nolie: This is his first time seeing the proposal. It seems almost the same as what they are proposing; a 36”
pathway on all mounting plains. He doesn’t see any difference.
Jeff: Asked the group if there was any opposition or support for this proposal.
Nolie: Since he has had a chance to read this, he opposes it. It makes things more complicated than the
original language in 6.1.
Al: Also likes having no revision to section 6.1. He agrees with Nolie that it complicates matters. In addition,
their proposal was agreed upon with solar and fire folks, and since the proponent is not present to discuss
this proposal, it doesn’t add value. He can’t support this now.
Aaron Sutch: Also agrees with Al & Nolie. Solar and fire representatives agreed on the prior proposal with
no changes. He opposes this proposal.
Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this will be marked as Consensus for Disapproval

RB324-21 (Continued)
Jeff: DHCD staff confirmed that there were no changes to section R324.6.1 between the 2018 and 2021 editions.
Therefore, there would be no changes necessary to that section in this proposal. The only changes would be to
section 6.2 to say that there will be not less than an 18 inch clear setback required for both sides of a horizontal
ridge. All other language would be stricken from section 6.2.
Al: Confirmed that was accurate.
Jeff: Asked if there was any opposition or support for this proposal. A vote on this proposal resulted in Andrew
M., Aaron and Nolie stating support for the proposal.
Dan: Asked if solar panels completely cover a roof, would this reduce or extend ridge pathways?
Nolie: Neither. It sets the access at 36” and doesn’t get into % of coverage.
Dan: According to the last sentence that’s stricken in this proposal, if a roof has more than 33% coverage, there
would be a 72” path required.
Nolie: That is correct. The agreement with fire personnel is that 3 feet is fair enough workable space.
Dan: Asked Andrew Milliken if the path is for walking or venting.
Andrw M: A combination of both. The pathway to the ridge is important. This would ensure that there’s a
36” path from the bottom edge of the roof to the ridge and across. It’s a good compromise to look at ridge
setbacks instead of only pathways to the ridge.
Dan: Is there any problem with 18” access?
Andrew M: The ridge usually has a vent, and 18” gives fire personnel enough access to work there. They
would like more, but the 18” is adequate and acceptable.
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Dan: Are solar panels typically on both sides of the ridge?
Nolie: Yes, especially on East / West facing roofs.
Jeff: It seems that there is support for this proposal with no opposition. The other proposal seemed to
have some opposition. Hearing no further discussion, group members indicated approval with thumbs
up. This proposal will be marked as Consensus for Approval as Modified, as shown on the screen.
DHCD staff will make the corrections in cdpVA.

Next Steps:

Jeff: Thanked everyone for their participation and for the work done outside of the Workgroup meeting space to
reach a compromise on the proposal. May 1 is the deadline to submit proposals in cdpVA for the last round of
Workgroup meetings in June.
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General Stakeholder Workgroup Meeting
April 20,2022 9:00 a.m. - 9:11 a.m.

Virtual Meeting: https://vadhcd.adobeconnect.com/va2021cdc/

Trades Proposals

ATTENDEES:

VA Department of Housing and Community Development (DHCD) Staff:

Jeff Brown: State Building Codes Director, State Building Codes Office (SBCO)
Richard Potts: Code Development and Technical Support Administrator, SBCO
Paul Messplay: Code and Regulation Specialist, SBCO

Florin Moldovan: Code and Regulation Specialist, SBCO

Jeanette Campbell: Administrative Assistant, Building and Fire Regulations (BFR)

Group Participants:

Andrew Grigsby: Viridiant
Brent Werlein: Virginia Beach Public Utilities, representing Hampton Roads Planning District Commission Fats, Oil
and Grease (FOG) Subcommittee

Richard Grace: Culpeper County Building Department, representing Virginia Plumbing & Mechanical Inspectors
Association (VPMIA)
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Welcome:

Jeff Brown: Welcomed the participants to the Trades Workgroup meeting. He reminded participants that the
meeting is being recorded. He asked group members if they wanted to see either the Adobe tutorial or the Code
Development presentation. Members were already familiar with the materials, so they declined.

Participants introduced themselves, and who they were representing.

Proposals:

P1003.3.2-21

Brent Werlein: This proposal addresses food waste grinders bypassing grease interceptors. He originally used
language from the 2012 code, and revised it using the 2015 code language.
Jeff: Showed the original proposal and the revision on the screen.
Richard Grace: Worked with Brent on this proposal. Originally, it was a mixture between the past and the
present. After the language was tweaked, it made full sense. VPMIA is in full support of the proposal.
Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, the group voted with thumbs up. This proposal was marked as Consensus
for Approval as Modified

M410.2-21

Jeff: This proposal is from Jonathan Sargeant, not on the call. Jeff asked if anyone wanted to speak about it.
Richard: Agrees with the reasoning of the proposal. The original language restricted a test port to be located 10
pipe diameters downstream of the MP regulator, and didn’t allow for alternatives. The way that Jonathan
worded it, other viable options are able to be used. He fully supports it.

Jeff: With No further discussion offered, the group voted with thumbs up. This proposal was marked as Consensus

for Approval.

Next Steps:

Jeff: Reminded the group that the final cutoff date to submit proposals in cdpVA is May 1% for the June
Workgroup meetings.
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General Stakeholder Workgroup Meeting — VCC Proposals
June 7, 2022 - 9:00 a.m. - 3:07 p.m.
Virtual Meeting: https://vadhcd.adobeconnect.com/va2021cdc/

ATTENDEES:

VA Department of Housing and Community Development (DHCD) Staff:

Jeff Brown: State Building Codes Office Director, State Building Codes Office (SBCO)
Richard Potts: Code Development and Technical Support Administrator, SBCO

Paul Messplay: Code and Regulation Specialist, SBCO
Florin Moldovan: Code and Regulation Specialist, SBCO
Thomas King: Code and Regulation Specialist, SBCO

Chad Lambert: Southwest Code and Regulation Specialist, SBCO
Jeanette Campbell: Administrative Assistant, Building and Fire Regulations (BFR)

Kyle Flanders: Senior Policy Analyst, Policy and Legislative Office

Group Participants:

Al Clark

Allison Cook: Arlington County, VA

Andrew Clark: Homebuilders Association of Virginia
(HBAV)

Andrew Milliken: Stafford County Fire and Rescue,
Representing himself

Chuck Vernon

Conrad Speckert

Craig Toalson: HBAV

Daniel Willham: Fairfax County and Virginia Building
and Code Officials Association (VBCOA)

Dannie

David Beahm: Warren County

E Wells

Edwin Ward

Emad Elmagraby

Gregg A. Karl

Jacob R. Newton: Virginia, Maryland & Delaware
Association of Electric Cooperatives VMDAEC
Jason Laws: Chesterfield County and VBCOA
Jimmy Moss: VBCOA

John Armstrong: Dominion Energy Services

John Russell

Joseph C. Ransone

Lankika Perera

Linda Baskerville: Arlington County Energy Plan Review
Linda Hale: Virginia Fire Prevention Association (VFPA)

Lyle Solla-Yates: Representing himself

Mary Koban: Air Conditioning Heating and
Refrigeration Institute (AHRI)

Matt Smolsky: PWC

Matthew Cobb

Michelle Congdon

Paula Eubank: FEMA

Rebecca Quinn: RC Quinn Consulting for FEMA
Richard Gordon: Hanover County and VBCOA
Richard Grace: Fairfax County and Virginia Plumbing
and Mechanical Inspectors Association (VPMIA

Ron Clements: Chesterfield County Building Official
Rory Stolzenberg: Charlottesville Planning Commission
Sarah Cosby: Dominion Energy

Sean Farrell: Prince William County and VBCOA
Shahriar Amiri: Arlington County

Snider: ACFD

Steve Orlowski

Steve Shapiro: Apartment and Office Building
Association (AOBA) and Virginia Apartment
Management Association (VAMA)

Taylor

Tod Connors: Arlington County

TomH

Troy Knapp

William Abrahamson

William (Bill) Penniman: Sierra Club, Virginia Chapter
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Welcome and Introductions
Jeff Brown: Welcomed participants. Let them know there would be a five-minute break each hour and an hour
lunch break at noon. There’s a full agenda with over 40 proposals, so the meeting may run until 5:00 p.m.

Paul Messplay: Gave a brief tutorial of Adobe Connect features.

Jeff: Gave an overview of the 2021 Code Development Cycle, using a slideshow presentation attached as part of
the meeting documents. Discussion covered the following points:

e DHCD staff were identified.

e The 2021 code development cycle and Study Group, Sub-Workgroup and General Workgroup meeting
types and dates.

e Qverview of the cdpVA and DHCD websites, including links to documents used during the cycle.

e Review of General Workgroup meeting agendas, meeting dates and voting processes.

e The main purpose of the General Workgroup meetings is to vote on the proposals in the agenda. The
following voting options were reviewed: consensus for approval, approved as modified, consensus for
disapproval, non-consensus, carry over, and withdrawn.

e May 1% was the final cutoff date for all proposals to be submitted.

e Meeting summaries, proposals and voting results will be prepared and submitted to the Board of Housing
and Community Development for final review and decision.

Jeff: Due to time constraints, participants did not introduce themselves, and who they were representing at the
beginning of the meeting. Jeff asked them to introduce themselves and who they represent the first time that
they speak, and if they are representing another group in a later proposal. The proposals provided on screen and
in the files pod should be the most current version. There should not have been any modifications since May 1%,
unless there is a floor modification. Some proposals with VCC changes may also be discussed in other General
Workgroup meetings this week and next week, if they apply to more than one code.

B105.1.1-21

Jeff: This proposal was developed by the Resiliency Sub-workgroup. It adds additional qualifications for the

Building Official and Technical Assistants related to knowledge of floodplain and high-velocity wind construction.
David Beahm: Is concerned about making an extensive list of things which are already covered under sound
engineering practices.

Jason Laws: Chesterfield County. The requirement is ok for the Building Official but is not necessary for others.
Steve Shapiro: As a member of the Resiliency Sub-workgroup, the sub-workgroup thought it was necessary to
highlight flood plain and high-velocity wind construction. To Jason’s point, it only asks for “general knowledge”.
It’s important for resiliency.

Andrew Clark: HBAV and Resiliency Sub-workgroup. Jason has a good point. How is general knowledge
assessed and who assesses it? He may be inclined to change his opinion from what it was in the Sub-
workgroup. It makes sense for the Building Official to have knowledge, but maybe not for others.
Steve S: The term “general knowledge” was already in the code, it isn’t new with this proposal.
Shahriar Amiri: Building Official, Arlington County. He’s neutral about this. General knowledge is a general
term, not specifically defined.
Andrew Milliken: Agrees with Jason. Needing Technical Assistants to have flood plain and high velocity
training is overreach. He opposes this proposal.
Allison Cook: Typed in the chat box:
Allison Cook - Arlington: Arlington VA speaking in opposition to B105.1.1-21 for the inclusion of the
requirement that technical assistants need to have flood plain and high velocity wind construction
Jeff: Since it came from the Resiliency Sub-workgroup, there won’t be a floor amendment, but the conversation
will be captured.
Shahriar: Doesn’t think it’s appropriate having requirements for Technical Assistants in this.
Steve S: Thinks the proposal is ok as it is worded now.
Jeff: The Sub-workgroup members could be polled after the meeting and include results in the summary to the
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BHCD if it looks like there’s consensus in this Workgroup for a particular change.
Allison: Arlington. This isn’t really a laundry list of things required for Technical Assistants, it is just asking for
knowledge in one of those areas at a minimum. However, for all Technical Assistants to have general
knowledge of flood plain and high velocity doesn’t seem right. Perhaps it could be in the list as an option.
Jeff: The Resiliency Sub-workgroup will look at the resiliency impact analysis of proposals before they go to
the BHCD, so this proposal can also be added to their agenda.
Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Non Consensus.

B118-21
Ron Clements: The original language in this Section was cut and pasted from the Maintenance Code. This proposal
updates the wording to construction-type language, more consistent with in the VCC. The definition of unsafe
structure was removed. If a building or structure becomes unsafe during construction, as per the code in Section
118, there’s a remedy (correction notice) in Section 118.2 and notice of violation in 118.3. Vacating an unsafe
structure or posting a placard was removed, since that is maintenance language. Unsafe terminology was deleted
from emergency repairs provisions.
Shahriar: Is concerned about removing the wording about vacating the structure, since a part of the building can
become unsafe during alteration or revision, which would be the responsibility of the Building Official.
David: In Section 118.1, “immediate threat” on the fourth line should be moved to the third line, so it covers
everything.
Ron: Asked if Shahriar is ok with the proposal if Sections 118.5 and 118.6 are not deleted.
Shahriar: Yes, if those are kept, it alleviates his concern.
Jeff: Asked for changes to be typed in chat box.
Ron: Keeping 118.4.1, 118.5 and 118.6.
Typed in chat box:

Ron Clements Chesterfield Bl: Keep 118.4.1, 118.5, 118.6, 118.1; second line of 118.1 add "immediate" be

tween "a" and "threat"

Jason Laws: ... determined by the Building Official to be an immediate threat to public safety due to faulty

construction, deterioration, damage, structural instability, or another condition.

Jason Laws: need to remove another condition as well

Jason Laws: ...determined by the Building Official to be an immediate threat to public safety due to faulty

construction, deterioration, damage, structural instability.
Jeff: This will include the floor amendment. Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked Consensus
for Approval as Modified.

B107.1-21

Jeff: This proposal was submitted by the DHCD staff. A sentence was added about fees levied, which is related to
requirements in the State Law.

Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for Approval.

{BREAK: 9:57 — 10:02}

B108.2-21
Jeff: The proponent was not on the call, so the floor was opened for discussion.
Steve S: Agrees with the proposal. The math supports it.
Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for Approval.

B108.3-21
Allison: This proposal allows for online permitting where available. It doesn’t prevent in-office permitting.
Andrew C: HBAV. Asked if it could be more difficult for people who are not able to do it online. But, he doesn’t
have any problem with the proposal as it is written.
Paula Eubank: Typed in the chat box:
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Paula Eubank: B108.3-21 please clarify "unless applicant voluntarily chooses otherwise". Does this intend that
they may still submit via mail?
Allison: It will not prevent in-person delivery of the application. People would still have that choice
Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for Approval.

B109.4.1-21
Jeff: The proponent was not available to present the proposal. He opened floor to discussion.
Linda Hale: Has a concern about DHCD staff resources being available for certifying third party reviewers, which
is based on performance.
Jeff: DHCD is limited in the types of certifications offered. Certifications are offered to third parties, however,
Linda’s question is a good one.
David: Objects to this proposal. It requires another written policy from the Building Official.
Sean Farrell: Would this be retroactive to third party approvals in all jurisdictions?
Jimmy: There’s already a system in place. This would be putting the burden on Building Official. He’s opposed
to this as written.
Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, he asked if there was any support for this proposal. With no support, this
proposal will be marked as Consensus for Disapproval.

B113.3-21
Jeff: This proposal came from the Resiliency Sub-workgroup. He opened the floor for discussion.
Rebecca Quinn: typed in chat
Rebecca Quinn: | just wanted to point out that the same inspections are in the I-Codes -- two times submitting
elevations in SFHAs.
David: Building Officials may not be qualified to do elevation inspections, so he is concerned about not having
provisions for a third-party inspector approval process.
Rebecca: RC Quinn Consulting. Working with FEMA as they transition some personnel in region 3. The | Codes
require submission of elevation documentation as part of inspection during construction. This should say “as
part of the foundation inspection, submission of elevation documentation is required” so that there’s no
judgement needed by the inspector, just submission of documents. Documentation gets reviewed back in the
office. Also, submission of elevation documents are needed prior to final inspection.
Paula: The field inspection is a verification of the elevation certificate and the floor elevation by use of
documentation submitted.
David: Objects to this proposal as it is written, as well as where it is located.
Shahriar: Typed in the chat box:
Shahriar Amiri, Arlington County: | agree with the last commenter.
Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Non Consensus.

B115.2-21
Jeff: The proponent was not on the call, so the floor was opened for discussion.
David: Thinks the language is not written correctly. It names other parties that don’t need to be involved. He
doesn’t agree with or support this proposal.
Jimmy Moss: Agrees with David. He is in opposition to this proposal as it is written.
Sean: Agrees that the language as written doesn’t work. It would prevent the permit applicant from being
responsible for work that they were not licensed to perform.
Jeff: Asked the group if there was any support for the proposal. Hearing none, this proposal will be marked as
Consensus for Disapproval.

B202-21
Jeff: This is a Resiliency Sub-workgroup proposal.

Paul Messplay: This proposal correlates definitions from the National Flood Insurance Program.
Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for Approval.
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B202(2)-21
Jeff: The proponent was not on the call, so the floor was opened for discussion.
Sean: It removes responsibility from the permit-holder. He objects to this proposal.
Jeff: Asked the group if there was any support of the proposal. Seeing none, this proposal will be marked as
Consensus for Disapproval.

B407.4-21

Dan Wilham: Fairfax County. This Section references a Section in Chapter 10, which Virginia deleted. The proposal
is to clean up language and to fix a broken link. There were comments in another meeting, so the floor
amendment seen on the screen is to address those comments. The fire code provides for the authority or
requirement for fire safety plans. The amendment gives two options. One is to point to the fire code and clarify
the fire safety construction procedures. The second choice is to delete the reference to fire safety evacuation
plans.

Jeff: Asked for discussion about options and if there was support or not.

Andrew M: Asked what would change in the current code for option 2.
Dan: It deletes a reference to a Section in Chapter 10 which doesn’t exist.
Steve S: Likes option 2.
David: Likes option 1, but he is ok either way.
Typed in the chat box: Shahriar and Richard Gordon like option 2.

Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for Approval as Modified using
option 2.

B432(2)-21
Shahriar: This proposal aims to mitigate hazards of lithium ion battery storage systems and EV charging stations.
This is in Chapter 12 of the existing International Fire Code. This new section brings installation requirements from
Chapter 12 of the IFC to the 2021 VCC. It also requires additional inspection for newly installed systems.
Stakeholders from several localities and industries met outside of the official code development meetings to
discuss this at length. Equipment is not regulated, but the building is, where the equipment is located.
Jeff: There’s a similar proposal, FP1207, from the SFPC Sub-workgroup. Most of it is maintenance, but a part of it
does the same thing as this one. That proposal will be discussed on June 10.
Shahriar: In Virginia, there’s been jurisdiction issues about who enforces what. This brings construction-related
ESS provisions into the VCC instead of deciding if it pertains to construction or maintenance.
Sarah Cosby: Dominion Energy. They have potential amendments for the group to consider. They would like
language from the IFC pulled in (as the other proposal to be heard on June 10 does). It would be straight-forward
and clear. The other option would be to pull in language from NFPA provision 855, which includes exemption
language for Nickel Cadmium or Lead Acid batteries. Either of those would make the proposal acceptable, and
they would support it.
Shahriar: Has no objection to bringing in NFPA 855.
Bill: Speaking for himself, he asked how this applies to a residential customer who wants to put in an off-the-shelf
Tesla battery pack on their own.
Shahriar: This doesn’t apply to residential. IRC has its own section that addresses his question.
Bill: He asked why only lithium ion batteries would be specified, and not the other battery types.
Shahriar: Runaway. It takes 6-8 hours to put out a fire, using 30,000 gallons of water. The runoff is highly acidic
and hazardous, which requires a neutralizer. Nickel Cadmium and Lead Acid batteries do not have the same
hazards.
Shahriar: typed in the chat to amend according to the Dominion Energy request:
Shahriar Amiri, Arlington County: Lead-acid and nickel-cadmium battery systems that are designed in
accordance with IEEE C2, used for DC power for control of substations and control or safe shutdown of
generating stations under the exclusive control of the electric utility, and locations outdoors or in building spaces
used exclusively for such installations shall not be required to comply with this Chapter.
Sarah: Typed in the chat box:
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Sarah Cosby: The language shared by Mr. Amiri at Dominion's request is sourced from NFPA 855. Thank you
Richard Gordon: Hanover County. He supports anything that would go through on this issue. A new section, a
pointer to the IFCC provisions for ESS or otherwise.

Jacob Newton: Virginia Electric Cooperative. In support of either amendment.

Shahriar: Because of the thermal runaway, a special inspector should be used and a pointer to the IFC would
not make that clear, while this proposal adds specific requirements for special inspections of ESS.

Andrew C: HBAV. Asked Shahriar to point out the language that says that this doesn’t apply to residential.
Shahriar: That is in the VCC administration section, and there’s also a section in the 2021 IRC dealing with Energy
Storage Units. However, he can add a caveat to say that it doesn’t apply to residential one and two family
dwellings at the beginning of this section.

Florin Moldovan: typed in the chat box:

Florin Moldovan - DHCD: See VCC Section 310.6 and 2021 IRC 328.

Andrew C: However, it would apply to multi-family dwellings. He asked if anyone on the call knew if this
would conflict with any of the Energy proposals that are being proposed.

Allison: Doesn’t think this conflicts with other EV proposals. She thinks it adds an additional layer of safety.
Andrew C: Agrees with Allison. Conflict may not have been the right word. He was thinking that this
proposal should be reviewed in conjunction with other EV proposals. He would still appreciate a note in this
section that it doesn’t apply to one and two family residential units.

Bill: Wanted to clarify that this proposal applies to stationary battery storage systems, but doesn’t preclude

parking EV cars, or charging them.

Shahriar: This doesn’t preclude EV cars from charging anywhere. It deals with mobile mega packs.
Andrew C: To clarify, it does not deal with motor vehicles or single family, but it does address multi-family
dwellings with structured parking and designated spaces?

Shahriar: Not this proposal. This is a stand-alone proposal for stationary Energy Storage Systems.

Jeff: Asked if anyone supports proposal as amended by Dominion Energy. Several individuals voted yes. He asked

if anyone objects to the proposal as amended by Dominion Energy. There were no votes in opposition. He

reminded the group that a similar proposal is going to be heard in the Workgroup meeting on Friday.

Andrew C: Did anyone in the commercial industry look at this?

Shahriar: Yes.
Jacob: Is this something that will be compared with the proposal on Friday?
Jeff: They are heard individually. If both are consensus for approval from the Workgroups, it will be up to the
BHCD to decide which one will be the accepted code change. Either way, notes on all Workgroup discussions do
go to the BHCD to assist them with the decision making process.
Sarah: Votes in support as amended. She will also be in the Workgroup meeting on Friday.
Jeff: This proposal will be marked as Consensus for Approval as Modified. The language Shahriar typed in the text
box will be Exception #2, after ESS groups R3 and R4.
Jeff: Noted after the break to Change to the modification for B432(2):
Where it reads “shall not be required to comply with this Chapter”, change “Chapter” to “Section”.

Shahriar: Agreed.

Jeff: The proposal remains Consensus for Approval as Modified using “Section” instead of “Chapter”.

{BREAK: 11:17 — 11:22}

B433-21
Shahriar: This proposal is for EV charging stations. There’s a direct correlation between thermal runaway and fire
from a vehicle under charge. Most of the requirements applies to EV charging stations inside of enclosed parking
structures, and proximity to means of egress. It would not apply to open parking lots located away from buildings.
It also helps to limit fire risk for buildings that have several parking stories underground. It would not prevent EV
cars from parking anywhere, but it does address the locations where the vehicles would be charged.
Matthew Cobb: The water and personnel required to extinguish an EV lithium ion battery fire with thermal
runaway is immense. The biggest threat to safety is underground charging stations.
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Bill: For multi-family dwellings, is the possibility of charging precluded from any parking level? It sounds extreme.
He also thought it was only a problem if the vehicle was more than 80% charged.

Shahriar: EV Chargers should not be located where the floor is more than 75 feet above the lowest level of fire

department vehicle or more than 1 level below the lowest level of exit discharge. This would allow parking in the

B1 or G1 level, but not lower. The 80% charge is not standard, levels differ by manufacturer. There’s a national

effort going forward to have the car give a warning when the level gets to the point of concern.

Matt Smolsky: PWC. Typed in the chat box:
Matt Smolsky - PWC: The charging locations must be in a manageable location and one that is readily
accessible.
Bill: His understanding is that ICC is moving towards EV charging availability for every dwelling unit. He has
proposals in now to allow charging stations at all levels.
Shahriar: This would prevent your proposal from going forward, being that it would preclude lower levels
from having charging stations. He wouldn’t want to throw the entire proposal out, because it has safety
provisions for ventilation, access to the exits, alarms and decontamination of runoff. If there’s a thermal
runaway on a G4 level, it would probably render the building inoperable for some time. Limiting the charging
station locations was also done in order to give fire personnel adequate access to fight fires.
Bill: Many buildings have above ground structured parking with good ventilation. How would this apply to that
kind of parking?
Shahriar: The proposal addresses open parking structures. The exception is outside of level G1 and 75 ft. high.
Open and ventilated structures are allowed.
Richard Gordon: What would spill control and neutralization measures be specifically?

Shahriar: There’s a specific requirement to reduce the ph level in the water runoff to less than 30, and there are

two ways to do that with specific guidance. One would be to contain the runoff with plastic or waterproof

barriers. The other method is to use a neutralizer before entering a drainage system.
Andrew C: HBVA will oppose this. What was the workgroup that Shahriar referred to?

Shahriar: It was an unofficial group with a wider scope and varied stakeholders. It was beyond the DHCD scope.
Andrew C: Is working on some other proposals besides this one. He thinks this proposal is not correlating with
those other proposals around charging stations.

Shahriar: Agrees. There’s also a disconnect between EV charging stations and accessible parking spaces.

Andrew C: More correlation is needed.
Shahriar: Agreed. Virginia is behind and there needs to be at least situational awareness for fire personnel who
need full hazmat preparedness.
Steve S: AOBA and VAMA are against this proposal. They have been working with Bill about how many EV
ready, EV capable and EV installed stations to have, and this proposal would be opposed to that.
Gregg Karl: The extent of hazardous runoff from a lithium ion battery fire is enormous. Fire workers need
respirators to engage with it. Again, a fire could take 8, 10 or 12 hours to put out. There’s a small window from
when the fire starts, getting it somewhat under control, and getting the vehicle removed before there’s another
flare-up. This can be done if the car is readily accessible. If the car is located on a lower level, that may not be
possible, and residents would not be allowed to enter the parking area until it is extinguished.
Bill: He does not support this proposal. He thinks there needs to be more discussion on this, given the conflict
with the national initiative to move towards EV.

Andrew C: typed in the chat box that he agrees with Bill.

Matthew C: Technology shouldn’t be pushed beyond the safety of residents and first responders and also
structural safety.

Andrew C: Thinks there should be a Study Group in the next Code Change Cycle.

Jeff: Hearing some support and some opposition, this proposal will be marked Non Consensus.

B706.1-21

This proposal was inadvertently added to this agenda. It was already voted on and marked as Consensus for
Approval in the April Workgroup meeting.
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B706.1.1-21
Shahriar: This proposal would eliminate the exception for having a party wall or fire wall between buildings. Two
separate buildings with unprotected openings could cause a problem for both buildings. Fire separation distance
is not even addressed.
Dan: Agrees with Shahriar. There should be planned agreements as well, not allowing an owner to make a
decision when they are so close to another building.
Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for Approval.

{BREAK: 12:00-12:30}

B903.2.3-21
David: There was a new item added to the 2018 ICC and there’s been some confusion around it. Item 1 in the VCC
is 20k and it is 12k in the IBC. The proposal wouldn’t effect remote public schools, it would affect private schools.
There was a proposed change in previous code change cycles to drop 20k to 12k and private schools were
opposed to it.

Andrew M: Speaking on behalf of himself. There could be a gymnasium with 20k sq. ft. without sprinklers. The

load of 300 is standard and should remain.

David: He doesn’t want to cause a safety concern, but he is hoping to maintain the niche for private schools.

Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Non Consensus.

B903.4.2-21
Jeff: The proponent was not on the call, so the floor was opened for discussion.
Andrew M: Speaking on behalf of himself. This would set up a situation where there’s no audible or visual alarm
system, and notification would solely rely on the monitoring company.
Jeff: Andrew spoke in opposition and hearing no further discussion, this will be marked as Consensus for
Disapproval.

B907.5.2.3.2-21

Jeff: This is a DHCD staff proposal to address an apparent oversight in the model code. The section deals with

sleeping or dwelling units, but the table only addressed sleeping units. Dwelling units were added for consistency.
Dan: This should also be fixed in the 2024 IBC, so it should be supported.

Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for Approval.

B918.1-21
Andrew M: This proposal was discussed in the In-Building Emergency Communication (IBEC) Study Group, but it
was non consensus. It brings in language about how to accept and install systems and places responsibility back
on the owner.
Jeff: There were a few similar proposals discussed in the IBEC Study Group. Some members were in favor of this
one and some were not.
Steve S: AOBA and VAMA are in opposition to this proposal. The owner should not be responsible to provide all
aspects of the system. The owner is ok with providing the cabling and referencing the Fire Code Sections 510.4
and 510.5 for installation. However, it should be the locality that’s responsible to install the systems.
Jeff: If there is no further support, this will be marked as Consensus for Disapproval.
Andrew M: There were some Study Group members that were in support of this. Does that count for this
decision?
Allison: Supports this proposal. This has been happening at the national level, and in Arlington and other
Virginia localities.
Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Non Consensus.

B918.1(2)-21
Jeff: The DHCD staff prepared this proposal on behalf of some stakeholders in the IBEC Study Group. It brings in
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the Fire Code as a technical reference, without making changes to who’s responsible to install the systems. Wiring

would be the responsibility of the building owner and the rest of the system would be installed by the locality.
Steve S: AOBA and VAMA are in support of this proposal.

Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for Approval.

B918.1.1-21
Jeff: The DHCD staff prepared this proposal on behalf of some stakeholders in the IBEC study group. It eliminates
some outdated language in an old Virginia amendment. Radiating cable is an outdated term.
Steve S: AOBA and VAMA are in support of this. Radiating cable technology actually defeats the purpose.
Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for Approval.

B1010.2.8-21
Jeff: The DHCD staff prepared this proposal on behalf of some stakeholders in the Active Shooter and Hostile
Threats in Public Buildings Study Group. It uses language from a previously-approved use of barricades in schools
to approve use of barricades in public buildings. Many members of the Study Group were in support of this, even
if they were not in support of barricades in general, because it gives guidelines for proper use.
Jimmy: He was in the Study Group and there was a thorough discussion. He supports this proposal.
Andrew M: Representing the VFSB — Codes and Standards Committee, stated that they discussed the proposal
and the group supports the proposal.
Andrew M: Representing self, noted that the proposal goes beyond the scope of the model code and although
there was some good feedback for and against the proposal, he thinks it is appropriate for additional
discussions to take place at the Board level, so the proposal should move forward as Non Consensus.
Jeff: With some support and some opposition, this proposal will be marked as Non Consensus.

B1020.1-21
Jeff: The proponent was not on the call. This proposal changes ratings for I-1 and I-3 occupancies, which seems to
have been incorrectly labeled in the VCC. This change brings the table back in line with the I-Code.
Dan: Chair of the VBCOA Building Code Committee. In support of this proposal.
Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for Approval.

B1006.3.4-21
Lyle Solla-Yates: Speaking on behalf of himself. This proposal is driven by middle sized structures. It would allow
residential buildings up to 20 homes with up to 5 stories to have a single staircase. This is a floor modification
which is presented on the screen. This language is copied from Seattle codes. It reduces costs, is a better design,
and makes things easier for fire personnel. This permits interior or exterior stairs with smoke control. He received
an architect estimate, and it would cost about $380k per building for a second stairway.
Lyle: Gave some additional information in the chat box regarding this proposal:
Lyle Solla-Yates: This is an additional resource for item 22 https://www.larchlab.com/city-of-vancouver-report-o
n-point-access-blocks/ We also got an estimate for the cost of mandating a second staircase in Virginia, which ca
me to $360,000 per building for six flights, assuming land, furring, and drywall are free. The estimate was $380,0
00, you can review the numbers at this link https://drive.google.com/file/d/1nG5bXXVvjHiGrEMTulrlcEOQ6fPIUhN
fE/view?usp=sharing

Florin: Typed in the chat box:

Florin Moldovan - DHCD: The floor modification is available for download in the FILES pod at the left of screen.
Steve S: Speaking for himself. He thinks this is bigger than just Virginia and should be proposed on a national
level. The code in Seattle has about 14 limitations and this does not. He is opposed to this.

Allison: Is also in opposition. One exit sounds unsafe. It should be debated at the national level.
Dan: Fairfax County. He is in opposition to this proposal. The Seattle code has many limitations and
exceptions, which this does not. For example, the number of units on each floor and the size of the
floorplans. He also thinks this should be debated at the national level.
David: Agrees that it should be done on a national level. He hasn’t looked at the floor modification.

Tab 10 - Page 63


https://www.larchlab.com/city-of-vancouver-report-on-point-access-blocks/
https://www.larchlab.com/city-of-vancouver-report-on-point-access-blocks/
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1nG5bXXVvjHiGrEMTulr1cEO6fPIUhnfE/view?usp=sharing
https://drive.google.com/file/d/1nG5bXXVvjHiGrEMTulr1cEO6fPIUhnfE/view?usp=sharing

Andrew M: Virginia Fire Services Board, Codes and Standards Committee. The Committee reviewed the
original proposal and is opposed to it. The Committee did not have a chance to review the floor
modification shared today by the proponent.
Andrew M: Speaking for himself. Is opposed to the proposal. Exterior stairway has no ventilation, interior
stairway pressure is discussed, but there is no requirement to use the interior stairway. There’s a lot of
different landscape in Virginia and one area is not like another, such as is the case in Seattle and New York
City.
Andrew C: Is in support of the proposal, which reduces building costs. Many proposals increase costs. Waiting for
discussion at the national level won’t be productive. He would like to see a Study Group on this.
Allison: Thinks this is a national-level issue, but a workgroup next year in an off-year would be good.
Andrew C: Housing challenges in many localities may prohibit Virginia participation at the national level. Yet, he
would support any movement at any level. He would like to see Virginia lead the way in reducing housing costs.
Rory: Thinks an incremental approach would be good. Instead of 5-story, it could start with 4-story buildings. It
could also have limits like not allowing exterior stairs, etc. Some of the limitations in the Seattle code are
redundant.
Lyle: There are some redundancies in the Seattle code, such as caps on units per floor and the per-parcel
restriction. These have been removed in this proposal.
Additional discussion in the chat box:
Al Clark: Maybe just limit it to where there's ISO-1 fire service?
Rory Stolzenberg: Table 1006.3.2(1) has a limitation of 4 dwelling units per floor for any height building with a
single stair
Lyle Solla-Yates, Charlottesville PC, speaking on own behalf: Mr. Stolzenberg is correct, redundant language
was removed
Dannie: | am strongly in favor of that proposal
Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Non Consensus.

B1022.2.3-21
Jeff: This proposal was prepared by the DHCD staff in response to a letter from Delegate Reid and Senator Boysko
to consider requiring automatic door openers in all ingress and egress paths.
David: Is in opposition to this due to additional expense as well as a lack of clarity in the exterior door definition.
Dan: Fairfax County and VBCOA Building Code Committee. The Code Committee was not in support of this. He is
also in opposition to this proposal.
Jeff: Asked if there was any support for this proposal. Hearing none, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for
Disapproval.

B1103.2.15-21
Dan: This is a proposal to change language. It is administrative.
Allison: Supports this proposal.
Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for Approval.

B1112.1-21
Dan: This proposal is a cleanup of language. It removes an exception.

Jeff: All accessible spaces have to have signage. This exception was removed since it was in conflict with the state
law.

Steve S: Supports this proposal.
Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for Approval.

B1602-21

Jeff: Asked Paul Messplay to introduce the proposal.
Paul: This proposal comes from the proposed changes to the 2024 IBC. It was developed by FEMA and had full
support from HBAV at the ICC Committee Action Hearings in Rochester. It adds design considerations for tornado
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loads. The Resiliency Sub-workgroup supported it.
Steve S: Approves of this proposal. It did go through the ICC hearings in Rochester, but there are still two more
steps before final acceptance.
Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for Approval.

B2403.6-21
Bill: This proposal is for bird-friendly design and construction. Glass or shiny materials can cause birds to crash and
die. There are several different materials available as options for compliance. Many U.S. jurisdictions have
adopted this already.
Steve S: AOBA and VAMA do not support this proposal.
Andrew C: HBAV doesn’t support this proposal. This was researched and there was a significant increase in cost
and lead time in obtaining products.
Bill: This is for commercial buildings, not small residential buildings.
Richard Potts: Jeff had to step away for another meeting. Does anyone else support this besides the proponent?
Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for Disapproval.

{BREAK: 1:53-2:00}

BF202-21
Mary Koban: This proposal was submitted to the ICC by the Fire Code Action Committee and seeks to align the
definition for flammable gas with the Globally Harmonized Flammable classification system, which may be
approved this year. It classifies flammable gasses to class A and class B. She typed in the chat box:
Mary Koban-AHRI: Approved changes to the IBC and IFC include: Differentiation of lower flammability
refrigerants from other higher flammability gases in storage by using the classifications and labeling provisions
of the 7th edition of the Globally Harmonized System of Classification and Labelling of Chemicals, and for
correlation with the IMC
Mary Koban-AHRI: https://www.iccsafe.org/building-safety-journal/bsj-technical/code-changes-on-a2l-
refrigerants/
Mary Koban-AHRI: https://www.ahrinet.org/saferefrigerant
Mary Koban-AHRI: AHRI Public Webinar Series: https://www.ahrinet.org/news-events/webinars/ahri-
refrigerant-webinar-series
Andrew M: Is the intent to change the IFC that’s referenced by the construction code, or the SFPC?
Mary: She’s not sure. She’s looking at what needs to be done in all of the states.
Andrew M: Virginia doesn’t have an IFC. Where would this change go if approved?
Florin: This proposal would go into the VCC in Chapter 3 if approved. Also, if approved for inclusion in the
2021 VCC, the 2021 SFPC would require buildings to comply with the applicable building code, which would
include these provisions.
Richard: Asked if there was any support for this proposal.
Mary: Asked for feedback as to why there seemed to be no support at this time.
Andrew M: The first opposition is that it would create two different definitions between the SFPC and the
building code. Also, Virginia has never made a change to the IFC, which is the reference standard. Lastly, if there
are future changes to the IFC or the IBC, those changes would come through for discussion automatically.
Richard: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for Disapproval.

BF608.9-21

Mary: This proposal updates references to ammonia.

Richard: Asked if there was support for this proposal. Hearing none, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for
Disapproval.

BF608.17-21
Mary: Ammonia will be coming out of the code, so exceptions for machinery rooms will also come out with that.
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Richard: Asked if there was support for this proposal. Hearing none, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for
Disapproval.

BF608.17(2)-21

Mary: Removes the exception for machinery rooms

Richard: Asked if there was support for this proposal. Hearing none, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for
Disapproval.

BF911.1-21

Mary: GHS will split the flammable gasses. This table shows explosion control requirements and an exception for
Class B.

Richard: Asked if there was any support for this proposal. Hearing none, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for
Disapproval.

BF5003.1.1(1)-21

Mary: This proposal makes some changes to the MAQ table in accordance with the GHS.

Richard: Asked if there was any support for this proposal. Hearing none, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for
Disapproval.

Mary: Asked about the change process in Virginia. Especially given that the refrigerant storage will be down by 40% by
January 2024.
Richard: Described the code change process in Virginia. He noted that the Board also reviews public comments.

B3005.4-21
Richard: The proponent was not on the call, so the floor was opened for discussion.
Dan: VBCOA Building Code Committee. This section was amended in the VCC. When it was changed in the IBC,
that change wasn’t carried forward. This adds in IBC language for exceptions. He supports this proposal.
Richard: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for Approval.

B3006.1-21
Dan: This proposal is to fix a broken link that was created when a change was made in Chapter 1. The charging
statement language was brought back into the code without making a requirement.
Andrew M: Supports this proposal.
Richard: Asked if there was any opposition. Hearing none, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for Approval.

B3007.6-21
Dan: This change would not be necessary if B3006.1-21 passes.
Richard: Asked if he wants to withdraw now, or wait for the Board to review.
Dan: They can let the Board know it’s not required if the other one is approved.
Richard: He asked if there was any support for this proposal. Hearing none, this proposal will be marked as
Consensus for Disapproval.

B3008.1-21

Richard: This proposal only deletes the word “all”.
Florin: There’s an existing Virginia amendment which requires all those elevators to comply with the provisions
of this section. The 2018 IBC was changed to provide a method of calculating the minimum number of elevators
required to comply with this section. That created a conflict between the existing Virginia amendment and the
2021 IBC changes. Deleting the word “all”, eliminates the conflict between the existing Virginia amendment and
the 2018 IBC provisions.

Richard: Asked if there was any support for this proposal.
Dan: Supports this proposal.
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Richard: Asked if there was any opposition for this proposal. Hearing none, this proposal will be marked as
Consensus for Approval.

B3302.4-21
Andrew M: This proposal is to Chapter 33 of the VCC related to fire prevention during construction. There was
construction language removed from the SFPC, so it was put here. There’s also an editorial change about
completion before occupancy. Finally, it looks at the 2021 IBC water supply for fire protection. It moves the water
supply requirements from the VCC to the SFPC.

Allison: Supports this proposal.

Florin: This proposal was supported by the SFPC Sub-Workgroup.

Richard: Asked if there was any opposition? Hearing none, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for
Approval.

AD75-21
Richard: This proposal adds a footnote that references compliance with Chapter 45 of Title 59.1 of “The
Amusement Device Rider Safety Act.”
David: Thinks this would be impossible to enforce, unless the code official is present constantly while the ride is
in use. He doesn’t think it’'s a good code change.
Dan: Agrees with David.
Richard: Hearing no further discussion, this will be marked as Consensus for Disapproval.

1B120-21
Richard: This proposal is from the DHCD staff.
Thomas King: Changed #2 from the building code official “may” approve to “shall” approve.
David: Wants to be clear that item #2 says “shall” and not “may”.
Richard: This proposal will say “shall.”
David: Was looking at a document that was included with the agenda and still said “may”. He asked if the
Building Official “shall” approve or if the Building Official “shall” approve in accordance with the USBC.
Florin: The original intent was to allow the Building Official two choices. Originally, when the word “may” was
used, “shall” was suggested at the Workgroup in April, because “may” is not enforceable language. What is
on the screen now is a change from the original, but it’s not actually a floor modification. Florin typed in the
chat box:
Florin Moldovan - DHCD: Current IBSR language: https://codes.iccsafe.org/content/VRGC2018P1/virginia-
industrialized-building-safety-regulations#VRGC2018P1 Pt03 c012
David: Is in opposition to this proposal with the word “shall”.
Steve S: Wants to go forward with Consensus for Approval using “shal
change at the prior meeting.
Allison: Likes “may” approve. “shall” approve is a problem for her. Shall “review” might be better.
Jeff: DHCD thought “may” was good but the concern was that it gives 2 paths. One is only applicable if the
Building Official approves it. However, staff is ok with keeping “may”.
Steve S: Agrees with Jeff, the problem was if option 2 was taken, “shall” would be required.
David: The first part of the charging language requires something. In the next part, “shall” is ok then.
Jeff: The option is up to the Building Official. They can go back to option 1, which puts it back on the building
owner to hire the CAA to review the building.
Dan: Has the same concerns. It sounds like it ties the hands of the Building Official. However, looking at the
charging statement again, he gets it. Yet, he does see Building Officials getting upset over the word “shall”.
Jeff: what if option #2 says Building Official “approves” in accordance with USBC instead of “shall”
approve?
Dan: That’s better.

|”

. He was the one who requested the word
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Jimmy: Thinks that is a good suggestion.
Jeff: typed in chat box:
Jeff Brown - DHCD: 2. The Building Official approves the unregistered......
Steve S: Doesn’t see the difference between Building Official approves or Building Official shall approve.
Jeff: It’s not different, but the word shall is removed, so that it doesn’t bother anyone.
Paula: typed in the chat box:
Paula Eubank: 2. ...or the unregistered building shall be approved by the Building Official in accordance with
the USBC.
Jimmy: The charging statement does give options, and when one is chosen, that shall be done. It seems fine like it
is. He doesn’t care either way, as long as it goes through.
Linda: Typed in the chat box:
L Hale, VFPA, Arup: The building is found to be in compliance with the USBC and the Building Official approves
the unregistered building....
Paula: Typed in the chat box:
Paula Eubank: leading with the unregistered building is more consistent with the language.
Jeff: Asked the group what they were thinking.
Dave: The original is good. It’s correct when seen in light of the charging statement.
Steve S: Is ok with the original change to “shall” as proposed.
Jeff: Asked if there was any opposition to “shall” as written.
Allison: Is ok with it because of the charging statement. It only gets to “shall” if that option is used.
Dan: Is ok with it saying “shall”.
Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for Approval.

Next Steps:

Jeff: Thanked everyone for their participation. The meeting summary will be sent out as soon as it is ready, the
recommendations will be updated on cdpVA and the summary report with the proposals will be sent to BHCD in
September.
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General Stakeholder Workgroup Meeting — VEBC Proposals
June 8, 2022 - 9:00 a.m.—11:00 a.m.
Virtual Meeting: https://vadhcd.adobeconnect.com/va2021cdc/

ATTENDEES:

VA Department of Housing and Community Development (DHCD) Staff:

Jeff Brown: State Building Codes Office Director, State Building Codes Office (SBCO)
Richard Potts: Code Development and Technical Support Administrator, SBCO

Paul Messplay: Code and Regulation Specialist, SBCO

Florin Moldovan: Code and Regulation Specialist, SBCO

Jeanette Campbell: Administrative Assistant, Building and Fire Regulations (BFR)

Group Participants:

Allison Cook: Virginia Building and Code Officials Association (VBCOA)
Andrew Clark: Home Builders Association of Virginia (HBAV)

Andrew Grigsby: Viridiant

Andrew Milliken: Stafford County Fire and Rescue, Representing himself

Ben Rabe: New Buildings Institute (NBI)
Christina Jackson

Daniel Willham: Fairfax County; Chair of VBCOA Building Code Committee

David Beahm: Warren County
Jason Laws: Virginia Building and Code Officials Association (VBCOA)

Jimmy Moss: Virginia Building and Code Officials Association (VBCOA)
John Armstrong: Dominion Energy
Justin Perry: Dominion Energy

Linda Hale: Virginia Fire Prevention Association (VFPA)

Mike O’Connor: Virginia Petroleum and Convenience Marketers Association (VPCMA)
Paula Eubank: FEMA

Rebecca Quinn: FEMA

Richard Grace: Fairfax County Land Development Services; Chairman of Virginia Plumbing & Mechanical
Inspectors Association (VPMIA)
Sarah Thomas: Virginia Association for Commercial Real Estate

Scott Lang: Honeywell Fire

Shahriar Amiri: Arlington County

Steve Shapiro: Apartment and Office Building Association (AOBA), Virginia Apartment Management Association
(VAMA)

William (Bill) Penniman: Sierra Club
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Welcome and Introductions

Jeff Brown: Welcomed participants to the meeting, gave an overview of the agenda, and let the group know there
would be breaks every hour. He asked them to stay muted unless speaking, and to let the group know who they
represent as they speak to a proposal.

Paul Messplay: Gave an Adobe Connect tutorial.

Jeff: Gave a presentation about the Code Development Cycle. Highlights included:

e DHCD staff were identified.

e The 2021 Code Development Cycle and Study Group, Sub-Workgroup and General Workgroup meeting
types and dates.

e Overview of the cdpVA and DHCD websites, including links to documents used during the cycle.

e Review of General Workgroup meeting agendas, meeting dates and voting processes.

e The main purpose of the General Workgroup meetings is to vote on the proposals in the agenda. The
following voting options were reviewed: consensus for approval, approved as modified, consensus for
disapproval, non-consensus, carry over, and withdrawn.

e May 1 was the final cutoff date for all proposals to be submitted.

e Meeting summaries, proposals and voting results will be prepared and submitted to the Board of Housing
and Community Development for final review and decision.

EB604-21
Shahriar Amiri: This is a continuation of a proposal that was approved in yesterday’s General Workgroup (VCC)
meeting. It addresses potential hazards associated with lithium ion energy storage systems (ESS). It is from the
2021 IFC Section 1207, and two proposals were broken out into the VCC and the VEBC. The VCC proposal was
heard yesterday. There was a modification in yesterday’s approved proposal. He typed it in the chat box to add it
as an exception to this proposal via floor modification:
Shahriar Amiri, Arlington County: Lead-acid and nickel-cadmium battery systems that are designed in
accordance with IEEE C2, used for DC power for control of substations and control or safe shutdown of
generating stations under the exclusive control of the electric utility, and locations outdoors or in building
spaces used exclusively for such installations shall not be required to comply with this Section.
Steve Shapiro: AOBA and VAMA are in opposition to this proposal.
John Armstrong: Dominion Energy. Supports this proposal with the floor modification.
Sarah Thomas: Virginia Association for Commercial Real Estate. In opposition to this proposal.
Bill Penniman: This is mostly a permitting requirement. He asked Shahriar if this proposal would apply to
single family or townhouse homes.
Shahriar: It is not meant to apply to single family dwellings. He’s confused about objections to this proposal,
since yesterday’s proposal was approved.
Allison Cook: Supports this proposal.
Linda Hale: VFPA also supports this proposal.
Andrew Grigsby: Also wonders why there was objection to this proposal.
Shahriar: This doesn’t require retrofitting, only to maintain ESS installed according to the proposal
approved yesterday.
Jeff: Confirmed that this does not apply to one- or two-family residential dwellings.
Bill: Proposal 1102 has an exception for one- or two-family dwellings. He would like to add that to this
proposal as well.
Shahriar: Typed an exception into the chat box to exclude one and two family dwellings:
Shahriar Amiri, Arlington County: This Section does not apply one and two-family dwellings.
William Penniman: Exception: Detached one- and two-family dwellings and townhouses.
David Beahm: Representing himself. There should not be an exception for residential because it
might set a precedent that would cause exceptions to all proposals. It should also be removed
from proposal 1102.
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Andrew Clark: If he could change his vote from yesterday, he would vote no. He votes no on
today’s proposal because he does think this should be based on state-wide areas, since
jurisdictions are not all like Northern Virginia and Maryland.
Shahriar: Said it was based on various Virginia jurisdictions.
Andrew C: Can’t identify any people from the construction industry or builders from any jurisdictions who were
involved in this.
Bill: Still concerned about exemption for residential single family homes and one- and two-family townhomes.
Jeff: Chapter 1 outlines that the code is not applicable to residential.
Bill: Still has the same concern that it should be specified in this proposal. If he were to put in a Tesla wall
battery in his garage, for example, it would be in conflict with this.
Dan Willham: Suggested adding something to the reason statement, saying that it doesn’t apply to residential.
Florin and Richard: Typed in the chat box:
Florin Moldovan - DHCD: VEBC scoping provisions as they relate to R-5: https://codes.iccsafe.org/content/VE
BC2018P2/chapter-1-administration
Richard Potts: 102.2.2 Reconstruction, alteration, or repair in Group R-5 occupancies. Compliance with this
section shall be an acceptable alternative to compliance with this code at the discretion of the owner or
owner’s agent. The VCC may be used for the reconstruction, alteration, or repair of Group R-5 buildings or
structures subject to the following criteria: 1.Any reconstruction, alteration or repair shall not adversely
affect the performance of the building or structure, or cause the building or structure to become unsafe or
lower existing levels of health and safety. 2.Parts of the building or structure not being reconstructed,
altered, or repaired shall not be required to comply with the requirements of the VCC applicable to newly
constructed buildings or structures. 3.The installation of material or equipment, or both, that is neither
required nor prohibited shall only be required to comply with the provisions of the VCC relating to the safe
installation of such material or equipment. 4.Material or equipment
Jeff: The DHCD staff also had some questions about processing this proposal, which were already sent to Shahriar.
Shahriar: He’s still working through the questions, but he defers to the DHCD staff to work out the issues related
to the section numbering.

Jeff: The DHCD staff will review the proposal for changes needed, if any, before the BHCD reviews the proposal.
Jeff: Richard posted information from Chapter 1 related to residential occupancies and Shahriar posted the
exception about utility substations. Asked Shahriar if there are any other modifications.

Bill: Wants it to be clear that residential is excluded.
Shahriar Will include that as an exception.
Justin Perry: Dominion Energy. Doesn’t want the utility exception placed under #5, since it doesn’t only apply
to 604.1.
Shahriar: Since 604.1 is a charging statement, it would apply to the rest of 604.
Jeff: Likes it placed after #5, but not “under” #5. It would be in line with the main charging statement.
Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Non Consensus. Shahriar will include the two
floor modifications.

EB202-21
Jason Laws: Chesterfield. This is a proposal for an editorial change to remove the word “accessibility”.
Jeff: Asked for opposition or support.
Dan: Speaking for himself, it looks like a good cleanup. He supports this proposal.
Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked Consensus for Approval.

EB404.3-21
Jason: This proposal is for an editorial change, which was approved at the national level. It cleans up the language
to clarify the requirements.
Allison: VBCOA supports this proposal.
Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for Approval.
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EB102.2.2(2)-21
Jeff: The proponents were not on the call. The floor was opened for discussion.
Allison: Wonders if #3 is really an exception. It doesn’t sound like it is.
Jeff: This proposal undoes another proposal that was voted as Consensus for Approval from the April Workgroup
meeting, requiring 10 year battery smoke alarms.
David: Is opposed to this proposal.
Linda: It sounds like the 10 year battery in the smoke alarm could be replaced, which is not true. She opposes
this proposal.
Jeff: Asked if there was any support for this proposal. Hearing none, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for
Disapproval.

EB103.9-21
Paula: Speaking on behalf of RC Quinn Consulting and FEMA and representing the Resiliency Sub-Workgroup. This
is @ companion proposal to 103.4 in the VCC. Her notes show that they requested information from the DHCD
staff if a registered design professional (RDP) or engineer could perform land surveys or give elevation certificates.
Jeff: Is not aware of any such follow up. It can be looked into before the proposal goes to the BHCD. Would the
USBC have authority in this, or is it outside of the scope?
Paula: That’s needed. The VCC language retained the RDP language. This proposal identifies a land surveyor,
RDP or civil engineer.
Jeff: Asked if there was discussion about, support for or opposition to this proposal.
Paula: Asked if this will be correlated with the 103.4 proposal in the VCC, which wasn’t on yesterday’s schedule.
Jeff: DHCD staff will look into it.
David: Is opposed to this due to the specific language. He thinks noting an RDP is good enough.
Steve: Speaking for himself, as a member of the Sub-Workgroup, the big discussion was if an architect can do the
certificate. He’s not sure where that landed.
Jeff: DHCD staff goes through the proposals before they go to the BHCD to discover and discuss any legal
concerns with the AG.
Paula: She isn’t opposed to a friendly modification of the language. She didn’t see any prohibition for an
architect in any of the applicable codes. It would still be good for DHCD to look into it further.
Jeff: DHCD staff will look into any conflicts or issues raised.
David: If DHCD verifies the language and what is permitted or prohibited, he would be more comfortable. He
removes his objection based on DHCD’s assurances of looking into this further.
Jeff: There was not an official proposal submitted for 103.4 in the VCC.
Paula: Will check back through her notes.
Paul: The Sub-Workgroup discussed a proposal to 103.4 in the VCC, the final decision was non consensus, so it
did not move forward as an official proposal. He typed a link to the meeting summary in the chat box:
https://www.dhcd.virginia.gov/sites/default/files/Docx/code-development/resiliency-sub-workgroup-meeting-
summary-04-27-22%20(1).pdf
Jeff: The result of a vote in support or opposition resulted in only thumbs up. With no opposition, this proposal
will be marked as Consensus for Approval, providing DHCD contacts the AG to verify that there is no legal conflict.

EB304.3.1-21
Allison: This proposal is editorial in nature, providing the correct pointer to the VRC.
Steve: Supports this proposal.
Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for Approval.

{BREAK: 10:17 — 10:22}
L Hale, VFPA, Arup: Typed in the chat box:

For EB304.3.1-21 is there an R310.4.4 in the 2021 VRC? | am seeing a R310.4 in the 2018 as the section
Paul Messplay: Responded in kind: Linda - Yes. R310.4.4 exists in the '21 residential code

Tab 10 - Page 72


https://www.dhcd.virginia.gov/sites/default/files/Docx/code-development/resiliency-sub-workgroup-meeting-summary-04-27-22%20(1).pdf
https://www.dhcd.virginia.gov/sites/default/files/Docx/code-development/resiliency-sub-workgroup-meeting-summary-04-27-22%20(1).pdf

EB805.2-21
Ben Rabe: This proposal requires that existing duct work serving new equipment in additions or alterations is
tested. This proposal was supported by the Energy Sub-Workgroup.
Steve: AOBA and VAMA are opposed to this.
Jeff: The DHCD staff found that Section 601.4.7 in the VEBC limits testing in ducts that are not extended more
than 40 feet. Chapter 8 and Chapter 6 may be in conflict since this has no exception to less than 40 feet of
extended ducts. There may need to be a reference in this Section.
Richard Potts: Typed in the chat box:
601.4.7Ducts. In R-5 occupancies, where ducts from an existing heating and cooling system are extended, such
duct systems with less than 40 linear feet (12.19 m) in unconditioned spaces shall not be required to be tested in
accordance with Section R403.3.3 of the VECC.
Ben: He is fine with the DCHD staff correlating the Chapters as needed.
Andrew Grigsby: He sees new heat pumps being installed and people are still not comfortable, because there is a
problem in the duct work. Anything that addresses ductwork is beneficial. He is in full support of this.
Bill: Representing the Sierra club. He supports this proposal.
Allison: Is in opposition to this proposal. Duct leakage is a concern, but it puts too much work and expense on
the owner to find leaks. If they want to, that’s one thing, but should not be a requirement.
Andrew Clark: agrees with Allison. It should be the consumers’ choice. He is opposed to this proposal.
Richard Grace: VPMIA. He agrees with Allison, and he opposes this proposal.
Andrew Grigsby: Reducing duct leakage doesn’t always mean a lot of time, effort and expense. Some fixes
are simple and inexpensive.
Mike O’Connor: Typed in the chat box: The problem is that heat pumps do not provide sufficient heat in
cold weather locations. Virginia Petroleum and Convenience marketers and Virginia Propane Gas
Associations opposed.
Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Non Consensus.

EB805.3-21
Ben: Similar to the prior proposal, this proposal would require additions to meet the requirements of lighting,
mechanical and water heating required by base code.
Steve: AOBA and VAMA are opposed to this.
Allison: Is opposed to this proposal.
Bill: Supports this proposal.
Richard Grace: VPMIA opposes this proposal.
Andrew Grigsby: Supports this proposal.
Allison: This proposal increases costs of construction, as stated in the Cost Impact statement.
Andrew Grigsby: The increased cost of construction is recovered several times over in time.
Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Non Consensus.

EB805.3(2)-21
Ben: This was written as an energy proposal to update the existing building section of the energy code, which
Virginia doesn’t adopt. This proposal requires the same testing for alterations as additions (in the prior proposal).
This is a cost- effective way to check on duct efficacy.
Steve: AOBA and VAMA are in opposition to this proposal.
Allison Cook: Speaking for herself, she is opposed to this. Forced energy efficiency upgrades should not prohibit
people from making upgrades for life safety reasons.
Richard Grace: For VPMIA. He agrees with Allison and is opposed to this proposal.
Bill: Sierra Club supports this proposal.
Mike O’Connor: Typed in chat: Virginia Petroleum and Convenience marketers and Virginia Propane Gas
Associations opposed.
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Richard Potts: Wanted to let the group know that there will be additional Energy proposals from Ben
reviewed in tomorrow’s Workgroup meeting. Those proposals were submitted later than the ones heard
today, and they do have floor modifications.

Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Non Consensus.

EB1102-21
Scott Lang: This proposal comes from the 2024 IFC. It doesn’t belong in the Virginia fire code, so it’s being
proposed to the VEBC. It would require people to look back at older systems (installed pre-2018) to ensure that
they are safe.
Jeff: The SFPC Sub-Workgroup did not support this proposal when it was presented in that meeting.
Steve: Is opposed to this proposal, especially the retroactive requirement.
David: Is opposed to this proposal. The language is not appropriate for Virginia.
Justin: Dominion Energy. He doesn’t like the word “early”. He could support it without the word “early” in
1102.1.1, but not otherwise.
Scott: Doesn’t have any objection to removing the word “early”.
Andrew Grigsby: Supports this proposal.
Jeff: Asked Scott if he wanted to amend the proposal and remove the word “early”.
Scott: Agrees to remove the word “early” from 1102.1.1 as a floor modification.
Jeff: Typed in the chat box: Modification to remove 2 instances of the word "early" form section 1102.1.1
Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal with the floor modification will be marked as Non Consensus.

EB1201.7-21

Jeff: This proposal is a DHCD staff cleanup of language. A sentence that’s not applicable was removed.
Steve: Supports this proposal.

Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for Approval.

EB1209.1-21
Andrew Milliken: This proposal correlates water supply requirements for fire prevention during construction across the
codes and provides separation between construction areas as applicable.
Linda: Supports this proposal.
Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for Approval.

Next Steps:

Jeff: Thanked everyone for their participation. There will be more Workgroup meetings this week and next week.
All are welcome to join, yet there may be some overlap. The DHCD staff will submit the proposals with a summary
to the BHCD in September for their decisions.
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General Stakeholder Workgroup Meeting — Energy Proposals
June 9, 2022 - 9:00 a.m. - 2:00 p.m.
Virtual Meeting: https://vadhcd.adobeconnect.com/va2021cdc/

ATTENDEES:

VA Department of Housing and Community Development (DHCD) Staff:

Jeff Brown: State Building Codes Office Director, State Building Codes Office (SBCO)
Richard Potts: Code Development and Technical Support Administrator, SBCO

Paul Messplay: Code and Regulation Specialist, SBCO

Florin Moldovan: Code and Regulation Specialist, SBCO

Jeanette Campbell: Administrative Assistant, Building and Fire Regulations (BFR)
Kyle Flanders: Senior Policy Analyst, Policy and Legislative Office

Group Participants:

Andrew Clark: Home Builders Association of Virginia (HBAV)

Andrew McKinley: American Institute of Architects (AlA)

Andrew Klein: Self Storage Association

Ben Rabe: New Buildings Institute (NBI)

Brett Vassey: Virginia Manufacturers Association

Chelsea Harnish: Virginia Energy Efficiency Council (VAEEC)

Christina Jackson

Christopher Fox: Van Metre

Daniel (Dan) Willham: Fairfax County, Chair of VBCOA Building Code Committee
David Beahm: Warren County

Eric Lacey: Responsible Energy Codes Alliance Chairman (RECA)

Jack Avis: Avis Construction

Jeff Mang: PIMA

Jimmy Moss: Virginia Building and Code Officials Association (VBCOA)

John Olivieri: HBAV, Virginia Beach

KC Bleile: Viridiant

Laura Baker: Responsible Energy Codes Alliance (RECA)

Linda Hale: Virginia Fire Prevention Association (VFPA)

Matt Benka: Virginia Contractor Procurement Alliance (VCPA) and MDB Strategies
Mike Hamilton: Arlington County

Neil Palmer: Century Construction

Paige Werner

Paula Eubank: FEMA

Rebecca Quinn: RC Quinn Consulting for FEMA

Richard Grace: Culpeper County; Chairman of Virginia Plumbing & Mechanical Inspectors Association (VPMIA)
Ross Shearer: Vienna, Virginia resident

Sarah Thomas: Virginia Association for Commercial Real Estate

Steve Shapiro: Apartment and Office Building Association (AOBA), Virginia Apartment Management Association
(VAMA)

William (Bill) Penniman: Sierra Club Virginia chapter

Zach LeMaster
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Welcome and Introductions
Jeff Brown: Welcomed participants to the meeting, gave an overview of the agenda, and let the group know there
would be breaks every hour. He asked them to let the group know who they represent as they speak to proposals.

Paul Messplay: Gave an Adobe Connect tutorial.

Jeff: Gave a presentation about the Code Development Cycle. Highlights included:

e DHCD staff were identified.

e The 2021 Code Development Cycle and Study Group, Sub-Workgroup and General Workgroup meeting
types and dates.

e Overview of the cdpVA and DHCD websites, including links to documents used during the cycle.

e Review of General Workgroup meeting agendas, meeting dates and voting processes.

e The main purpose of the General Workgroup meetings is to vote on the proposals in the agenda. The
following voting options were reviewed: consensus for approval, approved as modified, consensus for
disapproval, non-consensus, carry over, and withdrawn.

e May 1 was the final cutoff date for all proposals to be submitted.

e Meeting summaries, proposals and voting results will be prepared and submitted to the Board of Housing
and Community Development for final review and decision.

EC-C401.2(2)-21
This proposal was withdrawn.

EC-C403.7.7-21

Richard Grace: This proposal is to cleanup and clarify existing requirements. The language “shall not be required”
was changed to say “shall not be installed”.

David Beahm: Supports this proposal.

Dan Willham: Supports this proposal.

Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for Approval.

EC-C405.13(2)-21

Jeff: This is a DHCD staff proposal, which was drafted in response to a letter from Delegates Reid and Bulova. They
asked for discussion and consideration regarding EV space requirements.

Steve: AOBA and VAMA are in opposition to this proposal and all the other EV proposals. There has been a lot of
discussion around these EV proposals with no agreement as of yet. Also, after hearing from Shahriar Amiri in
yesterday’s Workgroup meeting, there are additional concerns around fire safety that still need to be addressed
and integrated with the other EV proposals.

Andrew Clark: Agrees with Steve’s comments. Even though EV may be the way to go in the future, more
discussion is needed to ensure that the codes address all concerns. HBAV is opposed to this proposal.

KC Bleile: Spoke with utilities suppliers regarding load letters for projects already in process. They agreed to not
change the load letters in those situations. She would like to see the EV proposals all state that exception.
Andrew Clark: Utility load letters for projects in process was one of the builders’ concerns as well as overall site
planning.

David: Is in opposition to this proposal. He also agrees with Steve and Andrew about unanswered concerns,
including accessible parking.

Sarah Thomas: Virginia Association for Commercial Real Estate is opposed to this proposal. She’s also in
agreement with what the other group members just said.

Ben: NBI. He supports this proposal as well as the other EV proposals.

Bill: There are several EV proposals, and concerning the ones he put forth, he amended those to include EV ready,
capable and installed spaces as a way to compromise. He supports this proposal as well. He thinks something
should go forward around EV spaces.

Dan Willham: Fairfax County. Supports the concept in general. However, the 2021 ICC appeals board ruled this out
of scope since it was not actually energy conservation. If this does go forward, they would have to determine
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where to put it, considering that it isn’t an energy-conservation measure.

Bill: To Dan’s point, if this doesn’t go into code somewhere, localities are free to do whatever they want.

Eric Lacey: Speaking for himself, as a Virginia resident, he doesn’t think it is a good idea to wait 3 more years to
implement EV readiness. The ICC appeal was more of a technicality. Electric Vehicles are not just the future, they
are here now. It will be harder to address as more time goes by.

Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this will be marked as Non Consensus.

EC-C405.10-21

Bill Penniman: This proposal is for EV readiness in multi-family residential dwellings. There would be 15% EV
installed spaces, 15% EV ready spaces, and the rest EV capable spaces. He is willing to be flexible on the numbers
if something can be agreed on. However, in light of the prior discussion regarding proposal EC-C405.13(2)-21, he
knows this will be marked as non-consensus, so he will yield the floor.

Steve: Obviously, AOBA and VAMA are opposed to this proposal as well. He was working closely with Bill to come to an
agreement, and thought it was only about numbers, until he heard Shahriar Amiri present the dangerous situations that
could arise from using these EV charging stations in yesterday’s Workgroup meeting. Fires taking several hours to
extinguish, using thousands of gallons of water and creating hazardous runaway. He thinks that there is a lot more work
to be done before coming to a decision.

Bill: He did hear about the concerns raised by Shahriar. He understood them to be mostly in underground parking. He
hopes there can be a quicker resolution pertaining to outdoor, open and unattached parking areas.

David: Still wants to raise the issue of accessible parking. That should not be left out of the discussion.

Bill: Agrees with David and that will be taken into account.

Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this will be marked as Non Consensus.

EC-C405.11.1-21

Bill: This proposal is directed at larger commercial parking venues such as office buildings and schools. There
should be some kind of proposal going forward, even if there are only incremental steps towards EV readiness. He
thinks that without something in the codes, localities are free to do whatever they want. He will also consider this
to be Non Consensus, the same as the other EV proposals.

Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Non Consensus.

EC-C405.13(3)-21

Ben: This EV readiness proposal is going through the 2024 ICC process. They would like to continue to make
progress so that at least one EV readiness proposal goes forward.

David: Reiterated that accessible parking should be considered.

Steve: AOBA and VAMA are opposed to this proposal.

Andrew Clark: HBAV is also opposed to this proposal.

Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Non Consensus.

EC-C407.6-21

Bill: This is a proposal that would activate the appendix for zero energy construction requirements if the builder
declares that the building is zero energy. Eric Lacey provided a modification to propose alternative language.
Eric: This language pre-approves appendix RC and appendix CC for compliance when making buildings zero
energy.

David: Is opposed to this proposal. He doesn’t think a code official could enforce this. How the builder advertises
the dwelling would be considered a buyer beware situation.

Steve: Is opposed to this proposal. He asked Eric if the language he suggested confirmed the residential section
and added compliance with appendix CC as another option.

Eric: Yes. Appendix CC also includes the base code compliance.

Steve: There are exceptions, but the language shown doesn’t include those exceptions.

Eric: Appendix CC would be more stringent, since it applies to zero energy buildings. He asked Steve what kind of
exceptions he was concerned about.
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Steve: Alterations and Additions.

Eric: This is only for new buildings.

Andrew Clark: HBAV is opposed to this, and considers it to be a truth in advertising issue.

Bill: Understands the opposition around the truth in advertising issue. He asked if those with that opinion would
also be opposed to the language Eric suggested, which really only activates the appendices.

David: Asked Bill to clarify the question. There’s no provision in the VCC to designate a building as anything
anywhere. A builder could say its net zero, but it won’t be recorded on the certificate of occupancy and won’t be
enforceable by the Building Official.

Bill: He understands the objection. He asked again to consider the language Eric proposed instead of what he
originally proposed, which is different language.

Eric and Linda: typed in the chat box:

Eric Lacey: David, it seems that your concerns are mostly about the original proposal -- Do you have specific conc
erns about the revised proposal on the screen? Would appreciate the feedback.

L Hale, VFPA, Arup: The alternative is not mandatory and allows for options as industry elects to accept energy
efficiency. | am in support

Eric: Looking at R401.2, there are 3 compliance paths; 401.2.1, 401.2.2 and 401.2.3. Instead of adding a fourth
Section with another compliance path he added an exception to point to the appendix. It does give another
option if someone wants to use it. It doesn’t address truth in advertising.

David: Is in opposition to both the original and the change submitted by Eric. He thinks the change submitted by
Eric is completely different than what Bill submitted, and it should not be accepted as a floor modification. He
asked if the code would allow the builder to build something according to the requirements in the appendix,
without making the proposed original change or the modified change.

Eric: When the 2021 IECC goes through, the appendix will be there. This proposal gives a shortened pathway.
David: The Building Official is still not required to list compliance on the Certificate of Occupancy and only inspects
for minimum requirements in the code. This would be something done in addition to that. He asked if someone
could build these types of buildings without having any oversight from the Building Official.

Eric: He would have to defer to a Building Official. However, he doesn’t think it is any different than when a
builder seeks a permit to build via the prescriptive or performance path.

David: Is still in opposition to the proposal and the suggested change.

Ben: Typed in the chat box:

Ben Rabe | NBI: | am having connectivity issues, but wanted to state NBI's support for this proposal.

Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Non Consensus.

EC-C502.3-21

Ben: This proposal applies the credit section to additions. It was supported by the Energy Sub-Workgroup.
Steve: Was there a floor modification on this?

Richard: There was a modification to correlate the language better with the existing building code.

Steve: Is in opposition to this proposal.

Bill: Supports this proposal.

Eric: RECA supports this proposal. He’s disappointed with the lack of support. When they make proposals to the
new building code they get told that the existing buildings are more in need of energy updates. This proposal
doesn’t make significant changes, it only asks for some changes with many options available when making
additions or alterations.

Steve: Doesn’t think that this proposal is in line with the purpose of the existing building code. Additions and
alterations should not have to comply with anything additional than what is already there. If the owner wants to
do more, that should be their choice.

Andrew Clark: Asked if the floor modification was what they were looking at on the screen.

Jeff: Yes, the modification to this proposal consisted of relocating the proposed changes from the energy code to
the VEBC.

Andrew Clark: Agrees with Steve, it seems to go against incentivizing existing building rehabilitation.

Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Non Consensus.
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{BREAK: 10:19-10:25}

EC-C503.3.2-21

Ben: This proposal would apply the commercial sizing guidelines to alterations and prevents oversizing of HVAC
systems to save energy.

Jeff: This proposal was supported by the Energy Sub-workgroup. The modification is to move it from the energy
code to the VEBC.

Eric: This clarifies that the system should be appropriately sized, which will help with performance and endurance.
Steve: Supports this proposal. It looks like it would provide for a cost savings.

Bill: Sierra club supports this proposal.

Andrew Clark and KC: Typed in the chat box that they support this proposal.

Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for Approval as Modified.

EC-C1301.1.1-21
This proposal was put on the agenda in error. It has been withdrawn by the proponent.

EC-C1301.1.1(2)-21

Jeff: This is a DHCD staff proposal stemming from legislation requiring the BHCD to consider energy requirement
exemptions for buildings with occupancy classifications of Groups F, S and U.

Eric: Is opposed to this proposal, which creates very broad exceptions for buildings.

Bill: Also opposes this proposal. It doesn’t make sense. There is no energy efficiency or cost savings.

Matt Benka: Supports this proposal to see it move forward to the BHCD for their consideration.

Brett Vassey: Supports this proposal. He asked what the procedure is for the Board to vote on proposals.
Jeff: The Board could look at consensus and non-consensus proposals, but would usually vote on consensus
proposals in blocks.

Jack Avis: Also supports the proposal to keep it moving forward.

Ben, KC, Chelsea and Paula: All typed in the chat box that they are opposed to this proposal.

Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Non Consensus.

EC-Appendix CB-21

Jack Avis: This proposal addresses building envelopes in F, S and U Occupancies, which are adding undue cost to
developers and building owners. It makes Virginia less competitive with North Carolina, which doesn’t have the
same requirement. There have been concessions in working with the stakeholders, they have tightened up some
requirements and they have come closer to consensus.

Eric: Is opposed to this proposal. There are alternatives in the code already that should address many of the
concerns being raised. There are two other scenarios allowed in the IECC for low energy buildings and for
buildings that aren’t conditioned. ASHRAE 90.1 also has an exception to Section 5.1.2.3 for semi-heated spaces,
which can be used. He thinks this code change is unnecessary. North Carolina is the only state that has made
exemptions of this type.

Chelsea: Typed in the chat box:

Chelsea Harnish: VAEEC is opposed to EC-Appendix CB-21 for all of the reasons stated by Eric Lacey. We do
appreciate the proponents meeting with us and would be happy to continue the conversation.

Brett: Is in support of this proposal. This provides more options and flexibility in factory spaces and allows Virginia
to be more competitive. There is also some economic development flexibility.

Bill: Is in opposition to this proposal. Agrees with Eric and thinks it will bring the code back 3 decades for these
building types. He doesn’t think it would help economic development and it would hurt individuals working in the
buildings.

Matt: Virginia Contractor Procurement Alliance. Virginia is less competitive in this space. It costs Virginia more to
put in things that are not required in North Carolina.

Ben: Agrees with Bill and Eric. He is opposed to this proposal.

Andrew Klein: Self Storage Association. Supports this proposal. The options Eric spoke to are not good ones, as
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they have minimum insulation requirements.

Andrew Clark: He often hears about the negative impacts of proposals on things like safety and well-being. He
asked if there were some reported instances of harm since North Carolina made a change.

Eric: Doesn’t know about people at risk in North Carolina. Thinks that North Carolina is the only state that has
done this. He does think that if buildings are less energy efficient, that there is an overall health risk. Responding
to Andrew Klein, he noted that there are no mandatory envelope requirements that have to be met if the low-
energy building or semi-heated building provisions are followed

Bill: The long-standing legal standard is that if the code is modified to save money, it should remain consistent
with the international codes.

Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Non Consensus.

EC-C1301.1.1.1(2)-21

Bill: This is a proposal to adopt the 2021 IECC in full and is focused on new construction.

Steve: AOBA and VAMA are opposed to this proposal.

Andrew Clark: HBAV is opposed to this proposal. It would add a significant cost to housing for the consumer. He
also thinks this may be more aspirational than practical. Virginia has an almost perfect score on residential and
commercial energy efficiency in the ACEEE report.

Eric: Is in support of this proposal. Virginia is capable of meeting the requirements of the model energy code. He
disagrees with Andrew. Virginia doesn’t get an almost perfect score on the ACEEE report, and Virginia is
specifically behind in the residential category.

Ben: Supports this proposal.

Andrew Clark: When the ACEEE report is broken down, utility programs and transportation policy brings the
Virginia score down. The score is better for building and energy codes.

Bill: The DOE report supplied by Andrew in cdpVA does show that consumers are energy cost burdened, even
higher income residents and buyers of new construction.

Andrew Clark: The DOE data shows that most cost burden is found under 30% AMI. Adding up-front costs are not
going to help anyone over the next few decades, when they can’t afford to purchase the home.

Jimmy Moss: Speaking for himself. He oversees affordable housing for people at 80% AMI and below in South
West Virginia. They do attempt to provide energy efficiency, but they are very limited due to the costs. He
opposes this proposal.

Brett: Typed in the chat box:

Brett Vassey (Virginia Manufacturers Association): Virginia's per capita BTU energy use has dropped since 2005 -
https://vaenergyconsumer.com/wp-content/uploads/2021/12/2021-Virginia-Natural-Resources-Scorecard.pdf.
Virginia ranks #20 in the US. BTU's per GDP also fell and Virginia ranks #17 in the US.

Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Non Consensus.

REC-R402.1.2 (1)-21

Laura Baker: This proposal would bring the Virginia code up to the 2021 IECC standards. There have been no
updates to this Section in Virginia since 2012.

Andrew Clark: HBAV is in opposition to this proposal. It seems to be more aspirational than establishing a
baseline.

Christopher Fox: Van Metre. There would be over 48 lumber products that would need to be changed, including
the design plans. Changing from 2x4 to 2x6 lumber would be difficult because the lumber not readily available,
and is more costly. It would cost about $10k more per house to comply with this proposal.

John Olivieri: HBAV Virginia Beach. He has been building affordable housing for many years. His costs could be
between $10-18k more per house because of this proposal. Some of the upgrades needed would never allow for
recuperating the costs. There are diminishing returns. Also, some of the things required are extremely difficult to
get today.

Bill: Supports this proposal. There has been an attempt to bring this change for many cycles, and the home
builders consistently oppose. He likes the idea of phasing things in, which is what the IECC has done, and Virginia
has fallen behind. This doesn’t require 2X6 lumber and HVAC is not even addressed here. Maryland has been
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doing this and they make affordable housing.
Dan: Fairfax County. Supports this proposal.
Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Non Consensus.

REC-R402.1.2 (2)-21

Bill: This proposal is essentially the same as the previous one (REC-R402.1.1.2 (1) from Laura Baker.
Andrew Clark: HBAV is opposed to this proposal.

Laura: Supports this proposal.

Dan: Fairfax County. Supports this proposal.

Chelsea Harnish: Typed in the chat that VAEEC supports wall insulation proposals.

Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Non Consensus.

{LUNCH 11:46am — 12:45pm}

REC-R402.4-21

Bill: This is a proposal to bring the Virginia code up to the 2012 IECC with respect to air leakage. It would delete
some exceptions and bring the requirement down from 5 ACH to 3 ACH. Air changes are important because 25%
of heating and cooling energy costs are due to the number of air changes. Tighter seals also help with insect
intrusion. The primary objection is not cost of construction, it’s closing the walls before testing occurs and having
to open them up again.

Laura: RECA. This proposal is similar to her own, REC-R402.4.1.2, which is next on the agenda. It eases compliance
where builders found it more difficult. The 2021 IECC sets the prescriptive requirement to 3 ACH, but the backstop
requirement to 5 ACH, which allows builders to trade-off air tightness and have improved performance. There’s
also an alternate ACH calculation for small and attached homes, which eases some compliance concerns. While
this would tighten up the prescriptive requirements, and it would also create exceptions to help with compliance.
Chris: The VRC 2018, which takes effect 7/1/22, adds a blower test for single family homes to see if they can get to
5 ACH. There are costs associated with tightening up the house. Also, if the envelope is too tight, it could be
unhealthy. Foam insulation helps get to 5 ACH, but it is more expensive to use.

Andrew Clark: HBAV is opposed to this proposal. Blower door tests and 5 ACH was reached last year. He agrees
with Chris. He doesn’t agree with Bill that tighter homes are healthier. Carbon Monoxide poisoning is associated
with houses that are too tight.

KC: Not speaking in support or opposition. Fresh air is a better strategy than envelope tightening. Hundreds of
projects are now achieving this ACH level without using spray foam insulation. Looking at air sealing helps.

Ben: Using traditional building methods, foam insulation is not needed. 3 ACH has been the norm in lower
temperature areas for a while. Attention to air ceiling does help to achieve this.

Bill: There does need to be controlled mechanical venting. The National Association of Home Builders (NAHB) says
that tighter houses leads to improved air quality and removal of moisture in enclosures.

Dan: Supports this proposal.

Andrew Clark: Some tightness is good. Too much is not good. NAHB has pushed to maintain the requirements at 5
ACH.

David: Is opposed to this proposal. He thinks that higher air changes are happening regularly due to windows and
doors opening frequently. It doesn’t have to happen prescriptively.

Bill: The tech note in the NAHB discussion of building strategy specifically states how to get to 3 ACH.

Ben and Laura: Typed in the chat box that NBI and RECA respectively support this proposal.

Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Non Consensus.

REC-R402.4.1.2-21

Laura Baker: This proposal is substantially similar to Bill's, which was just presented.

Andrew Clark: HBAV is opposed to this proposal.

Bill: Supports this proposal.

Andrew Clark: Asked Laura why original testing language was stricken and replaced with “shall be conducted by
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an approved third party”.

Laura: Negotiated that language in a previous discussion, but she is ok with going back to the original language.
Dan: Fairfax County. Supports this proposal.

David: Is opposed to this proposal.

Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Non Consensus.

REC-R403.1.2-21

Bill: This proposal says that electric resistance heat shall not be used as the primary heat source in both new
construction and with heating source replacement in existing buildings if a heat pump can be used instead.
Andrew Clark: HBAV supports this proposal.

David: Speaking for himself. There doesn’t seem to be a way to enforce this.

Bill: The way to enforce this is to install a heat pump which has electric resistance built into the unit, which would
trigger during defrost or emergency heat modes.

David: Is willing to remove his objection and support this proposal after hearing Bill’s description, and seeing a
note to that effect in the last sentence of the proposal.

Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for Approval.

REC-R403.1.4-21

Bill: This proposal says that onsite combustion of fossil fuel shall not be used as a primary heat source in new
residential construction.

David: You mentioned that this correlates with heat pumps. Does this say that fossil fuels cannot be used as heat
source in new construction?

Bill: It would only be prohibited as the primary heat source. The alternative primary sources are electric resistance
or heat pump.

David: Opposes this proposal

Andrew Clark: HBAV is opposed to this proposal.

Ben: NBI supports this proposal.

Jeff: The DHCD staff will review this and some of the other fossil fuel vs. electric proposals with the AG prior to the
BHCD meeting in September.

Bill: That is fine with him. He noted that there is a provision in the code that specifically empowers the BHCD to
regulate HVAC systems.

Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Non Consensus.

REC-R403.1.4(2)-21

Bill: This proposal says that an electric heat pump shall be the primary system for both heating and cooling when a
central ducted air conditioning system is installed. A ductless heat pump would be installed when there is a
ductless heating or cooling system. It doesn’t prohibit other sources as backup systems and it doesn’t apply to
cooking.

David: Is opposed to this proposal because it doesn’t give builders or consumers a choice.

Ben: Supports this proposal.

Andrew Clark: HBAV is opposed to this proposal. It does seem to be more aspirational than standard.

Bill: Shifting to heat pumps is one of the major approaches to limit climate change progression.

Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Non Consensus.

REC-R403.3.3-21

Laura: This proposal would change the current duct testing requirements in conditioned space to meet the 2021
IECC standards. Eric made a modification to say in 1103.3.5 that building cavities would comply with the
mechanical Section 1601.1.1 of the residential code. Currently, the energy code doesn’t mention building cavities
used as ducts or plenums, so this modification would give guidance on that issue. It also removes an exception for
duct testing within the building thermal envelope.

Andrew Clark: HBAV supports this proposal. He asked if the modification was already discussed with HBAV.

Tab 10 - Page 82



Laura: Yes, this is the one that was discussed. It eases restrictions and points to the existing residential code for
guidance.

Bill: Supports this proposal.

David: Supports this proposal.

Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for Approval.

REC-R404-21

Bill: This proposal calls for raceways to accommodate electric in the future if combustible appliances are installed.
David: Is opposed to this proposal. It adds costs for something that may never be used.

Ben: Supports this proposal. Readiness is more cost effective than tearing out walls to install something later.
Andrew Clark: HBAV is opposed to this proposal.

Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Non Consensus.

Typed in the chat box:

William Penniman: By the way, | believe that the EV for multifamily and office were not the latest proposal that |
submitted. It won't change the outcomes of non-consensus, but | would like the correct versions to be included in
the package.

Richard Potts - DHCD: Bill, we will follow up with you to verify. Thanks

REC-R404.2-21

Bill: This is a proposal for solar readiness. It would require homes with roofs of 600 square feet or more, or those
oriented to the south, to comply with appendix RA solar-ready provisions by putting in a conduit or raceway.
Andrew Clark: HBAV is opposed to this proposal. Something that may never be used should not be mandated. It
should be up to the consumer if they want that as an option, or to buy a home that is already equipped.

Bill: If there’s any question, roofs are strong enough to support solar panels today.

Ben: NBI Supports this proposal and is willing to work with HBAV to reach consensus.

Andrew Clark: Wants to know how the second exception would work for buildings that are shaded for more than
70 percent of the daylight hours. The calculation seems difficult.

Bill: It’s primarily to allow flexibility for houses built in shady areas or near tall buildings. There are shade studies
to calculate the measurement, and it would not come up often.

Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Non Consensus.

REC-R404.4-21

Ben: This is NBI’s proposal to create solar-ready residential homes. This is going through the 2024 ICC process.
Bill: Supports this proposal.

Andrew Clark: HBAV is opposed.

Jimmy: Speaking on behalf of himself, he is opposed to this proposal.

Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Non Consensus.

REC-R503.1.2-21

Ben: This proposal was supported by the Energy Sub-Workgroup, and has a floor modification. It would prevent
heating and cooling system oversizing.

Jeff: The modification was to bring it into the VEBC with the same intent as it had when proposed to the VECC.
Bill: Is in support of this proposal.

Laura: RECA Supports this proposal.

Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for Approval as Modified.

REC-R503.1.2.1-21
Ben: This proposal applies the same HVAC control requirements applicable to new construction, to large scale
alterations.
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Andrew Clark: Asked what the scope of compliance is for what must be done in R403.1 and R403.2.

Laura: R403.1 says that there must be a thermostat for each heating and cooling system, and there must be a
programmable thermostat in the dwelling unit. Heat pumps must have controls that prevent supplementary
electric resistance heat when the regular heating unit is in control. R403.2 says that the water heater must have a
reset button or have water temperature sensing.

Florin: Typed in the chat box:

Florin Moldovan - DHCD: https://codes.iccsafe.org/content/IECC2021P2/chapter-4-re-residential-energy-
efficiency#IECC2021P2 RE Ch04 SecR403.1

Andrew Clark: Does not support this proposal. This requirement might be a disincentive for someone doing
renovations.

Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Non Consensus.

REC-R1104.2-21

Bill: This proposal involves EV readiness for 1- and 2-family houses and townhouses. If parking is provided, there would
be a branch circuit installed. It is inexpensive and easy to install the conduit for EV charging stations.

Andrew Clark: Currently opposes this proposal, but does think that this one has the best chance of agreement. They will
continue to discuss it up until the time of the BHCD meeting in September.

David: Is opposed to this proposal due to the possibility of parking spaces being large distances from the building and
wiring would be costly. Also, there is potential danger in parking in a garage and using a charging station there.

KC: Supports this proposal.

Bill: Is willing to keep working on this and hopes for a compromise before it is heard by the BHCD.

Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Non Consensus.

Next Steps:

Jeff: Thanked everyone for their participation. The proposal voting results will be updated in cdpVA. The remaining
General Workgroup meetings will continue for the next few days. The BHCD meeting to decide on all proposals put forth
is scheduled for September.
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General Stakeholder Workgroup Meeting — SFPC & VMC Proposals
June 10, 2022 - 9:00 a.m. - 11:45 a.m.
Virtual Meeting: https://vadhcd.adobeconnect.com/va2021cdc/

ATTENDEES:

VA Department of Housing and Community Development (DHCD) Staff:

Jeff Brown: State Building Codes Office Director, State Building Codes Office (SBCO)
Richard Potts: Code Development and Technical Support Administrator, SBCO
Florin Moldovan: Code and Regulation Specialist, SBCO

Jeanette Campbell: Administrative Assistant, Building and Fire Regulations (BFR)
Kyle Flanders: Senior Policy Analyst, Policy and Legislative Office

Group Participants:

Andrew Milliken: Stafford County Fire and Rescue, Virginia Fire Services Board (VFSB) Codes and Standards
Committee

Christina Jackson

Daniel Willham: Fairfax County and Virginia Building and Code Officials Association (VBCOA)

David Beahm: Warren County

Dwayne Garriss: Retired code official and Georgia state fire marshal

Glenn Dean

Jacob R. Newton: The Virginia, Maryland and Delaware Association of Electric Cooperatives (VMDAEC)
Jason Laws: Virginia Building and Code Officials Association (VBCOA)

Jimmy Moss: Virginia Building and Code Officials Association (VBCOA)

John Armstrong: Dominion Energy

Joshua Davis: Virginia State Fire Marshal’s Office

Lee Stoermer: Loudoun County Fire Marshal’s Office

Linda Hale: Virginia Fire Prevention Association (VFPA)

Matthew Mertz

Paula Eubank: FEMA

Perry Weller: City of Staunton, VA

Ron Clements: Chesterfield County Building Official

Sean Farrell: Prince William County, member of VBCOA

Steve Shapiro: Apartment and Office Building Association (AOBA), Virginia Apartment Management Association
(VAMA)

Zach LeMaster
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Welcome and Introductions
Jeff Brown: Welcomed participants to the meeting, gave an overview of the agenda, and let the group know there
would be breaks every hour. He asked them to let the group know who they represent as they speak to proposals.

Richard Potts: Gave an Adobe Connect tutorial.

Jeff: Gave a presentation about the Code Development Cycle. Highlights included:

e DHCD staff were identified.

e The 2021 Code Development Cycle and Study Group, Sub-Workgroup and General Workgroup meeting
types and dates.

e Overview of the cdpVA and DHCD websites, including links to documents used during the cycle.

e Review of General Workgroup meeting agendas, meeting dates and voting processes.

e The main purpose of the General Workgroup meetings is to vote on the proposals in the agenda. The
following voting options were reviewed: consensus for approval, approved as modified, consensus for
disapproval, non-consensus, and withdrawn.

e May 1 was the final cutoff date for all proposals to be submitted.

e Meeting summaries, proposals and voting results will be prepared and submitted to the Board of Housing
and Community Development for final review and decision.

FP107.11-21
Joshua Davis: This proposal makes changes to the State Fire Marshal’s Office fees. 40% of the department’s
funding comes from fees, and the fees have not been adjusted for several years. Fee increases are based on cost
of operations. There are also some new fees which are in line with the average fees levied in Virginia localities.
Steve Shapiro: Asked if there’s an exception for when localities have their own Fire Official.
Joshua: There is language in the code that prohibits State Fire Marshals from leveraging fees when localities
have their own Fire Marshal. It is not specifically in this section.
Jeff: Chapter 1 in the SFPC would lay that out.
Andrew Milliken: VFSB supports this proposal.
Linda Hale: VFPA supports this proposal. Chapter 1 does lay out the authority for local vs. state.
Sean Farrell: It is discussed in Chapter 1.
Glenn Dean: State and local fees have been clearly separated historically, and state and local authorities
have worked in cooperation.
Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for Approval.

PM103.2-21
Ron Clements: This proposal removes a duplicated definition, wherein a structure that is unfit for human
occupancy is also considered an unsafe structure. The unsafe structure definition will remain, as it is used more
often in the code, while the definition of unfit for human occupancy will be removed. This proposal also requires
the rules for unsafe structures to be enforced in all localities.
David Beahm: Is opposed to this proposal. He would prefer that the language say that the structure is an
“imminent” danger to safety.
Joshua: Asked how the Section might point back to the Building Official.
Ron: This is the maintenance code, so the Property Maintenance Official would be responsible.
Joshua: Asked how the Building Official would be notified if there was an unsafe condition.
Ron: Chapter 1 says that the Property Maintenance Official is responsible to notify the Official having
jurisdiction.
Joshua: He understands. He neither supports nor opposes this proposal.
Christina Jackson: Is not in favor of removing the phrase “unfit for human occupancy”. It may raise
questions in different jurisdictions. For example, if a placard is posted and residents are allowed to go in
and remove their personal items. She doesn’t support or oppose the proposal.
Ron: He hasn’t removed any requirement to post a notice or placard, so unsafe should also convey unfit
for occupancy.
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Steve: On behalf of himself, he supports this proposal. He also thinks that both terms are not needed.
David: He understands Ron’s reasons and doesn’t disagree, but he is concerned about some of the language. For
example, item #5 discusses inoperable plumbing, which might make it unfit for human occupancy, yet not make
the entire building unsafe.
Sean: Not speaking in support or opposition of this proposal. If something is deemed unfit, it has to be posted
and the building vacated. If it is unsafe, the Building Official can issue a corrective order first.
Christina: On behalf of herself, she asked why Section 106.2 would be removed.
Ron: It seems to imply that someone other than the code Official can decide if the structure is unfit or unsafe,
then require the Official to inspect the structure. He thinks the Official should be the one to decide if the
structure is unsafe.
Christina: Asked if it would also prohibit a Fire Official from reporting an unsafe structure to a Code Official.
Ron: That’s spelled out in another section. But, he is ok with keeping the section if the group decides on it.
David: Is still opposed to the change, but will consider potential changes that would move him towards
approval.
Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Non Consensus.

{BREAK: 10:04 — 10:10}

FP111.2-21
Jeff: This proposal was supported by the SFPC Sub-workgroup. It allows the Fire Official to send electronic notices.
The proponent was not on the call, so the floor was opened for discussion.
Andrew: Supports this proposal.
Lee Stoermer: Typed in the chat box:
Lee Stoermer Loudoun FMO: Support as presented based on discussion during work group.
Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for Approval.

David: Asked if the electronic communication was the only option (after the Consensus for Approval
determination). He wanted to say that he was concerned that it might be, so he wanted it noted. He doesn’t
oppose the proposal.
Jeff: Since the proponent was not available, the question could not be answered.
Linda: It sounds like the email was an additional option, without removing any other options.
Sean: Agrees with Linda
Jeff: Concerns can be noted in public comments.

FP906.1-21
Jeff: This proposal includes a floor modification to change the VCC with the same language. The amendment was
presented on the screen.
Dwayne Garriss: This proposes to remove the exemption for having portable fire extinguishers in certain use
groups with quick response sprinklers. People do use extinguishers and this would provide an additional
opportunity for safety. It would bring the Virginia code back in line with the national code.
Steve: AOBA and VAMA are opposed to this proposal, which has been submitted over several code cycles. The
exemption has encouraged sprinkler installation and it discourages vandalism to extinguishers. Installing the
sprinklers was a tradeoff to not require extinguishers. There is cost to purchase, inspect, maintain and replace
extinguishers and there is also the threat of vandalism. It is more likely that the extinguishers would be
vandalized than used in a fire and they could also cause personal harm to people using them improperly.
Constituents would rather deal with expense due to water damage from sprinklers in the event of a fire, than to
deal with injury of patrons trying to use fire extinguishers. He would personally look for escape from a fire than
to look for an extinguisher, hope it works and use it to try and fight a fire.
Andrew: Supports this proposal with the floor amendment.
Dwayne: Extinguishers would not replace sprinklers. If fires are extinguished before sprinklers are engaged, it
would reduce carbon footprint. Studies show that most people would try to put out a fire with an extinguisher
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if it was available.
Dan Willham: Not speaking in favor or opposition, he has used a fire extinguisher.

Glenn: Asked Steve to clarify if his organizations would rather deal with property damage from vandalism of

extinguishers and improper use than damage from sprinklers.
Steve: They would rather deal with fire loss since they have insurance for that. They do not want people to
be harmed if try to fight fire with an extinguisher. The comments on vandalism were just to say that the
extinguishers would more likely be vandalized than used to fight a fire.

Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Non Consensus.

FP912.2-21
Jeff: This proposal was presented to the SFPC Sub-workgroup, and it was not supported by that group. The
proponent was not on the call, so the floor was opened for discussion.
Andrew: VFSB Codes and Standards Committee. Is not in support due to the construction language.
David: Is not in support due to construction language and also language about fire chief. Some localities don’t
have a fire chief.
Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for Disapproval.

FP1207-21
Jeff: This proposal was drafted by the DHCD staff on behalf of the SFPC Sub-workgroup. The intent is to clarify that
electrical energy storage systems are regulated by the USBC, even though the VCC references the IFC for systems
design and installation. It adds Section 433.1 to the VCC to include compliance with the IFC. It also cleans up
language in the SFPC to remove construction requirements and/or change them to be written in maintenance
language. Shahriar Amiri has a similar proposal, so DHCD will recommend that only one gets approved by the
BHCD.
Steve: Asked how this proposal works with Shahriar’s proposal and why there are different section numbers used
in the proposals.
Jeff: After proposed regulations are all put together, the correct sections will be determined. It seems like this
proposal is cleaner and would be easier to match up with the 2024 provisions in the IFC. Shahriar’s proposal
does include exceptions for utility equipment regulation. This proposal does not spell that out, but Chapter 1
does say that utility equipment is not covered.
John Armstrong: Supports this proposal.
David: Asked if the BHCD would still look at both proposals if this one goes through.
Jeff: There are multiple ESS proposals, so they may all have to be reviewed separately and packaged together
for the BHCD. Similarly, there are multiple sprinkler proposals and DHCD would send them together so the
Board could select the one they like best.
David: Is in support of this proposal.
Jacob: Typed in the chat box:
Jacob R. Newton (VMDAEC): Virginia, Maryland, and Delaware Association of Electric Cooperatives
supports FP1207-21 over the competing section proposed Tuesday.
Jeff: There was also a floor modification with some cleaned up language. It was shown on the screen.
Florin: The floor modification shows the SFPC Sub-workgroup approved language.
Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for Approval as Modified.

FP3303.3.1-21
Andrew: This proposal from the VFSB Codes and Standards Committee is about fire safety during construction. It
clarifies that the Building Official has the authority during construction and the Fire Official can request a stop
work order from the Building Official if there are any violations. It also cleans up and clarifies language in the
sections related to separation between construction areas and stairways.

Jeff: This proposal is supported by SFPC Sub-workgroup.

Steve: Supports this proposal.

Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for Approval.
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FP5601.2.2.1-21
Jeff: This was supported by the SFPC Sub-workgroup. The proponent made a Floor Amendment (shared on the
Adobe Connect meeting screen) to change the NFPA 1124 reference from the 2013 edition to the 2006 edition.
The proponent was not on the call, so the floor was opened for discussion.
Lee Stoermer: Typed in the chat box:
Lee Stoermer Loudoun FMO: support this item. 5601.2.2.1-21
Steve: Is in support of this proposal. The NFPA change also brings the section in line with the 2021 IFC.
Glenn: Wonders if the proponent was trying to go back to chapters 6 and 7 in the NFPA 1124. They are in the
2013 edition. There may be a change to the building code because Chapters 6 and 7 don’t kick in until the
MAQ is met.
Jeff: DHCD staff will go back to the proponent’s email to see his reasons for changing NFPA editions.
Florin Moldovan: Typed in the chat box:
Florin Moldovan - DHCD: From Mr. Steven Sites' email: | was contacted by Charles Walker representing
TNT Fireworks as the Director of Compliance. Charles noted that he had read my code change proposal and
supported the concept but not the reference of NFPA 1124, 2013 edition. During the normal cycle of the
2013 edition the NFPA Standards Council issued Decision #14-1 that effectively made the language in this
edition referencing retail sales withdrawn. This was an oversight in my research and effectively eliminates
the language that my proposal’s purpose. Charles suggested that | go back one edition to 2006.
Glenn: NFPA 1124 Chapters 6 and 7 don’t kick in until the MAQ is met. A change to the building code
would be appropriate. The NFPA Standards Council removed language, which they put in place with a
promise of receiving information and supporting criteria from the fireworks industry, but it didn’t happen.
Jeff: Asked for support or opposition from the group.
Linda: Supports this proposal. It seems that the proponent was trying to reference the retail sales, which the
2013 edition doesn’t have.
Glenn: Was commenting earlier, and not speaking in support or opposition to the proposal.
David: Supports this proposal.
Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for Approval as Modified.

FP5705.5-21
Perry Weller: City of Staunton. This is a proposal to update the language around both wall mounted and standing
hand sanitizer dispensers, to clarify that the Fire Marshal has the authority to approve both. Prior to the
pandemic, the code only spoke to wall mounted dispensers.
Jeff: This proposal was also supported by the SFPC Sub-workgroup.
Andrew: Is in support of this proposal.

David: Not speaking in support or opposition. Asked if this causes any conflict with construction in the IFC.
Perry: Building Officials do not have the authority to approve the installation of wall mounted dispensers, only
the Fire Officials do. The only change is that a standing dispenser was added, while a wall mounted dispenser
was already there.

Jeff: Having wall mounted dispensers approved by Fire Officials is already in the SFPC, this just added free
standing dispensers to it.
David: Supports this proposal.
Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for Approval.

{BREAK: 11:01-11:10}

PM101.1-21
Paula Eubank: This proposal is for an editorial change to add the word “Property” back to the title of the Virginia
Maintenance Code, which is consistent with the national codes.
Christina: Is in support of this proposal.
Sean: Asked why “cited” was changed to “referred to”
Paula: It could have been done for consistency. She is ok with reverting back to “cited”.
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Sean: Has no objection to the wording. He’s not in favor or opposition, just asking a question.
Paula: Asked if the DHCD staff could look into this wording for consistency.
Jeff: The DHCD staff can do that. As long as there is no opposition to the wording either way, DHCD will review
and use language that is consistent with other code sections.
Christina: Other codes do use the word “cited”.
David: VCC 101.4 has “referred to”, but most other codes say “cited”. He supports this proposal overall.
Jeff: Asked DHCD staff to type the floor modification in the chat box. Floor amendment.
Florin Moldovan - DHCD: As per discussions, replace the proposed word "referred" with the word "cited".
Paula: Please also check “may” vs. “should” for consistency.
David: The VCC administrative Section 101.1 has “may”, so change “should” back to “may”.
Paula: Supports that change.
Steve: When “referred” is deleted, the word “to” should also be deleted and instead use “may be cited as”
Christina: Also, change the short title from “VMC” to “VPMC".
Paula: Agrees with Christina.
David: This is also consistent with VCC 101.4.
Chat Box: Participants typed in the chat box to indicate floor modification and approval of such:
Jeff Brown - DHCD: The Virginia Uniform Statewide Building Code, Part lll, the Virginia Maintenance Code, may
be cited as the “Virginia Property Maintenance Code,” or the short title of "VPMC".
Paula Eubank: correct.
Christina Jackson: Agree
David Beahm: yes
Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for Approval as Modified.

PM103.2.3-21
Christina: This proposal clarifies a change that was submitted in the 2018 Code Change Cycle. It limits the scope of
changes that renters are responsible to make to match the Virginia Resident Landlord Tenant Act (VRLTA).
Dan: Asked if this should be placed in as a note or in the main code section. What is in the note section isn’t
enforceable.
Christina: She will defer placement to the DHCD staff.
Dan: It would be stronger in the code section.
Sean: Notes aren’t mandates, they are just suggestions. This is the right place to give guidance to the Code
Official. He’s not speaking for or against the proposal.
Jeff: The notes are for the Code Officials’ benefit. He suggested putting a period after Virginia. Then, adding a
second note that says that it doesn’t exceed the responsibility in the VRLTA.
Christina: Is ok with that suggestion.
David: Suggested “and not to exceed” instead of “but” not to exceed. He is in support of the proposal.
Jeff: Suggested a second sentence for clarity.
David: It does make sense that way.
Steve: Suggested that the second sentence says something like “In any case, it shall not exceed
the...VRLTA”
Christina: Typed in the chat box:
Christina Jackson: This code section shall not exceed the provisions of an owner(s) responsibility as protected
under the Virginia Residential Landlord and Tenant Act.
Sean: Speaking for himself. The note should be cautionary and not specify compliance. If the VRLTA has a
definition of owner which conflicts with the VPMC definition of owner, that may also be problematic.
Steve: It should say shall not exceed the provisions of a “tenant(s)” responsibility.
Christina: That is correct. She typed in the chat box:
Christina Jackson: This code shall not exceed the tenant(s) responsibility as protected under the Virginia
Residential Landlord and Tenant Act.
Paula: Asked if the word “provisions” was necessary.
Christina: She thinks “provisions” can be removed from the sentence. The definition of both owner and tenant in
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the VRLTA is almost identical.
Jeff: Typed in the chat box:
Jeff Brown - DHCD: Assignment of responsibility must be in compliance with all other applicable laws and
regulations, such as the Virginia Residential Landlord and Tenant Act. Where an owner states that a tenant is
responsible for performing any of the owner's duties under this code, the code official may request information
needed to verify the owner's statement, as allowed by § 55-11209 A 5 of the Code of Virginia. A tenant's
responsibility is limited and protected under the Virginia Residential Landlord and Tenant Act
Dan: Typed in the chat box:
Daniel Willham: ..... Virginia. A tenant's responsibility is limited and protected under the Virginia Residential
Landlord and Tenant Act.
Christina: Likes both Jeff’s and Dan’s modifications. She will defer to whatever the group likes best.
Paula: If Jeff’'s modification is used, she suggests changing the word “needed” to “required”.
Sean: likes Dan’s modification.
Christina: Would like to use Dan’s sentence.
David: Supports Dan’s modification as well.
Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for Approval as Modified using
Dan’s sentence as typed in the chat box.

Next Steps:

Jeff: Thanked everyone for their participation. There will be a few more General Workgroup meetings held next
week. The BHCD will meet in September to decide on changes. Soon after, code change training will take place.
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General Stakeholder Workgroup Meeting — VRC Proposals
June 14, 2022 - 9:00 a.m. — 12:15 p.m.
Virtual Meeting: https://vadhcd.adobeconnect.com/va2021cdc/

ATTENDEES:

VA Department of Housing and Community Development (DHCD) Staff:

Jeff Brown: State Building Codes Director, State Building Codes Office (SBCO)
Richard Potts: Code Development and Technical Support Administrator, SBCO
Paul Messplay: Code and Regulation Specialist, SBCO

Florin Moldovan: Code and Regulation Specialist, SBCO

Jeanette Campbell: Administrative Assistant, Building and Fire Regulations (BFR)
Kyle Flanders: Senior Policy Analyst, Policy and Legislative Office

Group Participants:

Abigail Thompson

Andrew Clark: Home Builders Association of Virginia

Andrew Milliken: Stafford County Fire and Rescue, Representing himself
Anthony Clatterbuck: Home builder in Culpeper Virginia

Claudia Cotton

Craig Toalson

Daniel Willham: Fairfax County

David Beahm: Warren County

Glenn Dean

Jason Laws: Virginia Building and Code Officials Association (VBCOA)
Jeffrey Shapiro

Jimmy Moss: VBCOA

John Ainslie

KC Bleile: Viridiant

Paula Eubank: FEMA

Richard Grace: Culpeper County Building Department

Ross Shearer

Steve Shapiro: Apartment and Office Building Association (AOBA), Virginia Apartment Management Association
(VAMA)

Susan Stillman:
William (Bill) Penniman: Sierra Club, Virginia Chapter
Zach LeMaster
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Welcome and Introductions
Jeff Brown: Welcomed participants to the meeting, gave an overview of the agenda, and let the group know there
would be breaks every hour. He asked them to let the group know who they represent as they speak to proposals.

Paul Messplay: Gave an Adobe Connect tutorial.

Jeff: Gave a presentation about the Code Development Cycle. Highlights included:

e DHCD staff were identified.

e The 2021 Code Development Cycle and Study Group, Sub-Workgroup and General Workgroup meeting
types and dates.

e Overview of the cdpVA and DHCD websites, including links to documents used during the cycle.

e Review of General Workgroup meeting agendas, meeting dates and voting processes.

e The main purpose of the General Workgroup meetings is to vote on the proposals in the agenda. The
following voting options were reviewed: consensus for approval, approved as modified, consensus for
disapproval, non-consensus and withdrawn.

e May 1 was the final cutoff date for all proposals to be submitted.

e Meeting summaries, proposals and voting results will be prepared and submitted to the Board of Housing
and Community Development for final review and decision.

RB113.1-21
KC Bleile: This proposal is about minimum inspections prior to concealment and is intended to align with the
energy code. There was an amendment to the language. KC typed in the chat box:
KC Bleile, Viridiant: “113.3(6) Inspection of energy conservation materials, equipment, and systems.”
David Beahm: Representing himself. He is neither for nor against the language or the proposal itself. The final
inspections have to be done before concealment, so the language may be unnecessary.
Andrew Clark: Agrees with David that the language may be unnecessary or overkill.
Paula Eubank: Agrees with David and Andrew that the language is unnecessary. She does like the modification
in the chat better than the original sentence.
David: He is opposed to the language in the chat.
KC: Asked David how he would feel about the language if “prior to concealment” was added back in to the
modified language.
David: Is opposed to adding unnecessary language in general.
KC: This currently doesn’t align with the Energy Code minimum inspections prior to concealment
David: What is in the chat, he might support if it was prior to concealment, but he doesn’t think
equipment needs to be inspected before concealment.
Andrew C: Asked if the amended language is what KC typed in the chat.
KC: Yes it was, but she changed it again to read:
KC Bleile, Viridiant: 113.3(6) Inspection of energy conservation materials, equipment, and systems prior to
concealment
Andrew C: This still seems too open ended and adds ambiguity to the minimum inspections. He thinks it is the
discretion of Building Official to go above and beyond minimum inspection requirements.
Anthony Clatterbuck: Builder in Culpeper, Virginia. His concern is that he would have to install a complete
system before concealment. It needs to be clear what needs to be inspected and what doesn’t before
concealment.
KC: Typed in the chat box:
KC Bleile, Viridiant: Per the 2021 IBC:
“Energy Inspection: Inspections shall be made to determine compliance with Chapter 13 and shall include,
not be limited to, inspections for: envelope insulation R- and U-values, fenestration U-value, duct systems R-
value and HVAC and water-heating equipment efficiency.”
Richard Grace: Culpepper County Building Department. He doesn’t agree with this change. It would be
applicable to VCC as well as the VRC.
Jeff B: Agrees with Richard. There’s not a separate administrative chapter for the VRC, so, it would be in
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Chapter 1 of the USBC.
Richard: Doesn’t like it in the VRC, it should be included in the VCC as well for more people to review.
David: Agrees with Richard, and is opposed to this change.
Bill Penniman: Typed in the chat box that he thinks the proposal makes sense.
Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Non Consensus, with the most recent version
amended in the chat: “113.3(6) Inspection of energy conservation materials, equipment, and systems prior to
concealment”.

RB116.1-21 — Withdrawn after the discussion:
Andrew Clark: This is a proposal to change the time for a Building Official to issue a Certificate of Occupancy from
five working days to two.
David: Representing Warren County. He is opposed to this proposal. The change would put a burden on staff to
get it done. The part of the sentence that says any pertinent laws or ordinances includes things that could take
extra time. Building Officials do try to get the certificates done as quickly as possible.
Richard: Culpeper County. Agrees with David. He thinks it is unreasonable and puts too much burden on the
Building Officials.
Paula: Agrees with David and Richard that it’s an unnecessary burden on Building Official.
Dan Willham: Is opposed to this proposal. If it’s left at five days, it doesn’t mean that the certificate can’t be
issued sooner if possible.
Andrew C: Asked if there was any willingness to find middle ground between two and five days.
Anthony: In order to receive a final occupancy permit, the builder has to go through the Health Department,
which takes another 5 days. With so much delay, owners are losing their mortgages. Any shortening would be
helpful. He supports this proposal.
David: The Building Officials also have to get approval from the Virginia Department of Transportation. The
certificates are still held up by other things the Building Official doesn’t control. He doesn’t see any movement
down from five days.
Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Non Consensus.

Andrew: Spoke with some stakeholders, and has decided to withdraw proposal RB116.1-21.

RB202-21
Paul Messplay: This is a Resiliency Sub-Workgroup proposal. It changes the Flood Hazard Area definition, which
was correlated with the National Flood Insurance Program and the VCC. It also limits storage on the lowest floor
to 200 feet or less, which correlates with FEMA documents. References to ASCE 24 and Coastal V Zones were
added. There were also location and site preparation requirements added for the Building Official to receive a
satisfactory Conditional Letter of Map Revision (CLOMR) from FEMA.
David: Supports this proposal, but he wanted to note that he is disappointed in having to comply with another
number requirement; i.e. 200 square feet or less for the lowest floor storage.
Paula: There is no such thing as a FEMA “comment document” as cited in 322.3.1 item 2. The CLOMR is
considered to be a comment document in itself. She doesn’t support that language. It should be changed to
reference only the CLOMR.
Steve Shapiro: Asked in the Resiliency Sub-Workgroup if there was such a thing as a FEMA comment
document, and he was reassured that there was such a thing.
Paula: Paraphrased from the FEMA website: Building permits can’t be issued on the basis of a CLOMR,
because a CLOMR doesn’t change the NFIP map. After the project is completed, the community must request
a change to the NFIP map. She would prefer to see removal of the comment document. The reference to the
CLOMR is inclusive and accurate. She asked Steve if he had any comment about the design flood elevation
terminology change.
Steve: It is more consistent with other areas.
Jeff: With no further discussion, a vote showed only thumbs up and no thumbs down. This proposal will be
marked as Consensus for Approval
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{BREAK: 10:08-10:15}

RB302.13-21
Andrew Milliken: This proposal is to protect floor assemblies by bringing in the language of the 2021 IRC. The
section was originally deleted from the VRC in 2012. There have been many developments since 2012 which
should be considered.
Steve: Speaking for himself, not in support or opposition of the proposal. Item 3 should say “where complying
with both of the following”.
Andrew M: That language is ok with him.
Anthony: Requiring drywall on the underside of a basement or crawlspace doesn’t make sense on many levels. It
would be costly, require more intense labor and could cause mold, especially in unconditioned spaces. Something
like spraying floor beams with a fire-resistant substance would make more sense. He is opposed to this proposal.
Jeff Shapiro: Speaking on behalf of himself. This is simply getting back to the model code and what other states
are doing with this. This section tends to be adopted throughout jurisdictions. This change was a collaboration
between the NAHB and fire services to address fire fighter safety. There are a variety of ways to achieve
compliance without installing drywall. It’s not nearly as controversial as sprinklers.
Anthony: Would be more inclined to support the proposal if the drywall component wasn’t required. He is not
aware of other approved assemblies.
Jeff S: The home building industry prefers a lot of options for compliance in codes. Drywall would always be
used in a finished basement. There are exceptions listed as well.
Jeff B: Hearing no further discussion, he asked Andrew if he wanted to change language as proposed by Steve.
Andrew declined. This proposal will be marked as Non Consensus as presented.

RB308.7-21
Bill: This is a proposal for bird-friendly construction in residential dwellings. There are up to a billion birds killed by
flying into clear or reflective structures. About 44% of them are lost in residential dwellings. The proposal was
supported by the Audubon Society of Northern Virginia.
Andrew C: Reached out to several window manufacturers and many of them were not familiar with bird-friendly
glass. Others who knew of the product were extremely costly and there would be a delay to get the product. He
is opposed to this proposal.
Bill: Other options besides windows are screens or film. These are inexpensive and available. There are links in
the reason statement of the proposal to find those other options.
Andrew C: The proposal does allow for some flexibility and less expensive remedies. There would still be added
inspection requirements for Building Officials. It should be the consumer’s choice, not mandated in code.
Jeff: Asked if there was any support for the proposal.
Bill: Asked if the Audubon Society support would count.
Jeff: No. The vote is limited to members present.
Bill: Wanted a note to the BHCD in the comments that the Audubon Society supported the proposal.
Jeff: There is no DHCD staff summary for Non Consensus items, but written comments in cdpVA are included.
David: Consensus for Disapproval.
Jason Laws: Window films void warranties. He thinks it doesn’t meet the purpose of protecting safety of
residents, and is a stretch for minimum code requirements.
Bill: Preservation of natural resource is protection.
Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for Disapproval.

RB310.2.1-21
Jeff: The proponents were not on the call. This proposal removes the state amendment for emergency escape and
rescue opening size. The floor was opened for discussion.

Anthony: Is opposed to this. It’s not necessary. The sash is removed for egress windows.
Jeff: Asked if there was any support for the proposal. Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked
as Consensus for Disapproval.
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RB313.1-21
Andrew M: This brings back a proposal initially approved by the BHCD, requiring sprinklers for townhouses. There
is a Floor Modification to remove NFPA 13 and 13R references.
Andrew C: Submitted comments in cdpVA. This would add too much cost to building new homes. Meters and
water connection fees, especially those requiring a 1” meter are very expensive.
Jeff S: Sprinklers can run on water flow and a 1” meter isn’t required. He clarified that there is never a case
where a 1” meter is needed under the IRC. There are also incentives that could reduce costs. A typical house
uses the same range for minimum water flow and pressure rate that a sprinkler system can be designed to use.
Maryland and Pennsylvania can make townhouse sprinklers work more affordably when including incentives.
There can actually be a cost decrease. He prefers proposal RB313.1(3), which has a more incremental approach.
Andrew M: Hopes to have a compromise in the future and he’s glad that the BHCD will see the Study Group
report with all of the conversation around this issue.
Andrew C: Asked what will be in the staff summary to the BHCD.
Jeff B: Everything related to a proposal is attached to it. The summary document to the BHCD will be new this
cycle. There will definitely be a notation of who supported the proposals and who did not.
David: Asked if there is a headcount of who is for and who is against each of the proposals. He also asked if the
Sprinkler Study Group agreed on any proposals. He’s against all of the RB313.1 code change proposals.
Jeff B: The summary will show who was in support and who was opposed and how the recommendation for or
against came about. The Study Group didn’t vote for or against any proposals.
Paula: Speaking for herself, she opposes RB313.1.
Jeff S: The IRC is a minimum standard, but requirements can be exceeded. NFPA 13 or 13R goes further than
the minimum P2904 or 13D system.
Bill: Speaking for himself. Supports this proposal and the next 2, so that they will go forward as Non
Consensus instead of Consensus for Disapproval.
Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Non Consensus as Modified.

RB313.1(2)-21
Glenn Dean: On page 5 of the Residential Sprinkler Study Group report, there was a good, concise summary of
smoke alarms and sprinkler systems. On page 11, it says that homes built now are safer than those built decades
ago; he would like to know in what way? Because of construction materials and items placed in the houses, fires
and toxicity are faster and worse than they were in the past. Smoke detectors do give an early warning, but not
soon enough because of the more flammable materials. Sprinklers would help with safety. Page 12 says that there
is “no demand” for sprinklers. He thinks it’s because people aren’t aware of the need. Conclusions and
acknowledgements say that Virginia is in alignment with majority of states that remove the IRC requirements for
sprinklers in townhouses. He thinks that won’t last and that Virginia can lead or follow.
Andrew C: There should be a requirement for all localities in Virginia to send fire data to the Fire Programs, so
that the data can be used correctly for analysis. The Workgroup last cycle was specific to townhomes. This
proposal goes beyond that scope.
Glenn: Virginia Fire Incident Reporting System (VFIRS) has many data points and it’s hard to get down to more
specific data. Even with all of those data points, the system itself is underutilized.
Andrew C: Agrees. He looked into that himself, and he had those same results. He thought there could possibly
be a legislative push, or some collective effort to help the department to make that data more user friendly.
Anthony: Thinks that the most beneficial reports would be developed on a state-wide basis. Each locality has
different things that they report on.
Andrew C: Typed in the chat box:
Andrew Clark: Agreed that a state level effort is needed. Sorry if | wasnt clear - when | referred to "the
Department”, i was referring to Dept of Fire Programs - not local fire departments.
Bill: Speaking for himself. Supports this proposal to ensure that it goes forward as Non Consensus.
Steve: Not speaking in favor or opposition, the first sentence should say An automatic residential fire
sprinkler “system” instead of “systems”.
Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Non Consensus.
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RB313.1(3)-21
Jeff S: This is only for townhouses, and offers a path for builders to build them without fire sprinklers required.
Townhouses with less than 3 units, would not require sprinklers. It would also be an opportunity to gather Virginia
data. He says that there are only 4 states listed in the Study Group report, and he listed 13 states that have
adopted the IRC requirement for sprinklers in townhouses.
Andrew C: Land development incentives would probably make for good discussions in the future and might be
what moves the needle. Especially road widths. There’s nothing in the proposals that would ensure that those
incentives are granted. He is in opposition to this proposal today.
Jeff B: There is a Floor Modification on the screen to match the RB313.1.1 with what is in the IRC. If Jeff is in
agreement, the proposal will move forward with it.
Jeff S: Agrees with the modification. He is willing to work with the home builders to ensure that they get
incentives.
Steve: Asked Jeff about the exception: could there be 3 units with firewalls, then 3 more?
Jeff S: The IRC doesn’t recognize fire walls like the IBC does. They would have to be separate buildings. 3 unit
buildings separated from other 3 unit buildings would not require sprinklers.
Bill: Speaking for himself, he supports this proposal.
Dan: Supports this proposal.
David: Warren County. He is opposed to this proposal.
Andrew M: The VFSB Committee approves of this proposal.
Paula: Speaking for herself, she is against this proposal.
Jeff B: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Non Consensus with the Floor Modification.

RB315.3-21
Bill: This proposal would require carbon monoxide detectors with alarms in rooms where combustible fuel is
located. He has had personal experiences with gas leaks and carbon monoxide.
Ross Shearer: Typed in the chat box:
Ross Shearer: | am unable to open my mike or raise a hand to speak. | support this proposal, RB315.3-21, for
carbon monoxide alarms in rooms where there is open flame appliances as stated clearly in the proposal.
Anthony: On behalf of home builders, this proposal is overkill, as it would put carbon monoxide detectors in
several rooms. He has found the most need for this in garages with generators. If inside the house, one is
reasonable. He is opposed to this proposal.
Andrew C: HBAV. There have been some discussions this cycle about making the home more tightly sealed,
which could lead to more carbon monoxide buildup. The IRC language seemed adequate. There was an NFPA
study a few years ago that said that analyses of hazards should be done before new device suggestions were
made. He asked if there were any studies done before this proposal was put together, and if the language in
R331 came from the IRC.
Bill: The issues of fuel gas leaks and carbon monoxide buildup are real. The detectors are inexpensive and
give an early warning if they are placed where the leaks would occur.
Susan Stillman: Typed in the chat box:
Susan Stillman: Speaking for myself, Susan Stillman, | am in favor of RB315.3-21. | had a bad experience
with the gas company putting in a second regulator on my gas line. It caused my furnace to be
compromised and fortunately my CO detector, next to the furnace, went off. This needs to be the case in
every home.
Jeff Brown: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Non Consensus.

RB326-21

Jason: VBCOA. This is a proposal to revert back to the national definition of Habitable Attic, and to move the

additional language out of the definition itself and into the code section.
Jeff S: Jason is correct in relation to the previous model code, but not the code being adopted. In Section 326.3
item #4 was stricken, but it is in the current model code. A habitable attic above the 3" story is an additional
floor, or a 4™ story. This was created as a loophole to work around the 3 story limit of the IRC and get taller
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buildings approved under the IRC without having to go to the IBC and install a sprinkler system. It’s not safe for
fire fighters to use a 40 foot ground ladder or for a person to egress from a window that high.
Glenn: Topography could also be an issue and it’s possible a 50+ foot ladder would be needed.
Bill: Supports this proposal.
Andrew C: HBAV. Asked Jason if this would change how habitable attics would be enforced in Virginia.
Jason: The intent was to keep it the same as the 2018 cycle.
Jeff S: There is nothing in reason statement that says why this is being stricken from the model code. If this goes
through, it would be difficult to change it in another code cycle. The discussion needs to happen now.
Jason: Is not opposed to keeping #4 in as a Floor Modification. They were not looking at the 2021 code, so they
didn’t want to make a change from the 2018 code.
Andrew C: This was discussed at length in the last cycle. It was not adopted in the 2018 cycle.
Jeff S: He tried then to amend the 2018 code. Now it’s different, because it would be striking something that
is in the 2021 model code.
Jeff B: Asked Jason if he wanted to accept a Floor Modification. Jason said he will move forward with the original
proposal. A vote resulted in David and Andrew C. showing thumbs up, Jeff S., Dan and Paula had thumbs down.
This proposal will be marked as Non Consensus.

RB330.1-21

Jason: This is a proposal to include accessory dwelling units as an exception to the sound transmission
requirement.

David: Supports this proposal.
Andrew C: Supports this proposal.
Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for Approval.

Next Steps:
Jeff: Thanked everyone for their participation. Tomorrow will be the last General Workgroup meeting on Trades.

The DHCD staff will update cdpVA as soon as possible. Then, packages will be put together for the BHCD meeting
in September.
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General Stakeholder Workgroup Meeting — Trades Proposals
June 15, 2022 - 9:00 a.m. - 11:22 a.m.
Virtual Meeting: https://vadhcd.adobeconnect.com/va2021cdc/

ATTENDEES:

VA Department of Housing and Community Development (DHCD) Staff:

Jeff Brown: State Building Codes Director, State Building Codes Office (SBCO)
Richard Potts: Code Development and Technical Support Administrator, SBCO
Paul Messplay: Code and Regulation Specialist, SBCO

Florin Moldovan: Code and Regulation Specialist, SBCO

Travis Luter: Code and Regulation Specialist, SBCO

Brian Hilderbrand: Construction Regulation Administrator, SBCO

Jeanette Campbell: Administrative Assistant, Building and Fire Regulations (BFR)

Group Participants:

Andrew Clark: Home Builders Association of Virginia (HBAV)

Bill Chapin

Dan Buuck: National Association of Home Builders (NAHB)

Daniel Willham: Virginia Building and Code Officials Association (VBCOA), Fairfax County
David Beahm:

David Hewitt

Jimmy Moss: VBCOA

John Ainslie: HBAV

Jonathan Sargeant: Omegafiex

Lisa Reiheld: ICC PMG

Mary Koban: Air-Conditioning, Heating, and Refrigeration Institute (AHRI)

Paula Eubank: FEMA

Richard Grace: Virginia Plumbing and Mechanical Inspectors Association (VPMIA) and VBCOA
Robert Glass: Daikin Comfort Technologies

Stephen Spletzer: Chemours

Yi-ting Chiu

Zach LeMaster
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Welcome and Introductions

Jeff Brown: Welcomed participants to the meeting, gave an overview of the agenda, and let the group know there
would be breaks every hour. He asked them to stay muted unless speaking, and to let the group know who they
represent as they speak to a proposal.

Paul Messplay: Gave an Adobe Connect tutorial.

Jeff: Gave a presentation about the Code Development Cycle. Highlights included:

e DHCD staff were identified.

e The 2021 Code Development Cycle and Study Group, Sub-Workgroup and General Workgroup meeting
types and dates.

e Overview of the cdpVA and DHCD websites, including links to documents used during the cycle.

e Review of General Workgroup meeting agendas, meeting dates and voting processes.

e The main purpose of the General Workgroup meetings is to vote on the proposals in the agenda. The
following voting options were reviewed: consensus for approval, approved as modified, consensus for
disapproval, non-consensus, and withdrawn.

e May 1 was the final cutoff date for all proposals to be submitted.

e Meeting summaries, proposals and voting results will be prepared and submitted to the Board of Housing
and Community Development for final review and decision.

RE2701.1.1-21
Dan Buuk: NAHB. This proposal deletes Section 210.8(F) from the NEC which requires GFCI coverage on HVAC
condenser units. The code says “outdoor outlets” (any point that connects to the circuit, including hardwires). It
doesn’t delete the requirement for receptacles, requiring GFCI coverage. The Section was not coordinated with
product standards. Listed HVAC equipment has a leakage current above what would trip Class A GFCI. The touch
current is well below levels that would hurt anyone. It could cause the air conditioning to trip the GFCI, which
causes a risk of heat-related death.
Mary Koban: AHRI. Supports this proposal. There is an incompatibility between HVAC equipment and GFCI
outlets. In testing, many were tripped. The Section should be deleted until the issue is resolved.
Robert Glass: Daikin Comfort Technologies. Agrees with Dan and Mary and he supports this proposal. There
have already been 9 states to delete this Section, 5 states have edited the Section and 10 more states have
delayed its implementation.
Andrew Clark: HBAV. Supports this proposal.
Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for Approval.

RE3902.16-21
Jeff: The proponent was not on the call. The floor was opened for discussion.
Dan B: NAHB data doesn’t support expanding AFCls into areas where GFCls are installed. An NFPA study says that
there’s uncertainty around AFCI. If electricians install both AFCI and GFCI breakers and the AFCI causes nuisance
tripping, the homeowner may replace it with a regular outlet and the GFCl safety would be lost. More and more
states (22 now) are reducing AFCI coverage.
John Ainslie: Typed in the chat box:
John Ainslie: HBAV is opposed to this proposal
Jeff: Asked if there was any support for this proposal. Hearing none and with no further discussion offered, this
proposal will be marked as Consensus for Disapproval.

RE3902.17-21
Dan B: NAHB. His comments for this proposal are the same as they were for RE2701.1.1-21 above.
Mary: Is in support of this proposal.
Robert: Is in support of this proposal, due to the incompatibility issue.
Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for Approval.
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RM1404.1-21
Mary: AHRI. This proposal is to update an old reference to the ULCSA 2012 edition to the 2019 edition. ANCE and
grade standard are also both outdated.
Robert: Daikin Comfort Technologies. Supports this proposal. These changes have already been approved for the
2024 codes by the ICC.
Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for Approval.

RM1411-21
Mary: AHRI. This proposal is to add new requirements using A2L refrigerants and UL 60335-2-40-2019. The AIM
act was signed in Dec 2020, mandating that HFC’s begin phasing down production. The phase down started Jan 1
2022 and manufacturers who are making HVAC equipment will need to transition to the new A2L classification.
The UL 60335-2-40-2019 considers changes required to incorporate these new refrigerants. The AIM act
document is in the Adobe file pod #6 and is available to download.
David Beahm: Representing himself. The reason statement in the prior proposal (RM1404.1-21) said it was
adopted by the ICC in the 2024 code. He asked if this proposal was also adopted in the 2024 code. He is in
support of this proposal.

Mary: She did miss including that note in this proposal. It is part of the 2024 codes adopted by the ICC.
Stephen Spletzer: Chemours. This is consistent with changes to the model codes and the updates in the
industry. He is in support of this proposal.

Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for Approval.

RM1601.4.11-21
Jeff: This proposal was submitted by the DHCD staff in response to a letter from a legislator, regarding floor
registers in toilet and bathing spaces.
Robert: Daikin Comfort Technologies. If ductwork is in a crawlspace or basement and all registers are in the floor,
how would registers be added to a bathroom in a place other than the floor? The cost impact statement says
that it would not increase cost of construction, but it sounds like it would. If the ductwork and registers are in the
attic, there’s no conflict. He suggested saying instead that they shouldn’t be within xx feet of a toilet or tub.
John: Typed in the chat box:
John Ainslie: is there any data on how problematic the current code is?
John Ainslie: this will increase cost of construction
John Ainslie: | am in opposition to this proposal
Jeff: Based on Robert’s comment and John’s text, it could increase the cost of construction. The proposal can
be updated to reflect that potential cost increase.
Richard Grace: Not speaking in favor or against. If there’s an HVAC in the attic, ductwork can drop down. If it
is below the bathroom, ductwork can come up into the wall through a register.
Jeff: Asked if there was any support for the proposal.
Andrew: HBAV. He did speak with the legislator on this and thinks it should go through as Non Consensus so it
can be further discussed.
Dan Willham: Speaking for himself, he supports this proposal.
Jeff: Noted that the language used was pulled in from the Virginia Mechanical Code. Hearing some support and
some opposition, this proposal will be marked as Non Consensus.

M403.3.1.1-21

Richard: VPMIA and VBCOA. This proposal is to correct a change made in the last code cycle. The correction is to
footnote i. The intent was to allow dentist offices and doctor offices that are not really ambulatory care to not
have to comply with ASHRAE 170. Ventilation requirements were put in the footnote, but incorrectly. It is an
editorial change to correct the original proposal.

Jeff: Asked if there was any discussion or opposition to this proposal. Hearing no further discussion, this proposal
will be marked as Consensus for Approval.
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M1101.2-21
Mary: AHRI. This proposal is for administrative purposes. It takes out refrigeration fittings from the table and
places it in Section 1107.5, which is more applicable.

Robert: Daikin Comfort Technologies. In support of this proposal. The item is misplaced and should be relocated.
Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for Approval.

M1101.2(2)-21
Mary: AHRI. Additional listed and labeled factory-built refrigeration equipment and appliances were added to the
table. UL60335-2-89 was just completed and published in October, 2021, so it was too late to include in the I-
Code. However, lower GWP equipment in the new UL is going to be standard.
Stephen: Chemours. He worked on updating the UL60335-2-89 with this lower GWP equipment. He is in support
of this proposal.
Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for Approval.

{BREAK: 10:06-10:15}

M1101.2.1-21
Mary: AHRI. This proposal is to add high-probability equipment using Group A2L, A2, A3 or B1 refrigerants as per
the new UL 2-40 and 2-89, and will align with ASHRAE 15. Most of this was accepted in the 2024 |-Codes, except
for the UL 2-89, which was only approved in October, 2021 as already discussed.
Stephen: Chemours. Supports this proposal. It is critical for the industry to allow these refrigerants.
Robert: Daikin Comfort Technologies. He supports this proposal, as it uses the most current standard.
Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for Approval.

M1101.7-21
Mary: AHRI. This proposal discusses changing refrigerant in an existing system with refrigerant in the new
classification. Language from ASHRAE 15 and the NAHB is included.
Stephen: Supports this proposal. This is consistent with ASHRAE 15 and is important when changes are made to
the refrigerant system.
Robert: Daikin Comfort Technologies. Supports this proposal.
Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for Approval.

M1103.1-21
Mary: AHRI. This proposal was accepted in the 2024 I-Codes. There will be new refrigerants with ASHRAE
classifications. The table provides new information for installers.
Robert: Supports this proposal. It is in alighnment with ASHRAE 24 and will be in the 2024 IMC. It adds information
that will be used by installers and authorities having jurisdiction.
Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for Approval.

M1104.3.1-21
Mary: AHRI. This proposal is to allow high-probability systems to use group A2 and A2L refrigerants. There are
some exceptions for group A3 and B3 refrigerants. It also adds more information for self-contained systems to
allow 150 gram charge for A3 refrigerants.

Stephen: Supports this proposal. It aligns with what’s been approved in the 2024 |-Codes.
Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for Approval.

M1104.3.1(2)-21

Mary: AHRI. This proposal was split out from the others because there’s information added in accordance with UL
2-89. Item #3 was changed, and #5 and #6 were added. Also, some extraneous information was deleted. This
aligns with ASHRAE 15.
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Robert: Daikin Comfort Technologies. Is in support of this proposal. The rewording in Sections 1104.3.1 and
1104.3.2 is in accordance with the 2024 IMC.
Stephen: Chemours. Supports this proposal.

Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for Approval.

M1106.3-21
Mary: AHRI. This proposal removes the word “flammable” and replaces with specific refrigerant classes to align
better with ASHRAE 34 and ASHRAE 15.
Stephen: Chemours. Supports this proposal. He is a voting member of ASHRAE 15 and this proposal is consistent
with that standard.
Robert: Daikin Comfort Technologies. Supports this proposal. This will also be part of the 2024 IMC.
Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for Approval.

M1106.4-21 Part |
Mary: AHRI. This Section has been edited to reflect ASHRAE 15 group refrigerants A2L and B2L. This also reflects
what will be in the 2024 I-Codes.
David: Supports this proposal.
Stephen: Chemours. Supports this proposal.
Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for Approval.

M1106.4-21 Part Il
Mary: AHRI. This proposal deletes a ventilation requirement that is old and outdated. It was accepted in the 2024
I-Codes.
Stephen: Chemours. Supports this proposal.
Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for Approval.

M-Chapter 15-21
Mary: AHRI. Updates this Section to reference the UL 2-89 2021 version, and give an update to the title. It is not
yet updated in the I-Codes, since UL 2-89 was just published in October, 2021 after the 2024 I-Code changes.
Stephen: Chemours. Supports this proposal.
Robert: Daikin Comfort Technologies. Supports this proposal.
Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for Approval.

M-FG Chapter 8-21 — (Reference Standard) Consensus for Disapproval
M-FG403.5-21 — (plastic pipe, tubing and fittings) Withdrawn
M-FG404.6-21 — (more comprehensive code change for composite piping) Consensus for Disapproval
Jeff: The 3 FG proposals will be grouped for discussion, as they are all related.
Bill Chapin: These proposals introduce technology for gas systems using PEX-AL-PEX tubing, which has been used
in Europe for 20 years. The ASTM standard is referenced and the ISO standard is also referenced. A new Section
was created and separated based on the material — aluminum or plastic. Otherwise, there would have to be
exemptions each time. However, the M-FG403.5-21 proposal can be withdrawn because the language is already
included in the comprehensive code change proposal M-FG404.6-21.
Jeff: If M-FG404.6-21 is approved, the reference standard in M-FG Chapter 8-21 would also be incorporated into
the approved proposal.
Bill: That works for him. If 404.6 isn’t approved, there is no point for the other one anyway.
Richard: VPMIA and VBCOA. This plastic product isn’t tested or approved for gas piping systems. The ASTM F1281
standard talks a lot about water. Gas is only mentioned once, but it doesn’t say what type of gas is compatible for
use. Fuel gas is not mentioned. PMG 1588 also doesn’t say that the product is approved for use with gas fuel. He
has done a lot of research into this. He submitted a code interpretation request to the State Technical Review
Board asking if PEX-AL-PEX pipe listed under ICC-ES product certificate PMG 1588 and proposed for use as gas
piping within or under a building is at least equivalent in safety and suitability to other pipes listed for such use in
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the Virginia Fuel Gas Code and the Virginia Residential Code. The Review Board Interpretation 1-2022 said the

answer was that PEX-AL-PEX is not suitable for fuel gas systems. VPMIA and VBCOA are in opposition to this

proposal as well as the other two.
Jonathan Sargeant: Omegaflex. Opposes these proposals. Similar proposals were submitted to the ICC for
inclusion in the 2024 IFGC, and they suggested that the proponent submit the proposals to NFPA 54. The NFPA
54 committee heard these proposals and decided to not include them in the NFPA 54 code because the material
was more plastic than metal. The Fuel Gas Code limits plastic pipe to below grade outdoors only. Plastic doesn’t
perform well in a building fire. Fuel Gas piping should also be electrically continuous and the fitting in the PEX-AL-
PEX pipe is insulated, so that is a code violation. This pipe would also not meet the 1,000 degree flammability
test. For these and other reasons, he recommends Consensus for Disapproval.

Paula Eubank: Speaking on behalf of herself. She opposes these proposals and agrees with Richard’s statements.
Bill: There is no such requirement for any fittings in the code to meet a 1,000 degree flammability test. The TRB
answer was not satisfactory because there was no evidence to support it. The product has been used for 20
years around the world. This change is completely different than the one proposed to the NFPA. The ISO
standard testing is equivalent to the ASTM F 1281.

David: Warren County. Suggests that the proponent gets NFPA approval first. The TRB is the ultimate
authority for interpretation in Virginia and their final determination stands.
Richard: Agrees with David.
Dan W: Fairfax County. For safety reasons, it’s pretty obvious; plastic melts in fire.
Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, both remaining proposals M-FG404.6 and M-FG Chapter 8 will be marked as
Consensus for Disapproval.

P401.4-21
Paula: Speaking on behalf of herself. This proposal would require automatic or touchless controls on faucets and
anything else that would otherwise require touch operation in public restrooms for sanitary purposes. They would
also be equipped with emergency shut off provisions for maintenance personnel.
David: Speaking for himself, he is opposed to this proposal as written. The burden of providing automatic
plumbing fixtures is over excessive and the cost implication, maintenance and usability issues are also
concerning.
John: Typed in the chat box:
John Ainslie: | agree with David, | oppose
Andrew: Speaking on behalf of Steve Shapiro, AOBA and VAMA are opposed to this proposal. This should be
the choice of the individual developer and not mandated.
Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for Disapproval.

P405.3.1-21
Paula: Speaking on behalf of herself. This proposal addresses that the space between inward swinging doors in
bathroom stalls is too small. This is mostly an issue in the Ladies’ rooms. The proposal would be to either swing
the door outward or establish a minimum space between the fixture and the door as it opens.
David: Supports this proposal. He would prefer to not have the door swing outward however.
Andrew: Speaking for Steve Shapiro, AOBA and VAMA does not support this proposal. Adding additional inches
drives up the cost for something that may not necessarily be an issue.
Paula: This wouldn’t affect an accessible stall. There are no existing requirements for this. This issue has never
been addressed. It would not add a lot of space.
Jeff: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be marked as Non Consensus.

P605.15.2-21

Jeff: The proponent was not on the call. The proposal is to add another color to solvent cement. The floor was
opened for discussion.

Jeff: Asked for discussion or opposition. Hearing none, this proposal will be marked as Consensus for Approval.
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Next Steps:
Jeff: Thanked the participants. This was the last of the General Workgroup meetings. The DHCD staff will put
together packages for the BHCD to review in September. Public comments can still be made in cdpVA before the
packages are submitted.
David: Asked if there could be a spreadsheet provided listing the status of all the proposals in one place, instead
of having to look at each proposal separately.
Jeff: The proposals are listed in cdpVA with the statuses in a section called Workgroup Actions. The DHCD staff is
working on getting all of the statuses updated.
Mary: Asked if there was a date set for the BHCD meeting, and if it was available for anyone to attend.
Jeff: The meeting date is September 19" and it is open to public attendance. Brief public comments can be
made at the beginning of the meeting, then the Board members discuss among themselves.
Mary: Asked when the approved regulations would go into effect.
Jeff: The DHCD staff puts the regulations together and re-submits to the Board for final approval in about
December 2022. There are other things that happen behind the scenes, such as additional comment
periods, publishing, putting code change training together, etc. The earliest that the regulations would
probably become effective some time in or around the summer of 2023. There will be a notification posted
with the effective date in advance.
Jeff: Thanked everyone again for their participation and closed the meeting.
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Energy Sub-Workgroup Meeting Summary
March 24, 2022 9:00 a.m. — 2:10pm
Virtual Meeting: https://vadhcd.adobeconnect.com/va2021cdc/

ATTENDEES:

VA Department of Housing and Community Development (DHCD) Staff:

Jeff Brown: State Building Codes Director, State Building Codes Office (SBCO)
Florin Moldovan: Code and Regulation Specialist, SBCO

Richard Potts: Code Development and Technical Support Administrator, SBCO
Paul Messplay: Code and Regulation Specialist, SBCO

W. Travis Luter: Code and Regulation Specialist, SBCO

Kyle Flanders: Senior Policy Analyst and Regulatory Administrator

Sub-Workgroup Members:

Andy McKinley: American Institute of Architects, Virginia

Andrew Clark: Home Builders Association of Virginia

K.C. Bleile: Viridiant

Chelsea Harnish: Virginia Energy Efficiency Council

Steve Shapiro: Apartment & Office Building Association/Virginia Apartment and
Management Association

Eric Lacey: Responsible Energy Codes Alliance

Jeff Mang: Polyisocyanurate Insulation Manufacturers Association

Maggie Kelley Riggins: Southeast Energy Efficiency Alliance

William Penniman: Sierra Club

Brian Clark: Habitat for Humanity

Other Interested Parties:

Andrea Papageorge Linda Baskerville
Brandy Mueller Mike Hamilton
Charlie Gunter Mike O’Connor
David Owen Morgan Whayland
Ellen Eggerton Richard Grace
Jacob Newton Ross Shearer
Jennifer Eugene Sean Farrell

John Ainslie Steve Sunderman

Laura Baker

Other Sub-Workgroup Members Not in Attendance:
Jim Canter: Virginia Building and Code Officials Association
Bettina Bergoo: Virginia Department of Energy
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Ellis McKinney: Virginia Plumbing and Mechanical Inspectors Association
Corey Caney: International Association of Electrical Inspectors, Virginia

AGENDA AND DISCUSSION ITEMS

Welcome and Introductions

Richard Potts: Called the meeting to order at 9:00am and welcomed the group.

Paul Messplay: Provided an Adobe Connect features overview.

Richard Potts: Provided an overview of the background of the sub-workgroup and discussed how the
sub-workgroup fits into the code development process.

Proposals

EC1301.1.1.1-21 — William Penniman

William Penniman — This proposal is very simple. It’s the full adoption of the 2021 International
Energy Conservation Code (IECC) without weakening VA amendments. This is consistent with
applicable Virginia law of being in-line with national codes and it has been shown by the work of
the Department of Energy and Pacific Northwest National Laboratory (PNNL) to save money. The
life cycle savings are on the order of $8,300 on average.

Eric Lacey — This is a good proposal to kick things off because the proposal would
essentially strike all of the Virginia specific amendments to the model code and get VA
on track with the national codes. Others have submitted proposals to remove some of
these amendments one by one. William’s proposal would delete them all and if we feel
some are necessary, we can add them back. | would like to see VA fully adopt the 2021
IECC. The 2021 IECC saw considerable support from public officials across the country
and there’s more support for this code than ever before. This would save homeowners
money in the long run and will have a positive effect on the environment. | would
encourage you to take a look at all the VA amendments and see if they are worthwhile
going forward.

Steve Sunderman — Speaking in support of this proposal. We are looking to get into the
215t century here with energy conservation measures, which is what this is all about.
Very much in favor. Strongly support.

Linda Baskerville — Arlington has a long-range energy conservation plan and to meet
that by 2030, which isn’t that far away now, we are going to really need to improve our
energy efficiency. Going to the 2021 energy conservation criteria is going to help that.

Ross Shearer (IN CHAT) — | support this proposal for the reasons Eric mentioned. My
house was built in 1964. It would have been nice if Virginia had paid just some attention
to energy conservation in those days.

Andrew Clark — We do have concerns with this particular proposal with adopting the
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2021 IECC in full. Staff provided a breakdown of some of the specific proposals that
were included in there. Our preference would be to evaluate each of those on their
own instead of adopting the 2021 IECC in full. Where our association comes down on
this stuff, as builders, a lot of the messages we hear from local government officials is,
“What are we doing to increase the supply of housing for folks at the lower to the
middle end of the spectrum?” We’re not talking about folks who are 30% Area Median
Income (AMI), we’re talking to 50-80% AMI. The Joint Legislative Audit & Review
Commission (JLARC) in VA had a report this last year that home prices increased 15%
and we’ve seen some that increased 35%. They found that we are 2,000 rental units
short for people on the low end. The percentage of homes that sold under $200k
decreased since 2015. There’s the discussion with respect to upfront costs vs paybacks
over time. The biggest impediment is for people at the lower end to be able to bringthe
cash to the table to cover those upfront costs. When we’re talking about reducing
energy burdens the focus should be on existing homes. We’d be happy to look at some
of the individual proposals but we do have concerns about adopting the 2021 IECC in
full.

Steve Shapiro — We're coming out of this terrible pandemic and | don’t think now is the
time to enact things to drive costs up. Andrew did a good job of framing it and we are
not in support of this proposal.

John Ainslie — Just wanted to clarify one thing that’s been mentioned. It’s been
mentioned that VA is not up to the national model energy codes, and while that may be
a true statement, based on what I’'m looking at, only 3 states of the 50 have adopted
the 2021 IECC. So, most states are on the 2009, maybe 2012 code. The reason they are
not is because it substantially increases the cost of housing. It keeps people from buying
new, more energy efficient homes. While we may not be up to the national energy
codes, most states are not.

William Penniman — We are always willing to talk. Living expenses, the occupancy costs,
are what is critical, and clearly there are savings. Yes, the costs of new homes have
gone up, but the costs of all homes have gone up. We didn’t enter the market at the
high-end anyway and there are plenty of options at all times. The problem is that if we
don’t make houses built today and the near future energy efficient, that will haunt
occupants for the lifetime of the home, particular of those areas where it’s difficult to
retrofit —walls, air leakage and the like. I've never been in a session with builders where
new regulations will be adopted “at the right time.”

Andrew Clark — | disagree that the building community says it’s never the right time for
new regulations. You’ve seen significant progress with homes built in the last 10 to 20
years. We're establishing a baseline standard for safety and features and it should be up
to the homeowner to choose above-baseline features for their home. If we keep raising
the baseline, the gap in homeownership will get wider and wider. Just like we did last
year with Eric and Chelsea where we had a lot of discussions offline, | think we can
pursue that right and look at individual components.
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Linda Baskerville — It seems that Andrew’s comments are putting the burden on the
energy code of making homes affordable to lower- and middle-income people. It may
be a part, but there are so many other factors that come into play regarding the
affordable of homes for first time homebuyers and middle-lower income homebuyers.
It seems unwarranted to put it on the back of the energy code, which not only makes
things better in the current environment but improving things for the future buyers as
well.

Andrew Clark — Linda, thank you for those comments. For clarity | don’t think we are
putting it entirely on the back of the energy code and | don’t think that will make or
break the housing market for affordability. We're looking at this in totality with land
costs, material costs, labor costs. The energy codes are a significant factor. It’s not our
perspective that affordability challenges are all on the energy codes.

Steve Sunderman — Andrew mentioned the big picture and, remember, the big picture
really is where we’re going in the future and what we’re going to leave our children and
grandchildren and climate change is the big issue. If we’re not going to do this now,
then when? When should we wait to make a substantial difference for the future? |
think the time is now.

Chelsea Harnish — Someone was talking about the need to make existing homes more
energy efficient and | want to point out that the two are not mutually exclusive.
Organizations like mine are working on policies and initiatives to get older homes
weatherized and retrofitted.

Ross Shearer (IN CHAT) — To follow up on affordability, it seems most fair to lower
income and first-time buyers to include the benefits of higher energy efficiency like
many luxury builders do for their wealthier clients.

Mike O’Connor (VA Petroleum Marketers) — Our concern is the issue of rate-payer
subsidization of conversion. We’re seeing that through things like the Regional
Greenhouse Gase Initiative (RGGI) and other initiatives. We’'re also concerned that
there are about 400,000 homes that continue to be heated by heating oil, kerosene, or
propane, and those people have made substantial investments and those people will
not be pleased when the government wants to come in and pull out those gas
cooktops, heaters, etc. We are opposed to anything that would make rate-payers
subsidize those costs.

Richard Potts — Asks the sub-workgroup members to provide positions on this proposal.

Votes:
Opposed:
Steve Shapiro
Andrew Clark
In favor:
William Penniman
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Jeff Mang

Eric Lacey

Chelsea Harnish
Brian Clark

Andrew McKinney
Maggie Kelley Riggins

Richard Potts — This will be non-consensus.

EC-C407.6-21 — William Penniman

William Penniman — This proposal simply makes a positive statement about two appendices that
are included in the 2021 IECC. Those are appendices are CC (Zero Energy Commercial Construction)
and RC (Zero Energy Residential Construction). It simply requires that if a builder wants to build and
sell a home as zero energy then they have to meet these standards.

Eric Lacey — Just a bit of background on these two appendices that are both new to the
2021 IECC, on the commercial side this appendix came out of AIA’s 2030 challenge and
based on your occupancy type you're required to install a certain amount of renewable
energy to bridge the gap between the efficiency of the building and getting it to net zero.
On the residential side this is kind of an extension of the Energy Rating Index (ERI) and the
home must demonstrate a net zero ERI score. A reason these go into appendices is that a
lot of states create net-zero paths and standardizing these paths have value. In VA, I'm not
sure whether DHCD could adopt a stretch code or if localities would, but what I like about
this proposal is that this is basically some truth in advertising. If you’re going to call a home
or building “Net Zero” you should meet these standards. This is a good proposal and |
support it.

Andrew Clark — I'm not really opposed, I'm somewhere in between. | remember this came
up last year and | thought that Kenny Payne or someone raised some questions. Are there
other provisions in the code that are “truth in advertising”as Eric said? | don’t really have a
position, just curious if this is something the code has weighted into before.

William Penniman — When | put this together, | did find examples of “truth in advertising”,
but | don’t remember where.

Ellen Eggerton — We already have a truth-in-advertising type of provision with the
required certificate. This isn’t a new idea in the code.

Steve Shapiro — I’'m willing to look at whatever can be provided if this is carried over. I've
got some concerns with this but I’'m willing to give it a shot.

William Penniman — Even if there were no prior examples, | think it's important to include
this to mitigate people selling their product under false pretenses.
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William Penniman — Moves to have this carried over to meet with other members to
discuss.

Richard Potts — This proposal is Carried Over.

REC-R402.1.2(1)-21 — Laura Baker

Laura Baker — This proposal essentially moves the wall insulation from VA’s current amended level
of R-15 to the levels in the 2021 IECC. We did an analysis using the Department of Energy’s (DOE)
methodology and found this would be a 13.1% energy cost saving with a payback period of less
than 5 years. Wall insulation has been a topic of discussion in past cycles and | think it’s time to
move forward on wall insulation. We've had enough time to be ready and it’s important to note
that this proposal does not mandate using a specific stud size. You can use a 2x4 or a 2x6 wall. Wall
insulation is something that doesn’t change unless you're doing a major renovation so it’s important
to have strong wall insulation now.

Jeff Mang — Laura’s proposal is a good one. I'll point out that there’s a lot of interest in
moving toward all electric use in the home and having a strong envelope will reduce the
burden on the grid by a large amount.

William Penniman — | clearly support Laura’s proposal. Fixing the walls now is very critical
because it’s difficult to do later. There are public benefits in reducing climate pollution and
holding down energy costs, which enables residents, particularly low-income residents, to
keep up with their mortgages and rents. This is a clear long-term win.

Andrew Clark — | think going to Mr. Penniman’s comment, | really would be interested in
seeing if any of the proponents have any data for homes built in the 2000’s that occupants
have any increased cost burdens associated with energy use. We had this discussion last
year and I'd suggest we carry over these two proposals to allow some of our builders to
meet with Mr. Penniman and Eric and Laura to educate us to see if we are maybe missing
something. The feedback we’ve gotten from our members is very different than what’s in
the reason statement.

John Ainslie — | heard the proponent say the payback is 5 years. I've been building houses
for more than 40 years and | know what the costs are. Though | haven’t’ done a cost
benefit analysis on these proposals, | find it very difficult to believe that the payback
period would be 5 years. My costs under the current codes are $0.92 per square foot. The
only way | can see getting these R-values in a 2x4 wall is spray foam, but the square
footage cost for that is over $5 per square foot. If you go to a 2x6 wall, there are whole
other hosts of cost to consider — window and door jams increasing 2 inches, lost square
footage, increased lumber costs. In the area that | build, Hompton Roads, we have to have
structural sheathing to meet the wall bracing requirements. So doing the continuous
insulation on the outside would be very cost prohibitive in still having to meet the wall
bracing requirements. I'd guess the payback is closer to 50 years. | did a cost benefit
analysis on ceiling insulation from R-30 to R-49 and | came up with 88 years. The National
Association of Homebuilders (NAHB) came up with 92 years for payback. If people want
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increased wall insulation they should do it, but it should not be in the base code.

Steve Sunderman — My experience, with respect to 2x4 vs 2x6, is that building with 2x6
was actually more economical because you can space them 24” on center instead of 16”
on center. The point being that as an architect I've felt the most economical thing we can
do is use insulation. Insulation is typically not a very expensive material for what you get in
return for its use. For every inch of increased insulation, you reduce energy use by half. I'm
curious to see if anyone has done a recent study where it benefits you to stay with 2x4’s
instead of 2x6’s.

David Owen — To clarify some of the things that John brought up with costs, the difference
in cost of 2x4 vs 2x6 is minimal. But you have to consider the loss of square footage. If you
go from 2x4 to 2x6 you reduce the square footage in the house which makes it less
attractive to buyers. When you go to 2x6 you have to go to larger window openings and
builders have to redo their plans.

Ross Shearer (IN CHAT) — As to wall insulation, Virginia is 3 iterations behind the model.
The builders' claims of lengthy return on investment are not supported by all studies,
some show a 5-year return. Perhaps the sub workgroup should request the Pacific
Northwest Lab perform the cost benefit analysis comparing where Virginia is today to the
model.

Laura Baker — The software we used was “BOP” which is the DOE’s software. I'm happy to
meet with Andrew and David and John and whomever else and bring this back next time if
we can find an area where we can meet and hear each other.

Maggie Kelley Riggins - SEEA (IN CHAT) - | am happy to pull the information from PNNL.
We have a funded relationship with their teams to be able to get information for groups
like this. We can get data needed for a meeting as Laura referenced.

Andrew McKinley — | would like to be a part of that conversation, too, Laura, because I'm
having a hard time seeing how these walls are actually going to be built. | also agree with
Mr. Sunderman’s comments with respect to law of diminishing return. Continuing to put
insulation in the walls will not have the same payback when considering other
components such as the facades and in the roof.

Richard Potts — This proposal is Carried Over.

REC-R402.1.2(2)-21 — William Penniman

William Penniman — My proposal parallels Laura’s proposal. Wall insulation is incredibly important
and it’s very unfortunate that VA lags behind the national standards, which can be met in
neighboring states like Maryland and that builders who work in VA and Maryland can meet those
standards. The aggregate data for full compliance with the IECC says it can be done. The data
provided by RECA in Laura’s proposal also says it can be done. As others have noted, this is a
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problem that will last the life of the building since it is very difficult to upgrade wall insulation
compared to ceiling insulation. VA currently operates under the 2009 standard, so we’re already a
decade behind. But, like Laura, I'm also willing to talk.

Richard Potts — If the proposals end up being identical, we like to have them merged and
have the proponents for each listed as co-proponents on one proposal. Is it your position
that you're willing to carry it over to continue the discussion or do you want an up or down
vote on this proposal?

William Penniman — I'm willing to carry this over in order to engage in discussions. As far as
combining the two, we can certainly discuss that, and | have no objection if we end up in the
same place.

Laura Baker — Would it be possible to ask PNNL to take a look at these wall insulation
requirements and do a cost benefit analysis for us? That way we don’t have to take a SWG
member’s word for it and we can have someone provide that data.

Jeff Brown — Anyone is welcome to solicit a study from a laboratory or a group. DHCD won’t
reach out to specific laboratories or groups, but anyone else can do that.

Richard Potts — Reminds the group of the timeline we’re operating under.
Maggie Kelley Riggins — SEEA (IN CHAT) — | am happy to pull the information from PNNL. We

have a funded relationship with their teams to be able to get information for groups like
this. We can get data needed for a meeting as Laura referenced.

Richard Potts — This proposal is Carried Over.

REC-R402.2-21 — William Penniman

Richard Potts — Briefly mentioned the appeal at the national level during the 2021 cycle that dealt
with similar subject matter. Those proposals were CE217-19 parts 1 and 2.

William Penniman — This proposal is for EV readiness in residential properties. This would require
wiring in the wall that could be converted later by the resident to an EV charging unit. That’s one
branch circuit per garage, not two. In the case of multi-family, the concept is to have gradations
with a few initially installed chargers and then a few initial EV readiness stations and lastly, with the
remaining units having the base infrastructure and the panel space. The numbers and percentages
for multifamily are tied to the number of dwelling units. EV charging is coming. 80% is done at
home. It saves $800 — 2,000 per year in operating and maintenance costs and reduces emissions by
2/3rds. Lack of this infrastructure will be a barrier to adoption and a barrier that will harm both
residents and the public. With regard to the 2021 appeal, it is my understanding that since then the
IECC has reversed its position and is open to having EV charging as a part of it next round, but even
if it’s not, the VA law that was enacted last year clearly says that the goal is to have energy codes at
least as stringent as the IECC but can go above the IECC, especially if it is a marginal increase in the
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cost of construction for what you get. In multi-family, the range of potential costs varies depending
on design. One study from San Francisco showed that the costs were quite manageable.

Eric Lacey — | just want to be clear I’'m speaking on behalf on myself with this proposal. The
appeal was kind of a technicality. The ICC determined that the scope of the IECC at the time
did not cover EV. This proposal received 82% of the vote for these provisions. ICC has since
changed its scope and there is a similar proposal for the 2024 code. Like William said, this
doesn’t really matter in VA because states can adopt the provisions they want. This looks
like the same language that was advanced in the 2021 process. ICC also has a page of
resources dedicated to EV charging and has a summary of the state and cities that have
adopted these provisions. There’s a lot of data available for people and it’s very popular
around the country.

Ben Rabe — | just want to reiterate New Building Institute’s support for this proposal.

John Ainslie — Just for the benefit of the call, can you briefly explain the significance of the
appeal and how this will affect VA.

Richard Potts — What it ultimately came down to was a Board decision. Our scopes are
different from the I-Codes, so VA has its own scopes. | felt it was important to at least
mention those appeals since it did affect those proposals.

Richard Grace — Speaking basically for myself and not really speaking in opposition. | like the
idea, but as a code geek, and | don’t know what the proposal looked like at the national
level, but looking at this here I'm a little confused. I’'m looking at these definitions and the
odd part I'm looking at is that the “EV Ready Space” should have everything in that definition
plus the equipment required to plug that vehicle in. It really confuses me how this is laidout.
If ’'m confused, I’'m sure others will be confused as well. If | go down to section 402.2, I'm
not sure how many times I've seen the word “facilitate” in the code. If I'm facilitating future
installation, I’'m pretty much just have a 40amp space in my panel, but I’'m not sure that is all
this section is really requiring. Down to 402.2.2, how am | supposed to enforce something
like this? This sounds like a contractual issue, not a code issue. Again, not opposed to the
idea, just opposed to what I’'m reading here and trying to get it from concept to code.

Andrew Clark — Not to belabor the point, but some of the language issues brought up by
Richard Grace were also mentioned at the national level. I'd like to get some incite from
government officials because it looks like there are some zoning ordinance requirements
like parking. I'm not sure where else we’ve done this. Developers on the multifamily side are
starting to incorporate these things already, so maybe looking at incentives vs. mandates is
the way to go. We do have some concerns with this proposal.

Michael O'Connor (IN CHAT) - Question 1 Who pays for the EV mandate?

Ben Rabe — To that question, I'll let William give a more robust answer. | know that NBI has
framed this is that we are trying to save building owners money by doing this upgrade when
it’s most cost effective instead of down the road when you’d have to dig up concrete. Folks
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are asking for these types of changes.

William Penniman — A couple of things in terms of clarifying language to make it work better
in the code. I'd be happy to spend time offline going through this and trying to fix this. There
is a concept that’s in here that’s built in called “EVSE Installed” which means the whole
package is installed. The question about who pays, it’s picked up in the initial cost of
construction which is paid for by the buyer, however, the savings are huge and it’s a great
benefit to residents. EV sales are increasing and major manufacturers are talking about no
longer producing fossil fuel vehicles within the next 5 years. GM has said it’s only going to
build EV. As mentioned, the retrofit costs are huge and would be a barrier to EV adoption. In
terms of single-family homes, if a builder puts the electric panel in the garage, you’re only
talking about as little as 2’ to extend a wire to provide an outlet to plug in, which would only
cost about $50. It’s a tiny fraction of the cost for a new home and the benefits are huge. The
idea that this is a zoning question is interesting, but there are provisions for parking in the
building code for accessible spaces. If it’s left to zoning and you’re saying that it’s up to each
locality to set their own rules, please put that in writing, because if this doesn’t pass here, I'll
be sure to use it.

Richard Grace — The whole purpose of my comments was to make sure we can clean this up
and make it presentable and I’'m happy to work on that with you.

William Penniman — Okay, then | will defer the vote and bring it back later.

Andrew Clark —Requiring this, and not just giving consumers the option to work with a
builder who is willing to provide these things, doesn’t seem like the right approach.

Michael O'Connor (IN CHAT) - By mandating EV, how do you propose to replace the 32 per
gallon motor fuels tax that funds about 40 percent of Virginia's transportation budgeteach
year.

William Penniman — In terms of the fuels tax, the Governor is talking about getting rid of
that anyway. But in the meantime, the huge run up of the cost of gas is even more of a
reason to provide support for EV vehicles.

Michael O'Connor (IN CHAT) - Who pays to install the chargers? My question was not
answered.

Mike Hamilton (IN CHAT) - All-electric vehicles (EVs) registered in Virginia are subject to a
$88.20 annual license tax at time of registration.

Michael O'Connor (IN CHAT) - Electric vehicles pay $ 90 annually less than 1/3 of what a
typical gasoline or diesel vehicle pays.

Richard Potts — So it sounds like the proponent is willing to work with Richard Grace and
other entities to work on the language. It does sound like there is some objection to it, but
we don’t want to prevent anyone from moving forward and cleaning up language to make
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compromises. So, we will mark this as Carried Over.

REC-R402.4-21 — William Penniman

William Penniman — This proposal is simply to bring the VA code up to the air leakage standards to
those in the IECC, which have been in the code for the last decade. It’s beneficial to residents in
heating costs savings, air quality, health, and keeping out vermin, as pointed out by the EPA. It’s
viable, it’s been implemented, the material costs are low. There’s some additional time for
installation since you have to pay attention.

Ellen Eggerton — I’'m in support of this proposal since neighboring states have already gotten
to this. It’s not a big leap for us to go to this level when we’re already going to a level of air
leakage control where we do this same process, we just have to do a better job at it. We
already have to seal and tape everything anyway so | support this.

Laura Baker — I'd like to note my proposal does the same thing, but incorporates some
additional new things in the 2021 IECC. There are a couple things in the 2021 IECC that make
it easier to comply with these. First, the 2021 IECC adds a tradeoff limit so not every building
has to meet 3 air changes per hour. There’s also an exception to let small buildings and
buildings under 1,500 square feet to not have to meet these provisions. We did a great job
last cycle with getting mandatory blower door testing, and now that builders and officials
have experience doing this, | think it’s time to bring this into the code.

Andrew Clark — | was under the assumption that both proposals were identical, but as of
right now | think we do have concerns with this proposal but would like some opportunity to
talk with Laura about some of the tradeoffs that were in her proposal. We had not reviewed
those. | will say that last year, like Laura mentioned, we discussed this at length and settled
on 5 air changes per hour and I'd be curious how many states have gone to 3 air changes per
hour. But at the moment we are non-consensus on these proposals but would like to talk
with Laura more about hers.

William Penniman — | had assumed that the full deletion here would bring in the full IECC so
| didn’t think | needed to mention the tradeoffs.

Richard Potts —That is correct. When a state amendment is deleted, by default, the national
language is used. So that code language would become the default in the 2021 cycle.

Andrew Clark — That’s a helpful clarification.

Ellen Eggerton — If we approve this one and then approve Laura’s would then the
enhancements in Laura’s override what we’ve approved in this one.

Richard Potts — We would try to head that off or we would try to get all of that ironed out
before the full workgroups. If there are true differences between the two, we would want to

work out the competing proposals. We wouldn’t want two proposals doing different things
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to the same section going to the Board. The purpose of this group is to vet these technical
changes and correct them before they go to the workgroups. Ideally, we would like to see
proposals like this merged into one proposal. So, | think I’'m hearing that this proposal and
REC-402.4.1.2 would like to be discussed with Andrew and his group before making a
decision, so we will mark this as Carried Over.

REC-R402.4.1.2-21 — Laura Baker

Carried Over based on conversations from REC-R402.4-21

REC-R403.1.2-21 — William Penniman

William Penniman — This proposal removes the option to use electric resistance heat as the primary
electric heat source for space heating in new residential construction and it prohibits electric
resistance heat as a replacement for a heat pump in existing homes.

Ellen Eggerton — | just wanted to add that there is the cost to install that primary resistance
heat that wouldn’t happen with an air conditioner. The heat pumps that are on the market
today can go down to 17 degrees Fahrenheit so this is a good proposal to take out electric
resistance heat since heat pumps can now meet probably 99% of the heating needs.

Ben rabe — | would encourage support for this proposal.

Mike O’Connor — Who is going to pay for all of these heat pumps and will it be funded by
rate-payer subsidization.

William Penniman — This doesn’t prohibit gas heat at all. This just prevents resistance heat
as a heat source. So, | don’t think you have any reason to oppose this.

John Ainslie — | have an issue with this. | can’t see how this is a big issue. How many people
are strictly using resistance heat? | think there are some cases where it may be the best
option, but | don’t like removing a perfectly viable option from the code. | don’t see this as a
huge energy efficiency option at all. Heat pumps have gotten much better over the years,
but the resistance heat, although it’s less efficient, there are times where it may be the best
possible choice based on the size of the area being heated. | don’t think it warrants just
removing the ability to use that option.

David Owen — Where it says, “R403.1.2 Heat pump” and we cross out the word
supplementary heat and adding the word “Mandatory”. | think the market place will take
care of this so | don’t think we need to put this in the code.

Ellen Eggerton — | think that if you look at the change, the “Mandatory” was already there,
that’s not a change. It says that if you use heat pump heat, these requirements are
mandatory. It’s not changing the word mandatory, since it’s already there, what it’s
changing is that the resistance heat can’t be the supplemental heat and can’t be the
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emergency heat. It’s saying electric resistance heat can only be used during the default
cycle. Is that what I’'m understanding?

William Penniman — It’s actually more generous than that. It still allows the supplementary
electric resistance heat as the backup since many heat pumps are designed that way.

David Owen — I still don’t understand why the word supplementary is crossed out since you
are still talking about the supplementary heat to the heat pump. | just think the language
could cleaned up so there wouldn’t be misinterpretation.

Steve Shapiro — So this is only applying to level 2 alterations in the existing building code,
correct? You're not applying it to any other type of alteration?

William Penniman — | can’t recall the different levels of alterations, so | can’t say it’s
definitely limited to a Level 2 alteration.

Mike Hamilton — | had one comment about Section 403.1.2 and the last sentence. There are
other ways for the controls to know that the load can’t be met beyond just the outdoor
temperature. 40 degrees seems pretty high, but | just wanted to point out that that’s
something we should consider here.

Eric Lacey — I’'m wondering if that first section should be R503.1.2 or somewhere there
abouts in the existing building section of the IECC, rather than the IEBC.

Richard Potts — We did go through an exercise last cycle on how to get to Chapter 5. The
effort was to move all of the Existing Building requirements to the VEBC.

Votes

In opposition:
Brian Clark
Andrew Clark
Steve Shapiro

In Favor:
Andrew McKinley
Chelsea Harnish
Eric Lacey
KC Bleile
William Penniman

Other stakeholders in opposition:

John Ainslie

Richard Potts — This proposal is Non-Consensus

REC-R403.3.3-21 — Eric Lacey

Eric Lacey — Here are the five changes, and | think the first three are non-controversial. The first is
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that the IECC requires duct testing, and | believe these are the standards that are already being
used. So, this just refers to those standards. The second is that it adds a significant digit to the duct
leakage, which is 4.0 cubic feet per minute. The third change is that you aren’t required to test
ducts serving ventilation systems. The last two may prompt some discussion. Virginia still allows
building framing cavities to be used as ducts or plenums, and this change removes that ability. The
last change requires all duct systems to be tested whether they are located in conditioned space or
not. When DOE conducted field studies throughout the country, we noticed a trend that in homes
not required to be tested for air leakage, the leakage rate was 2x higher and those homes met the
exemption for having all of their ducts within conditioned space. The goal is to make this section
read as close as possible to the IECC.

Richard Potts — One thing | do want to mention with regard to this proposal was the section
dealing with building cavities. The reason this was deleted was because there was a
competing provision in the IRC, so there might be a conflict here and there may need to be
some cleanup.

Andrew Clark — We don’t have a position one way or another with this one, but we will
probably rope this into the conversation we’ll be having with respect to other proposals.

William Penniman — | would indicate that we support this proposal. This is a classic situation
where buyers have no idea what’s behind the walls and the technical and economic
implications of those concealed features. Catching up to the 2021 IECC is entirely
appropriate.

David Owen — If | understand this correctly, we're saying that if we are in a conditioned
crawlspace where the air handler and the ducts are down there, we want a little bit of
leakage from the duct work for balancing the pressure in that space. | will agree where it’s
in another concealed space where you could get mold issues. We just got VA used to duct
testing, so if we start eliminating some of these sections, we would be causing some
confusion for the duct testers.

Eric Lacey — | believe builders have been successfully testing ducts for some time now. The
only difference here is for builders using the exemption for ducts entirely within
conditioned space, you would be required to test to 8cfm, twice the level of leakage. I'm
sure you've been in a house with a room furthers from the source and the reality is the
conditioned air is not always getting to the intended spaces. | think this would also reduce
the occurrences of builder call back from customers who were uncomfortable.

Ben Rabe — This is common practice across the country and seems like a good way for
Virginia to update their codes.

David Owen — | stand corrected with what Eric said with respect to when duct testing came
into effect. | think testing the ductwork when it’'s completely within conditioned space is an
issue. The other issue from a practical standpoint is that most of the leakage is within the
unit itself and, if that’s in conditioned space, that’s an advantage. Sealing those units is
difficult and manufacturers haven’t caught up with us.
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Richard Grace (On behalf of VPMIA) — The section where we’re looking at building framing
cavities for ducts and plenums, | just want to point out that currently | did a quick search in
the IRC and did not see the stud cavities. From what | remember, this was taken out of the
IRC but it still exists in the Virginia Mechanical Code.

Eric Lacey — | would like to do some more research into the use of framing cavities being
used as ducts or plenumes.

Andrew Clark — There’s a lot of good stuff put in the chat throughout the meeting. Are the
contents of the chat going to be a part of the meeting minutes?

Richard Potts — Yes, we do include all of the substantive parts of the chat into the summary.
This proposal is Carried Over.

REC-R404.2-21 — William Penniman

William Penniman — The 2021 IECC includes a solar ready appendix for detached 1-and 2-
family dwellings and townhouses. Since VA doesn’t allow localities to adopt and enforce
appendices, the only way to activate the appendix and make it relevant is to include it in the
body of the code, which is what this proposal would do. The solar ready provisions are very
simple, basically requiring a conduit from a location on the roof to the panel. It doesn’t
require the installation of solar, but it makes it easier to install solar.

Andrew Clark — Our concerns are similar to what we expressed last year. Again, to my
earlier point, allowing the consumers to make the personal financial decisions to
incorporate these provisions instead of making it a baseline requirement is more
beneficial.

Linda Baskerville — What Andrew is saying is only relevant to the first owner of a home
and does not provide an ability to less expensively incorporate solar into their home.

Ben Rabe — Just to piggy-back off of previous commentary, this is another proposal
where it’s way more cost effective to do these readiness provisions on the front end
than incorporating them later on. It makes it easier for people who want to add solar
later and would not cost much on the front end.

Votes:
In opposition:

Andrew Clark
Steve Shapiro

In favor:

Brian Clark
Eric Lacey

Maggie Kelley Riggins
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KC Bleile
William Penniman

Other stakeholders in opposition:

John Ainslie

Richard Potts — This proposal is Non-Consensus.

REC-R401.2-21 — Ben Rabe

Ben Rabe — This proposal requires that all new residential construction is all electric. Heat pumps
are perfectly capable to efficiently heat and cool buildings in Virginia’s climate year-round. An
aggressive measure like this is something the New Buildings Institute supports.

William Penniman — | support this proposal. It will save residents money, it will reduce
pollution, it’s a critical measure for climate change, and will create a healthier house without
the fumes from burning fossil fuels.

Andrew Clark — We're non-consensus. Will natural gas be excluded?
Ben Rabe — Yes.

Andrew Clark — This would be a prohibition on natural gas in Virginia?
Ben Rabe — Yes.

Andrew Clark — We are unequivocally non-consensus.

Michael O’Connor (IN CHAT) - non consensus from VPCGA and VA Propane Gas Association

Morgan Whayland — Virginia Natural Gas: We are opposed to this. Natural Gas is a critical
path for us to achieve net-zero. When we think about energy efficiency, we have to think
about the entire supply chain and natural gas is an efficient energy source.

Steve Shapiro (IN CHAT) - AOBA/VAMA in opposition as well

David Owen — Just clarification, is Mr. O’Connor’s group not a representative and is no one
from his group a representative?

Richard Potts — He is not a representative. We did our best to pare down the membership to
a well-rounded group.

Jeff Brown — We started out by looking at stakeholders from previous years and asking them
if they want to participate again. We’re always open to having groups reach out to us and
ask to be a part of this group but we have not heard from him asking to be a part of the

group.
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Andrew Clark — Weren'’t there bills recently passed that included natural gas as an important
component of reaching net zero? | think one of those bills even said that natural gas could
not be prohibited. I'm not sure how we this proposal would jive with state law.

William Penniman — | believe it’s in the state energy policy to get to zero net carbon
emissions, not just for the electric utilities who are supposed to hit it by 2045. The reality is,
to combat climate change, we’ve got to stop burning fossil fuels. Sea-level rise on the cost of
Virginia is projected to rise 2ft by 2050 and that should scare all of us. Natural gas may be
clean, but burning it leaks methane.

John Ainslie — I'm, personally, having a hard time hearing participants with this online
process. This online process is not the same as the face-to-face interaction that we used to
enjoy prior to Covid. | think we need to get back to these meetings in person. I've heard
participants saying that it will be cleaner to move away from gas. I've read those homes
burning gas leave a smaller carbon footprint than those using electric. You have to look at
the full life-cycle cost.

Ross Shearer (IN CHAT) - 401.2-21 There are countless environmental, health and safety
issues associated with natural gas. Earlier this week the Washington Post reported a story
of family experiencing illnesses including nausea. It turned out to be carbon monoxide
leaking from a loose connection to the exhaust line of the gas furnace. Natural gas should
not be used for any new construction. As to the natural gas stakeholders’question, who are
the representative for the public stakeholders, home buyer, tenants and users of buildings?
The construction code exists to protect Virginians.

Ben Rabe — One final point I'd like to make is that there’s obviously a carbon impact and an
environmental loss impact of electrical energy. However, as the grid continues to clean and
as we build more buildings, there will be a very net positive impact on these buildings being
all electric over their lives.

Andrew Clark — | did not hear a direct answer to whether this proposal is a direct conflict
with the net-zero path that Virginia is on.

William Penniman — | don’t think this conflicts with the path that Virginia is on. When | was
referencing natural gas earlier, | was referring to possibly some manufacturing processes
where it may still be required. | wasn’t referring to residential properties.

Chelsea Harnish (IN CHAT) - To Andrew's question- The VCEA regulates electric utilities and
sets carbon goals for that sector. The VCEA does not set carbon goals for the built
environment.

Maggie Kelley Riggins — SEEA (IN CHAT) - Ross- VAEEC, Viridiant, and SEEA also serves as a
representative of public stakeholders/building occupants, as well as building operators &
technical needs in the field. There may be a few others as well.

Michael O’Connor (IN CHAT) - To the proponents: What would you propose to do with more
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than 60,000 generators in operation in Virginia fueled by natural gas and propane fueling
hospitals, first responders nursing homes, etc. How would you propose to serve those
essential sectors in times of emergency when the electricity is not available?

Ben Rabe — So obviously this wouldn’t be an instantaneous change. Hospitals will still need
backup generators. This is a very gradual change and won’t happen overnight, which is why
we need to address this now.

Votes:
In Opposition:
Andrew Clark
Brian Clark
Steve Shapiro

In Favor:
Laura Baker
William Penniman

Abstain:
Chelsea Harnish (IN CHAT)
Maggie Kelley Riggins (IN CHAT)

Other stakeholders in opposition:
John Ainslie

Richard — This proposal is Non-Consensus.

REC-R401.2.5-21 — Ben Rabe

Ben Rabe — This is similar to the previous proposal in that it encourages buildings to be all electric
but does not require them to be electric.

Richard Potts — Looking at what you’ve revised here, which has revisions to Ch. 1 of the I-
codes, we would need to address these in Ch. 1 of the Virginia codes.

Ben Rabe — I'd be happy to work with staff on that correlation.

William Penniman — Speaks in support of the change.

Michael O’Connor (IN CHAT) - VPCMA and VA Propane gas association opposed

Votes:
In Opposition:
Andrew Clark
Steve Shapiro

In Favor:
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William Penniman
Laura Baker

Maggie Kelley Riggins
Brian Clark

Abstains:
Chelsea Harnish (IN CHAT)

Other stakeholders in opposition:
John Ainslie

Richard — This proposal is Non-Consensus.

REC-R403.1.1.1-21 — Ben Rabe

Ben Rabe — This is the reboot of the thermostatic demand control response. This would require new
buildings to have thermostats that communicate with the grid to avoid peak-outs, brown-outs, etc.
This will have added climate benefits as well as great resiliency impacts of lessening stress on the
grid.
Chelsea Harnish — I’'m neutral and | have some questions. Ben, I’'m very curious with how
this proposal is written. I'm very familiar with how DSM programs work and am an expert
witness for Dominion. Who will run the DSM programs for this? I’'m only familiar with utility
companies running DSM programs.

Ben Rabe —This proposal even more so than others is meant to start a conversation around
different opportunities to get demand response, grid controllable ideas in the code. Our
proposal is not meant to regulate utility companies. We think these would be the best
controls, but obviously the utility companies know what set points are most beneficial for

the grid.
Votes:
In Opposition:
Andrew Clark
Brian Clark
KC Bleile

Maggie Kelley Riggins
Steve Shapiro

In Favor:
William Penniman

Richard Potts — This proposal is Non-Consensus.

REC-R403.5.4-21 — Ben Rabe

Ben Rabe — This would require demand responsive controls on water heaters, knowing that water
heaters are able to self-regulate and heat up when there’s cheaper energy on the grid based on
time of day, overall use, etc. This would allow utilities to pour excess energy into something and
reverse it when there’s higher energy demand on the grid.
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William Penniman — Demand response on water heaters is very simple technology. Could
the demand response be used by other than the utility?

Ben Rabe — It’s implied, but the intent is that the utility would be the best to control the
demand response.

Michael O’Connor (IN CHAT) - VPCMA and Virginia Propane Gas Association opposed.

Andrew Clark (IN CHAT) - HBAV opposed

Chelsea Harnish (IN CHAT) - Currently, no utility in VA has a DR hot water heater program.

Votes:
In Opposition:
Andrew Clark (IN CHAT)
Brian Clark
KC Bleile
Maggie Kelley Riggins
Steve Shapiro

In Favor:
William Penniman

Richard Potts — This proposal is Non-Consensus.

REC-R404.4-21 — Ben Rabe

Ben Rabe — Very similar to an earlier proposal. This would require new homes to be solar-ready. Based
on previous conversations | think we would be willing to pull this and work with the groups discussing the
other proposal.

Richard Potts — Is this similar to the ones moving through the ICC process?

Ben Rabe — Yes.

Richard Potts —The ones | checked on haven’t had a decision yet rendered by their committees,

so keep us updated on that process. | do want you to know that we have the same issues here

with Ch. 1 so those would need to be relocated as appropriate.

Steve Shapiro — Just to clarify, the other solar-ready proposal went through as non-consensus.
That wasn’t listed as a carry over, so I’'m not sure what Ben is Referring to.

Richard Potts — That’s correct. So, let’s discuss this and take a vote.

William Penniman — | support this for the reasons | mentioned during my proposal.

Tab 11 - Page 20



Andrew Clark — Our opposition is for the reasons stated on the prior proposal.

Votes:
In Opposition:
Steve Shapiro
Brian Clark
Andrew Clark (as stated above)

In Favor:
Maggie Kelley Riggins
William Penniman

Other stakeholders in opposition:
John Ainslie

Richard Potts —This proposal is Non-Consensus.

EC-C401.2-21 — Ben Rabe

Ben Rabe — This is similar to the residential proposal for all-electric buildings, but for all buildings.

William Penniman — Support for the reasons previously given.

Votes:

In Opposition:
Andrew Clark
Brian Clark
Maggie Kelley Riggins
Steve Shapiro

In Favor:
William Penniman

Other stakeholders in opposition:
John Ainslie
Michael O’Connor (IN CHAT) - VPCMA and Virginia Propane Gas Association

Richard Potts — This proposal is Non-Consensus.

EC-C403.3-21 — Ben Rabe

Ben Rabe — This proposal would require more efficient heating and cooling equipment in
commercial buildings.

Richard Potts — It’s time for a 5-minute break.

Steve Shapiro (IN CHAT) - | have to jump off for a doctor's appointment, but would note that
| am in opposition to the remaining proposals...thanks everyone for the discussion.
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Ross Shearer (IN CHAT) - Covid has taught us the importance of fresh air in commercial
spaces when occupied. EC C403.3-21 would provide an important remedy for this feature.
CO2 sensors can provide the needed proxy, but good quality current designs do not
normally monitor for CO2 levels except when there is a call for heating or cooling. This
proposal should be supported.

Ben Rabe — Separating ventilation from air condition get better ventilation to the spaces
that we all occupy and reduces energy use as a result of lower powered fans. This additional
ventilation has ability to reduce the spread of pathogens with separate airways for
ventilation and conditioned air.

Richard Potts — Asks if Ben has reviewed the Virgnia Mechanical Code for any conflicts.

Ben Rabe — | cross-referenced the Virginia Mechanical Code. | should also note that | could
not get the tables to look the way they are supposed to look.

William Penniman (IN CHAT) - | will need to leave shortly for another, pre-existing
commitment. | support Mr. Rabe's proposals.

Votes:
In Opposition:
Andrew Clark

In Favor:
Laura Baker
Brian Clark
KC Bleile
Maggie Kelley Riggins
William Penniman

Other stakeholders in opposition:
John Ainslie

Richard Potts — This proposal is Non-Consensus.

EC-C403.4.1.6-21 — Ben Rabe

Ben Rabe — Similar to other proposals we discussed, this is a commercial proposal for grid
controllable thermostats. The intent is for these to be controlled by the utility to reduce stress on
the electrical grid.

Votes:
In Opposition:
Andrew Clark
Brian Clark
Maggie Kelley Riggins
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In Favor:
William Penniman
KC Bleile
Laura Baker

Richard Potts — This proposal is Non-Consensus.

EC-C403.15-21 — Ben Rabe

Ben Rabe — This proposal would require dehumidification systems for indoor horticulture, which, as
you all know, Virginia recently decriminalized marijuana. This has tremendous impacts on the
energy system so this would require dehumidification for those indoor grow operations. The
dehumidifier costs about $8.11 per square foot of the canopy and results in between $2.30 and
$2.80 in maintenance cost over the life of the system.

William Penniman — Marijuana growing operations are huge consumers of energy. | would
support both of those.

Votes:
In Opposition:
Andrew Clark
KC Bleile

In Favor:
William Penniman
Brian Clark
Laura Baker
Maggie Kelley Riggins

Other stakeholders in opposition:
John Ainslie

Richard Potts — This proposal is Non-Consensus.

EC-C404.11-21 — Ben Rabe

Ben Rabe — This proposal is similar to the residential demand control water heater proposal but
would apply to commercial. This is intended to start a conversation on what the grid will look like in

the future.
Votes:
In Opposition:
Andrew Clark
Brian Clark
KC Bleile

Maggie Kelley Riggins
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In Favor:
William Penniman

Abstain:
Laura Baker

Other stakeholders in opposition:

John Ainslie
Michael O’Connor (IN CHAT) - VPCMA and Propane association opposed

Richard Potts — This proposal is Non-Consensus.

EC-C405.4-21 — Ben Rabe

Ben Rabe — Similar to my prior proposal, this deals with horticultural lightning in marijuana
growing facilities. These operations use a tremendous amount of energy, especially with respect
to lighting.

Votes:
In Opposition:
Andrew Clark

In Favor:
Brian Clark
William Penniman

Other stakeholders in opposition:
John Ainslie

Richard Potts — This proposal is Non-Consensus.

EC-C405.13-21 — Ben Rabe

Ben Rabe — This may be similar to a proposal by William Penniman that was carried over. This
would require a very small amount of solar on commercial buildings where it would be
determined to be cost effective. These costs are much lower during the construction phase
instead of later on. The only way to get payback would be to have some solar installed at the time
of construction.

Richard Potts —You asked if this was similar to the proposal that William Penniman carried
over.

Ben Rabe — Yes. If so, I'd like to work with that group and working out this language.

Ross Shearer (IN CHAT) - This should be supported. It is more useful of geographic space to
place solar or roofs than in former farmland or other cleared areas.

Richard Potts — Ben, I'm failing to find the carry-over proposal that you were referencing.
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Ben Rabe — | may be mis-remembering.

Richard Potts — We double-checked and couldn’t find a similar proposal that was carried
over so we will take it to a vote.

Votes:
In Opposition:
Andrew Clark

In Favor:
Brian Clark

Abstain:
Laura Baker (IN CHAT)
KC Bleile (IN CHAT)
Chelsea Harnish (IN CHAT)

Other stakeholders in opposition:
John Ainslie

Richard Potts — This proposal is Non-Consensus.

EC-C405.16-21 — Ben Rabe

Ben Rabe — This is similar to other proposals you've heard. This is the commercial electric-ready
proposal that would require buildings to have the infrastructure to convert to all electric energy in the
future.

Michael O’Connor (IN CHAT) - VPCMA and VA Propane Gas opposed

Votes:
In Opposition:
Andrew Clark
Brian Clark

Richard Potts — This will be non-consensus. Going back to William Penniman’s proposal
EC407.6-21, since he had to leave, that proposal will be Carried Over.

Assignments and Next Steps

Richard Potts — Asks those who will be working on carry-over proposals to get together and
workout appropriate language. Encourages members to reach out to staff if we can be of
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assistance.

Next Meeting

Richard Potts — We'd like to get the next meeting scheduled as soon as possible to get this carry-over
proposals worked out before the deadline to get them before the general workgroup meetings.

Andrew Clark — In terms of the next meeting date, are you planning on sending out a Doodle Poll or
some sort of survey? There’s got to be a lot ofinterim conversations.

Richard Potts —We may be able to move some things around and rearrange schedules to provide
options to the group.

Jeff Brown — We definitely want to give everyone time to discuss those carry-over proposals. We
have to meet before the 12t because the 12t" through the 14t"is when our next general workgroup
meetings start. If it happens that only one day can work, it may have to be what it is.

Chelsea Harnish —Can you clarify that the intent is to meet before April 12t"?

Richard Potts — Yes, the goal is to get all of these carry-over proposals worked out so we can get
them on the agenda for the full workgroup meetings.

Jeff Brown — If there are proposals that people are working on and they can’t be there, there’s still
the option on the 14" to have them carried over again to the following meeting. If it doesn’t work
out to get them done before the next round of workgroup meetings, the proponent can still carry it
over again.

Andrew Clark — Jeff’'s comment actually clarified what | was going to state. Just given the volume of
stuff that’s been carried over, its’ going to be very challenging to get anything done before the 12",

Jeff Brown — For the ones that didn’t get decided today, the proponent can carry them all over. I'm
imagining we're going to get another influx of meetings before the final deadline, so we still have
some time, but not a lot of time.

Richard Potts — There are a number of energy proposals that have been submitted that we will need
to work through.

John Ainslie — Do you have an approximate timeline for when these will go to the Codes and
Standards Committee?

Jeff Brown — The tentative schedule is for them to be heard by the Codes and Standards Committee
in September.

Richard Potts — Thanks the sub-workgroup members for their work and participation and adjourns
the meeting at 2:10pm.
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Energy Sub-Workgroup Meeting
April 11, 2022 9:00 a.m.

Virtual Meeting: https://vadhcd.adobeconnect.com/va2021cdc/

ATTENDEES:

VA Department of Housing and Community Development (DHCD) Staff:

Richard Potts: Code Development and Technical Support Administrator, State Building Codes Office (SBCO)
Paul Messplay: Code and Regulation Specialist, SBCO

Florin Moldovan: Code and Regulation Specialist, SBCO

Jeanette Campbell: Administrative Assistant, Building and Fire Regulations (BFR)

Sub-Workgroup Members:

Andrew Clark: Homebuilders Association of Virginia (HBAV)

Chelsea Harnish: Virginia Energy Efficiency Council

Eric Lacey: Responsible Energy Codes Alliance (RECA)

Jeff Mang: Polyisocyanurate Insulation Manufacturers Association

Jim Canter: Virginia Building and Code Officials Association (VBCOA)

K.C. Bleile: Viridiant

Steve Shapiro: Apartment & Office Building Association (AOBA), Virginia Apartment Management Association
(VAMA)

William Penniman: Sierra Club

Other Interested Parties:

David Owen: HBAV.

Craig Toalson HBAV

Dawn Oleksy: Richmond Office of Sustainability

Ellen Eggerton: Alexandria Sustainability Coordinator and VBCOA

Laura Baker: RECA

Linda Baskerville: Arllington County

Mike Hamilton: Arllington County

Mike O’Connor: Virginia Petroleum and Convenience Marketers Association (VPCMA)
Petrina Jones

Ross Shearer

Sean Farrell: Prince William County, member of VBCOA, member of BHCD

Sub-Workgroup Members not in attendance:

Andy McKinley: American Institute of Architects (AlA), Virginia

Bettina Bergoo: Virginia Department of Energy

Brian Clark: Habitat for Humanity

Corey Caney: International Association of Electrical Inspectors (IAEl), Virginia
Ellis McKinney: Virginia Plumbing and Mechanical Inspectors Association (VPMIA)
Maggie Kelley Riggins: Southeast Energy Efficiency Alliance
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Welcome & Introductions:

Richard Potts: Welcomed participants. He quickly reviewed the microphone feature of Adobe Connect meeting
space. He introduced DHCD staff and allowed participants to introduce themselves. He then gave an overview of
the Energy Sub-Workgroup purpose and function.
Andrew Clark: Introduced himself and asked Richard about the timeline and if they needed to have all proposals
completed prior to the Energy Workgroup meeting, or if they could continue to work on them until prior to the
BHCD meeting.
Richard: The General Workgroup for energy proposals will meet this Thursday and will hear all proposals from
this meeting. If more time is needed, the proponent can continue to work on their proposal until May 1%, in
order to be discussed at June General Workgroup meeting.
Andrew: Representing the home builders, they are willing to continue to work towards consensus for any
proposals.
Richard: This group does have a new proposal to review today. Other proposals carried over from last meeting
will also be reviewed, to determine if the proponent wants to continue to work on those proposals or push
through to the General Workgroup meeting. He did receive a proposal from Eric with revised language which
will be discussed later.
Laura Baker: Wants to make sure that she understands the process. If the group agrees on a proposal do they
have until May 1° to present at the next General Workgroup meeting on June 9", or is that only for new
proposals?
Richard: The goal is to send the General Workgroup meeting agenda out about a month ahead of the
meetings. The proposals should be in their final state by that time, so that there are no unexpected changes
made after the agenda has been sent. So, any proposals going to the June Workgroup meeting should be
finalized no later than May 7.
Andrew: If there’s a proposal submitted by May 1%, can this group can still work on amendments prior to
the June meeting, and even into September?
Richard: There’s not a hard set cutoff to work on amendments. However, there could be a concern raised
if changes are made after being submitted on the agenda, and stakeholders not having a chance to review
them prior to the meeting.

Proposals:

EC-C402.4-21
Eric Lacey: This is a commercial energy code proposal. Chapter 13 of the VCC lists amendments to the model codes
that Virginia has adopted over the years and carries them forward unless they are changed or removed. This
proposal identifies 3 amendments that should be eliminated. Sub Sections 2 and 4 deal with the fenestration solar
heat gain coefficient for commercial and multi-family buildings. This amendment was put in a few cycles ago
because the Virginia SHGC was better than the model code. Since then, the IECC caught up with Virginia. It
simplifies the way that SHGC and projection factors are treated. For the first time in a few cycles, IECC requires the
same fenestration and SHGC factors as Virginia. It makes sense now to delete Sub Sections 2 and 4, both of which
tweaked the fenestration SHGC requirement of Virginia. Sub Section 3 deals with maximum skylight area. There
used to be a 5% cap on skylight area and now the 2021 IECC allows 6%. If this is deleted from the Virginia code, it
bumps the area from 5 to 6%. These amendments don’t seem to be necessary any longer.
Steve Shapiro: If these first two changes are made, they would not be any more restrictive in Virginia than they
have been. Is that correct?

Eric: Not by much. The current SHGC requirement for commercial windows in Virginia doesn’t differentiate

between fixed and operable fenestration. It’s set at .36. The 2021 IECC applies .36 to fixed fenestration and .33

to operable fenestration. If there’s more frame area, the SHGC comes down naturally. The other 2021 ICC

change is the same as Virginia. The 2021 IECC pre-calculates the projection factor adjustment and lists it in a

table instead of giving a formula to be calculated manually. It comes out with roughly the same number either

way. The intent is not to change the stringency of the Virginia code, but to align it with the IECC.

Steve: Wanted to make sure that it’s not any more stringent than it already was in Virginia.
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Eric: Virginia didn’t adopt the orientation specific SHGC from the 2015 edition, because it would have made it
a little higher. There’s a lower SHGC that applies to operable fenestration —it’s at .33 instead of .36. But in
reality, operable fenestration has a larger frame area, so it shouldn’t be more restrictive.
Richard: Asked if there was any further discussion. Seeing none, he asked the group members to vote thumbs
up or down. All thumbs up. Vote on proposal resulted in Consensus for Approval.

Richard: The remainder of the proposals on the agenda were discussed and carried over from the last meeting. If
no progress has been made to these, the proponents may either move the proposals forward as they are, or carry
them over to the next meeting, in order to have more time to work towards consensus before the group votes.

EC-C407.6-21
William Penniman: There were questions raised in the last meeting about whether it’s appropriate to tie a
standard to how a building is marketed and how an inspector would know. He thought about it, and wants to
modify the proposal to say that if a builder wants to sell something as a zero energy building, a statement would
need to be submitted to the building inspector, so the inspector knows what testing should be done. If the
building is confirmed as a zero energy building, there would be a permanent certificate issued stating that it’s in
compliance with the appendix. This also activates an appendix, which otherwise sits in the code with no purpose.
He does want the time to be able to amend this proposal as indicated before submitting. He's willing to answer
any questions and speak with anyone to move this further.
Andrew: Would the phrase “subject to any equivalent claim” open up a very broad description of the type of
building? Should it be limited to zero energy and net zero energy building claims?
William: He thinks that if someone says “this uses no energy” that would be an equivalent claim. If it doesn’t
have the exact phrase, it’s a work around.
Richard: Anything that would be a rehabilitation, would be in the existing building code. The wording might be
readdressed differently in the VEBC. This proposal can be carried over until the next meeting to continue to
work on the language.
Steve: He’s not sure why this should be in the building code. It seems to be about selling, leasing and
advertising.
William: With the standard set forth in the appendix, the building official would know if leakage based on the
testing provided meets the standard. This will ensure that it’s activated in a way that’s useful for developers
and buyers.
Richard: Asked William if he would be at the Energy Workgroup meeting.
William: Yes and he would be happy to discuss the proposal at that time to get feedback so that he can
modify the proposal.
Richard: This will be Carried Over.

REC-R402.1.2 (1)-21
Laura: This is an insulation proposal and it’s still being worked on to find common ground and get agreement from
group members. She will continue to work on it and carry over.

Richard: Carried Over

REC-R402.1.2 (2)-21
William: Continuing to work on this with Andrew and others.
Richard: Carried Over.

REC-R402.2-21

William: This proposal is for EV charging readiness in residential construction. There were some comments made
in the last meeting, so there was further discussion since then with Andrew and Richard Grace around technical
issues and a definition that was dropped. He would like to have further discussion with group members, and he
wants to carry over until the next meeting.
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Richard: Carried Over. He noted that Richard Grace has new contact information, and will send it to William.

REC-R402.4-21
William: This is about air leakage and attempts to bring the code in line with the 2021 IECC. It is technically feasible
and not uncommon to reach a 3 ACH. In the interest of further discussions, he’s willing to carry over. He does
want something to be submitted to the June Workgroup meetings.

Richard: Carried Over.

REC-R402.4.1.2-21

Laura: Air leakage proposal with 2021 language. Happy to continue to discuss with anyone and to carry over.
Richard: Carried Over

REC-R403.3.3-21
Richard: Eric provided a document with revisions (included in the file pod).
Eric: There was good feedback from the last Energy Sub Workgroup meeting, so he made some changes. He
thought it would be helpful to recast this as amendments to the 2021 IECC. He had some trouble using the base
documents as a starting point, so he started with the 2021 IECC language and asked what changes Virginia would
want to make. He doesn’t think any of them would be controversial. He highlighted several sections. The first is a
test procedure for duct testing, and there was a reference added. The second change is an exception to the code
for systems that aren’t connected with the HVAC systems. The third is Virginia-specific language to the VCC. This
is from the 2015 cycle, when duct testing was first added to the Virginia code. He doesn’t think the language is
necessary, so he’s proposing that it be eliminated. For the next highlighted section, everything is 4.0 now. The
next one is #3 testing for ducts in thermal envelope. It requires a test of all duct systems if they are in conditioned
space or not. As mentioned on the last call, it’s there to ensure that conditioned air is getting to the intended
parts of the building. This is a change to the current code. It allows twice as much leakage as if the ducts were
outside of conditioned space; 8.0 cubic feet per minute. The final change isif framing cavities are used as ducts or
plenums, (which is not allowed in the IECC), they comply with VRC Section M1601.1.1. It would be helpful and
useful to include a pointer to that section of the mechanical code.
Ellen: Thinks that item 3 is a direct reflection of a survey done in Virginia when random test of ducts found leak
problems. This would benefit the homeowner.
Andrew: Asked Eric to send the document to him via email. Eric said he would send him an annotated version
of the document. William asked for one as well. Eric will send them.
Richard: Asked Eric if he wanted to carry over or vote.
Eric: He is fine with carrying over until the next meeting.
KC Bleile: Sees a potential compromise between the builder association and energy advocates for moving
this forward, especially with additional discussion around the use of plenums.
Richard: Carried Over.

Assignments & Next Steps:

Richard: Continue to work on these proposals outside of the group, and bring back to the next meeting. These will
be heard at the upcoming General Workgroup. DHCD will get a summary out as soon as possible. Richard will look
for a time for the next meeting to review the carried over proposals, and any new proposals. He thanked everyone
for participation and reminded the group members that they could reach out to DHCD staff with any questions.
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Energy Sub-Workgroup Meeting Summary
May 12, 2022 - 9:00 a.m. —12:05 p.m.

Virtual Meeting: https://vadhcd.adobeconnect.com/va2021cdc

ATTENDEES:

VA Department of Housing and Community Development (DHCD) Staff:

Jeff Brown: Director, State Building Codes Office (SBCO)

Richard Potts: Code Development and Technical Support Administrator, SBCO
Paul Messplay: Code and Regulation Specialist, SBCO

Florin Moldovan: Code and Regulation Specialist, SBCO

Jeanette Campbell: Administrative Assistant, Building and Fire Regulations (BFR)
Kyle Flanders: Senior Policy Analyst and Regulatory Administrator

Sub-Workgroup Members:

Andrew Clark: Homebuilders Association of Virginia (HBAV)

Chelsea Harnish: Virginia Energy Efficiency Council

Eric Lacey: Responsible Energy Codes Alliance (RECA)

K.C. Bleile: Viridiant

Steve Shapiro: Apartment & Office Building Association (AOBA), Virginia Apartment Management Association
(VAMA)

William (Bill) Penniman: Sierra Club; Virginia chapter

Other Interested Parties:

Ben Rabe: New Buildings Institute

David Owen: Home Building Association of Richmond

Daniel Willham: Fairfax County, Chair of VBCOA Building Code Committee
Ellen Eggerton: Alexandria Sustainability Coordinator and VBCOA member
Jacob Newton: Virginia, Maryland Delaware Association Electric Cooperatives
Jimmy Moss: Virginia Building and Code Officials Association (VBCOA)

John Ainslie: Ainslie Group and HBAV President

Michael (Mike) O’Connor: Virginia Petroleum and Convenience Marketers Association (VPCMA)
Ross Shearer: Citizen, Virginia

Sarah Thomas: The Vectre Corporation

Steve Sunderman: Resilient Virginia

Sub-Workgroup Members not in attendance:

Andy McKinley: American Institute of Architects (AlIA), Virginia

Bettina Bergoo: Virginia Department of Energy

Brian Clark: Habitat for Humanity

Corey Caney: International Association of Electrical Inspectors (IAEl), Virginia

Ellis McKinney: Virginia Plumbing and Mechanical Inspectors Association (VPMIA)
Jeff Mang: Polyisocyanurate Insulation Manufacturers Association

Jim Canter: Virginia Building and Code Officials Association (VBCOA)

Maggie Kelley Riggins: Southeast Energy Efficiency Alliance
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Welcome and Introductions

Richard Potts: Welcomed participants. The agenda contains proposals carried over from the April 11, 2022
meeting, as we as new proposals. He introduced the DHCD staff. He asked group members to stay muted unless
speaking. He explained that the Sub-workgroup members will vote in support or non-support of proposals. If the
Sub-workgroup members are in support of a proposal, the proponent will be offered an opportunity to list the
Sub-workgroup as a co-proponent. If the Sub-workgroup is not in support of a proposal, it will be reflected by the
meeting summary.

Participants introduced themselves.

Carried over proposals from April 11, 2022
REC-R402.4-21
Bill Penniman: This is a proposal to bring the air leakage standards up from the 2012 to the 2021 IECC levels. He is still
waiting to have discussions with Andrew Clark and other interested parties, hoping to gain consensus, so he is willing to
carry this over.
Richard: Next week will be the last opportunity for this Sub-workgroup to meet before the Workgroup
meetings.
Andrew Clark: This is similar to a proposal Eric and Laura submitted, and they will be meeting about that one
on Monday. He will send an invite to Bill to join the discussion. He asked what the next steps are in the process.
Richard: The Workgroup meeting is in June, then the proposals go to the Codes and Standards Committee of
the BHCD for the final vote. May 1% was the cutoff to get proposals into cdpVA, however, if there are still
discussions and changes are agreed upon prior to the Workgroup meeting in June, they can be presented
during that meeting as a floor amendment.
Andrew: After the June Workgroup meetings, is there any possibility to amend proposals if consensus was
reached?
Richard: Not that he knows of, but he will ask Jeff and Cindy if there would be any opportunity for that, and
let the group know next week.
Andrew: He would appreciate that.
Richard: This proposal will be carried over until next week’s Sub-workgroup meeting.

EC-C407.6-21
Bill: Made some wording changes to incorporate feedback he received at the last Sub-workgroup meeting. This would
now include a building constructed or marketed as zero energy in the appendix. The builder would be required to notify
the building official that they intend to market the building as such, and provide test results on the permanent
Certificate as per the standards in the appendix.
Steve Shapiro: Talked with Bill outside of the meeting, he appreciates the wording change, but he still doesn’t
think this belongs in the building code because it’s marketing. It still says that the inspection must comply with
the appendix. He doesn’t support this.
Bill: The appendix is already there, this just makes it operational in a meaningful way.
Andrew: Agrees with Steve, he can’t identify any other provisions in the code dealing with advertising. Only
one section came close and it was regarding universal design features.
Eric Lacey: Agrees that there should be more uniform labeling for buildings that say they are net zero. He
wondered if it would be possible to reference the appendix as an optional compliance path. Formally
recognizing a net zero program in the code might also work.
Bill: He is open to the idea, which is better than non-consensus.
Steve Sunderman: Air leakage is one of the most important and least costly ways to improve building
performance.
Steve Shapiro: Will not be able to join the May 19" Sub-workgroup meeting, but would be happy to review any
language sent to him by the proponent.
Richard: Asked if Steve Shapiro had an alternate representative who could join the meeting.
Steve Shapiro: Will try to get someone, but isn’t sure he will be able to.
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Andrew: Would also be happy to review any changes to the language prior to the next Sub-workgroup
meeting.
Richard: this will be carried over until the next Sub-workgroup meeting.

REC-R402.1.2(1)-21 and REC-R402.1.2(2)-21
Eric: These are the wall insulation proposals for Virginia to catch up with the model code. There is a group of
stakeholders meeting to discuss these on Monday, before the next Sub-workgroup meeting, and he hopes to
reach or come closer to consensus. He asked to carry these proposals over until the next Sub-workgroup
meeting.

Richard: These proposals will be carried over until next week’s Sub-workgroup meeting.

REC-R402.4.1.2-21
Eric: Stakeholders are meeting to discuss this proposal on Monday also, same as the prior two. He asked to carry
this proposal over until the next Sub-workgroup meeting.

Richard: This proposal will be carried over until next week’s Sub-workgroup meeting.

REC-R403.3.3-21
Eric: This proposal adopts the duct tightness testing in conditioned space, which was adopted in the 2021 IECC.
He did make some changes based on feedback at the last Sub-workgroup meeting. He changed the proposal to
require compliance with the VRC if using building cavities for ducts and to require duct leakage testing for ducts
located within the envelope. He is again hoping to carry this over for additional discussion prior to the next Sub-
workgroup meeting.
Richard: Hearing no further discussion, and seeing that Andrew typed in the chat that he has it on the agenda
for Monday’s discussion, this will also be carried over until next week’s Sub-workgroup meeting.

New proposals
REC-R403.1.4
Bill: This proposal restricts on-site combustion as a primary heat source. It would allow fossil fuels as
supplemental heat sources. It’s not a total ban, just calls for electrification as a primary heat source. It should
reduce cost of construction and operation, as well as being healthier for occupants.
Mike O’Connor: Virginia Petroleum and Convenience Marketers Association and Virginia Propane Gas
Association oppose this proposal.
Ben Rabe: Supports this proposal
Andrew: Home Builders Association of Virginia does not support this proposal.
Richard: A vote resulted in Steve Shapiro, Andrew, and KC showing thumbs down, while Eric and William voted
thumbs up. John Ainslie, and David Owen noted their opposition as well. This proposal will not be supported by
the Sub-workgroup.

REC-R403.1.4(2)
Bill: This is a variation of the last proposal. If air conditioning is installed, a heat pump should be installed as the
primary source of energy. Other fuels could be used to supplement or provide backup.
Ben: It is better than having separate heating and cooling systems.
Mike: Virginia Petroleum and Convenience Marketers Association and Virginia Propane Gas Association oppose
this proposal.
Andrew: Home Builders Association of Virginia does not support this proposal.

Richard: A vote resulted in Steve Shapiro and Andrew showing thumbs down, while Eric and William voted
thumbs up. In the chat box, David noted opposition and Steve Sunderman noted support. This proposal will not
be supported by the Sub-workgroup.
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REC-R404

Bill: This assumes that fossil fuels will be used for some appliances. It would require a raceway or circuit to
support future electrification if the owner desires. Raceway conduits are low cost. This will allow people to
switch to electric with no additional cost in the future.

Ben: Supports this proposal. Much less expensive and more convenient than switching with new conduit later.
Mike: Virginia Petroleum and Convenience Marketers Association and Virginia Propane Gas Association oppose
this proposal.

Andrew: Home Builders Association of Virginia opposes this proposal.

Eric: It provides future options, and it doesn’t rule anything out. He asked those opposed to give a reason.
Steve Sunderman: In a 2018 code change, there was an outlet required in case someone wanted to install a
generator later. This is in line with that change, it makes sense, and helps homeowners prepare for the future.
Bill: Also asked the opposition to say why they were opposed.

Richard: A vote resulted in Andrew showing thumbs down, while Eric, KC and Bill voted thumbs up. In the chat
box, David and John noted opposition. This proposal will not be supported by the Sub-workgroup.

REC-R1104.2

Bill: This proposal is for EV readiness in small residential/townhouse/duplex categories. They have discussed with

Andrew, and would like to carry over in order to continue discussions.
Andrew: Thinks this may have a good chance of reaching consensus after more discussion. They also discussed it
with Dominion Energy, who said that they could handle the utility infrastructure if the proposal passed. He does
have some concern about getting this done by the June timeline. He said he would be happy to continue
discussion and carry over and welcomed any other Sub-workgroup members to join the discussions if they
wanted to.

Mike: Where is the language limiting to townhomes?

Bill: Because it’s in Residential code, not the Construction code, it would only apply to single family, duplex
and townhouse dwellings. Is that correct?
Richard: The “R” provisions of the IECC would also include multi-family occupancies 3 stories or less, unless
specified otherwise.
Bill: That is another good reason to carry over.
Andrew: Discussions with Bill seemed to be limited to single family homes with garages. They were not
even considering townhomes or multi-family dwellings.
KC Bleile: Asked Richard to clarify the time frame for full adoption of any codes voted in by the BHCD.
Richard: The anticipated approximate effective date would be late 2023. The USBC allows prior code edition to
be used for a year after. So, latest would be late 2024.

KC: Would like to have other developers and utilities involved in this discussion as well. She will let them know.
Andrew: This would affect existing developments that have already been approved,. Requiring the additional
infrastructure for EV may trigger new reviews by the approving authorities. Many builders are already offering
this as an option. Asked DHCD staff if they could assist with convening a group of utilities to discuss the
timeline.

Jacob Newton: Is part of an electric cooperative, and he would be interested in coordinating a meeting.
Steve Shapiro: typed in the chat box that he would also be interested in meeting with utilities folks.
Richard: Richard will ask Jeff and Cindy if there’s any leeway to assist with offline meetings. This proposal will be
carried over until the next Sub-workgroup meeting.

{BREAK 10:11 — 10:20}
REC-R503.1.2
Ben: This proposal would require the sizing of HVAC systems for alterations to comply with the same

requirements as for new construction.
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Richard: If approved, this will also need to be coordinated with the existing building code.
Eric: RECA supports this proposal.
Ellen Eggerton: Supports this proposal.
Chelsea: Typed in chat VAECC supports the proposal.
Richard: Hearing no further discussion, a vote resulted in only thumbs up. This proposal will be supported by the
Sub-workgroup and Ben would like the Sub-workgroup to be listed as a co-proponent.

REC-R503.1.2.1
Ben: This proposal relates to HVAC system controls applicable to alterations and is a companion to the prior
proposal.

Eric: RECA supports.

Richard: Hearing no further discussion, a vote resulted in only thumbs up. This proposal will be supported by the
Sub-workgroup and Ben would like the Sub-workgroup to be listed as a co-proponent.

EC-C1301.1.1.1(2)
Bill: This proposal is for the VCC to comply with the 2021 IECC. It’s fully supported by the Department of Energy and
has rapid full payback.

Steve Shapiro: AOBA and VAMA are opposed.

Andrew: HBAV is opposed.

Richard: Hearing no further discussion, a vote resulted in Andrew and Steve Shapiro showing thumbs down. Bill and
Eric gave thumbs up. Mike and John also indicated opposition. This proposal will not be supported by the Sub-
workgroup.

EC-C405.10
Bill: This proposal is about EV readiness in multi-family homes. It would provide a base level of EVSE installed
spaces and some EV ready spaces. The remainder of the units would be supported by EV capability. The bulk of
the spaces would not have electrification initially, but there would be places ready to expand as needed. He
spoke with Steve Shapiro outside of this Sub-workgroup meeting, and he will reach out to his constituents for
further consideration. He would be willing to continue to meet with interested parties to discuss and come closer
to consensus. He asked to carry this proposal over to the next Sub-workgroup meeting.
Richard: This would carry over into commercial and multi-family 3 and 4+ story dwellings. DHCD has a similar
proposal, which would have certain specific requirements. That proposal will be reviewed later in the meeting.
Steve: Is still getting feedback from stakeholders, and discussions will continue.
Ben: Supports this proposal, and also has an EV proposal submitted. He would be willing to continue
discussions as well.
Sarah Thomas: Introduced herself as from The Vectre Corporation and is representing The Virginia
Association of Commercial Real Estate. She is also reaching out to members about this and other EV
proposals and would like to carry this proposal over as well.
KC: Appreciates that Bill broke the multi-family proposal away from the single family homes.
Richard: This proposal will be carried over to the next Sub-workgroup meeting.

EC-C405.11.1

Bill: This is an EV readiness proposal for commercial spaces with more than 10 parking spaces. There would be a
few EV installed spaces, some EV ready spaces and the remainder would be EV capable. He would like to carry
this proposal over to continue discussions outside of the Sub-workgroup.

Richard: Hearing no further discussion, this will be carried over to the next Sub-workgroup meeting.

EC-C403.7.7
Richard: The proponent, Richard Grace was not present in the call, nor was there a representative present to
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speak on his behalf.
Florin Moldovan: Gave a summary of the proposed changes, which were editorial in nature.
Richard: Hearing no further discussion, this proposal will be carried over to the next Sub-workgroup meeting.

EC-C405.13(3)
Ben: This proposal is similar to Bill’s EC-C405.11.1 for EV readiness in commercial spaces. He is happy to carry
over for continued discussions outside of the Sub-workgroup.
Andrew: Asked if DHCD staff had prepared a summary of the proposals, comparing the similarities and
differences.
Richard: No, DHCD staff has not done that.

Andrew: Is wondering if there is a way to reduce the number of proposals or possibly combine some.
Richard: That could be worked out between proponents or the proposals could all go through. DHCD,
however, has been directed to put something together for the BHCD to consider, so that draft will go
forward.

Bill: He is willing to work on this however it unfolds. A common draft would work for him.
Steve Shapiro: His concern is mostly over the number of spaces used.
Richard: This proposal will be carried over to the next Sub-workgroup meeting.

EC-C405.13(2)
Richard: This is the proposal that the DHCD staff put together based on the directive from the General Assembly.
Jeff: This is a conversation starter and one of several other similar proposals around EV charging spaces.

Bill: Thanked Jeff for the explanation, though there are some parts of this proposal he is not clear about.
Further discussion for a common plan among stakeholders would be ideal.

Richard: This will be carried over until the next Sub-workgroup meeting.

Steve Shapiro: Mentioned that he will not be able to make the next Sub-workgroup meeting, and wanted to
know if the conversations could continue until the June workgroup meeting.

Jeff: Conversations can continue beyond the Sub-workgroup meeting until the Workgroup meeting in June.
{BREAK 11:12-11:20}

EC-C502.3
Ben: This proposal expands the efficiency credit section to include alterations and additions. That would allow a
flexible way to encourage efficiency in commercial alterations and additions.
Eric: RECA supports this proposal. For a minimal amount of energy efficiency upgrade, in a substantial enough
addition, it makes sense to go beyond what is required in the code.
Steve Shapiro: Asked Eric to explain what he meant by things going beyond what’s required by the code, and
what size would a substantial addition be?
Ben: The base code requires that design professionals select measures from the points table that would
achieve a certain amount of points. Additions and alterations are not required to use the table, so they have
2.5% less efficiency required. This would require selection from the tables to bring up to commercial grade.
There are many exceptions to the size of the additions in C503.
Steve: How will this correlate with the existing building code?
Ben: Is open to putting it wherever it should go.
Richard: There would need to be a pathway from the existing building code to this code.
Bill: Supports this proposal.
Richard: Asked Ben if he wanted to carry this over so they can look into the existing building code for
reference. DHCD will assist.

Ben: Yes, he would like to carry over.
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Richard: This proposal will be carried over to the next Sub-workgroup meeting.

EC-C503.3.2
Ben: This proposal is similar to the residential proposal, but it is the commercial version. New equipment and
alterations would need to meet criteria for new buildings if the renovations are substantial enough.
Steve: Thinks this also needs to be coordinated with the existing building code.
Richard: This one may be more straight forward than the others. DHCD will help to correlate if the group
agrees to the language.
Bill: Supports this proposal.
Richard: Hearing no further discussion, a vote resulted in Sub-workgroup members Eric, Bill, Steve Shapiro
and KC showing Thumbs up. Mike indicated his opposition. The Sub-workgroup will support this proposal.
Mike: Typed in the chat box asking who selected the Sub-workgroup members.
Jeff: DHCD staff selected the members based on prior years and participation and expressed interest. Mike (or
anyone) can express interest to be considered.
Mike: Asked if there were any Sub-workgroup members who are Virginia domiciled energy providers: electric,
home heat, propane, etc.
Jeff: Not at this time.
Mike: Expressed concern that he wasn’t able to vote and that there was not representation from the
industries he mentioned included as Sub-workgroup members.
Richard: The Sub-workgroup supports this proposal and Ben would like the group to be listed as a co-proponent.
Steve: Commented that his thumbs up vote was based on how it correlates with the existing building code.
Richard: DHCD will work with Ben to make that update.

EB805.2
Ben: This proposal provides for duct testing and sizing to be the same as for new construction.
Andrew: Asked if ben would carry over to continue discussions.
Ben: Yes, he would like to carry this over.
Richard: This proposal will be carried over to the next Sub-workgroup meeting.

EB805.3
Ben: This proposal is for additions to meet existing code requirements with a few exceptions.
Steve: Asked if Ben would carry this over to continue discussions.
Ben: Yes, he would like to carry this over.
Richard: This proposal will be carried over to the next Sub-workgroup meeting.

EB805.3(2)
Ben: This proposal can also be carried over.
Richard: This proposal will be carried over to the next Sub-workgroup meeting.

EC-C1301.1.1
Richard: DHCD received a request from the proponent to carry this over to the next Sub-workgroup meeting.

EC-C401.2(2)
Richard: DHCD received a request from the proponent to carry this over to the next Sub-workgroup meeting.

EC-Appendix CB
Richard: DHCD received a request from the proponent to carry this over to the next Sub-workgroup meeting.
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RB311.1

KC: Worked on this proposal with the building code official of Montgomery County, who noticed that item #6 in
this section used the word “material” which was limiting. They added the words “provisions and” to be more
inclusive. Other building code officials they spoke with agreed to this change.

Andrew: Why did Montgomery County have a problem with the language?

KC: The material referenced used to be just insulation, now there are additional materials. This includes the
other materials.
Andrew: What are some examples of other materials?
KC: Testing results, for example. Other Counties supported this.
Ross Shearer: What is item 6? What are these provisions and materials? It’s not clear.
Andrew: Was door testing or duct testing the example given?
KC: Yes, officials would like to see the test results, which isn’t actually a material.
John: Typed in the chat box:
John Ainslie: Test reports are not part of a list of minimum inspections even though they are required for
C.0.
Andrew: Would like to know more specifically what building officials want. Aren’t test results already
provided?
Mike: Asked DHCD if there are any other codes amended this year in response to the request of one building
official.

Richard: Not that he recalls off the top of his head. Proposals come from a wide array of proponents, ranging

from an individual to associations or a group of proponents.

Bill: Concealment is a problem. If it bothers building officials they should inspect before concealment occurs. He
supports this proposal.
Andrew: Can DHCD show where there are tests required to be provided now?

Richard: Yes, throughout the code. In this section, it may be just a change in language here to be inclusive.
KC: Yes. This was done to be fully inclusive. She doesn’t mind reaching out for more examples or more building
official support. She is fine with carrying this over to the next meeting.

Richard: This proposal will be carried over to the next Sub-workgroup meeting.

Assignments and next steps:
Richard: There are several proposals that will be discussed outside of the Sub-workgroup before the next meeting to
try to get consensus. The Sub-workgroup will meet again on 5/19 as the final time before the June full Workgroup
meeting.
Bill: Asked if some people wanted to meet to discuss EV proposals now (after this Sub-workgroup meeting), since
the meeting was originally scheduled to go until 2pm.
Steve: He is ok to meet after a lunch break. He reminded the group that he still won’t have AOBA and VAMA
responses yet, but he’s willing to discuss the issues.
Ben: Typed in chat box, that he is ok to meet today.
Richard: DHCD will keep the Adobe Connect meeting space open for the discussions to continue between
individuals who are interested.
Bill: Asked if anyone from DHCD could join to assist.
Richard: He can meet today. 1:30 seems to work for most interested parties. The Adobe meeting space will
be open for people to return at 1:30 and discuss the carried over proposals further.
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Energy Sub-Workgroup Meeting Summary
May 19, 2022 - 9:00 a.m. —10:58 a.m.

Virtual Meeting: https://vadhcd.adobeconnect.com/va2021cdc/

ATTENDEES:

VA Department of Housing and Community Development (DHCD) Staff:

Jeff Brown: Director, State Building Codes Office (SBCO)

Richard Potts: Code Development and Technical Support Administrator, SBCO
Paul Messplay: Code and Regulation Specialist, SBCO

Jeanette Campbell: Administrative Assistant, Building and Fire Regulations (BFR)

Sub-Workgroup Members:

Andrew Clark: Homebuilders Association of Virginia (HBAV)
Chelsea Harnish: Virginia Energy Efficiency Council

Eric Lacey: Responsible Energy Codes Alliance (RECA)

K.C. Bleile: Viridiant

William (Bill) Penniman: Sierra Club — Virginia chapter

Other Interested Parties:

Ben Rabe: New Buildings Institute

Jack Avis: Avis Construction, Virginia Contractor Procurement Alliance (VCPA)
Laura Baker: Responsible Energy Codes Alliance (RECA)

Matt Benka: Virginia Contractor Procurement Alliance (VCPA)

Michael Redifer: Representing himself, assisting Jack & Matt (VCPA) in the process
Neil Palmer:

Ross Shearer: Virginia citizen

Sub-Workgroup Members not in attendance:

Andy McKinley: American Institute of Architects (AlA), Virginia

Bettina Bergoo: Virginia Department of Energy

Brian Clark: Habitat for Humanity

Corey Caney: International Association of Electrical Inspectors (IAEl), Virginia

Ellis McKinney: Virginia Plumbing and Mechanical Inspectors Association (VPMIA)

Jeff Mang: Polyisocyanurate Insulation Manufacturers Association

Jim Canter: Virginia Building and Code Officials Association (VBCOA)

Maggie Kelley Riggins: Southeast Energy Efficiency Alliance

Steve Shapiro: Apartment & Office Building Association (AOBA), Virginia Apartment Management Association
(VAMA)
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Welcome & Introductions

Richard Potts: Welcomed the attendees and thanked them for their participation. DHCD staff was introduced. The
proposals will be voted on by the Sub-workgroup members for support or non-consensus. If the Sub-workgroup is in
support of a proposal, the proponent will be asked if they would like to add the Sub-workgroup as a co-proponent
before submitting to the General Workgroup for consideration.

Sub-workgroup members introduced themselves.

Carried over proposals from May 12, 2022
REC-R402.4-21
Bill Penniman: This proposal is to bring air leakage level down to 3 air changes per hour (ACH). The air leakage
level of 3 ACH has been around for many years, but not yet adopted by Virginia. There was some discussion since
the last group meeting with Andrew Clark and his constituents, and while consensus was not reached, he hopes
there will be more discussion before the General Workgroup meets in June.
Laura Baker: Her proposal (R402.4.1.2) does essentially the same thing. She does support this proposal to bring
Virginia up to the 2021 IECC standards.
Richard: Asked for a vote, which resulted in thumbs up from Bill Penniman, Chelsea Harnish and Eric Lacey.
Andrew Clark voted thumbs down and KC Bleile abstained. This proposal will be marked as non-consensus.

EC-C407.6-21
Bill: This is a zero energy proposal, which provides the opportunity to activate the appendix. If the appendix is
activated, there is a credit given. He asked Richard what would be the best way to further discussions and
suggest language that might meet with consensus before the Workgroup meeting.
Richard: Use public comment on cdpVA and email to Sub-workgroup members.
Eric Lacey: The idea is to have language that would give the option of a net zero building, while not requiring it.
Ben Rabe: NBI was instrumental in getting the appendix into the code and wants it to move forward.
Richard: Hearing no further discussion, a vote resulted in Eric, KC and Bill showing thumbs up. Andrew Clark
voted thumbs down and Chelsea abstained. Non consensus.

REC-R402.1.2(1)-21 and REC-R402.1.2(2)-21
Laura: This proposal (1) brings wall insulation up to the 2021 IECC standards. She met with builders on Monday
and is still open to further discussions before the Workgroup meeting in June.
Richard: Since Bill has a similar proposal (2), the group can discuss both at the same time.
Bill: Agrees with Laura, Virginia is behind and this would catch up to the 2021 IECC. He’s also open to
discussion.
Andrew Clark: This proposal garners the most concern from the home builder industry. There’s a cost
estimate in the proposal of about $735, but builders think it’s more like $10-15k. There was some discussion
about redesigning homes, which is a secondary concern. DOE data shows homes built after 2000 are
affordable for people and the energy cost burden is not on them. This proposal would be costly.
Ben: The homes would be energy efficient for lower-income people to purchase down the road.
Richard: Hearing no further discussion, (1) and (2) will be marked non-consensus.

REC-R402.4.1.2-21
Laura: This is the proposal that’s similar to Bill's R402.4 with incremental improvements and some requirements
being relaxed.

Richard: Hearing no further discussion, a vote resulted in thumbs up from Bill, Eric and Chelsea. Andrew voted
thumbs down. Non-consensus.

REC-R403.3.3-21

Eric: This proposal eliminates the exception for duct testing for leakage in air-conditioned space. It would be
required, but would allow twice the amount of leakage in conditioned space than in non-conditioned space. The
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building cavities can be used as ducts in certain circumstances, as per the Virginia Residential Code.
Andrew: Supports this proposal.
Richard: Hearing no further discussion, a vote resulted in all thumbs up from the Sub-workgroup members.
This proposal will be supported by the Sub-workgroup.

REC-R1104.2
Bill: This proposal is the first of three for EV readiness and applies to single-family, two-family and townhouse
dwellings. It would require wiring for charging stations, leaving the option to owners to install chargers if wanted.
There’s been some resistance from utilities in providing all the energy required. He would be ok with just having
a space without wires as an alternative.
Andrew: There’s non-consensus now, but he hopes to get consensus before the Workgroup meeting. If pending
projects already have a load letter from the electrical power provider, it may cause a problem for them if this
proposal is adopted.
Bill: If only the conduit was installed with no wiring, it wouldn’t affect the load letter.
Andrew: Dominion is one piece of it, but there are co-ops to consider as well.
Bill: It does give the customer an option to make their life easier and cheaper if there’s a space available, and
he decides later to add a charging station.
Andrew: Asked if this can go forward with no vote from the Sub-workgroup so that there’s not a non-consensus
decision.
Richard: This can go forward as ‘no decision’ from the group.
Jeff Brown: The summary will capture discussions and say that the stakeholders are still working on it. The
summary won'’t indicate support or non-support.
Andrew: That would be a good solution for all the EV proposals.
Bill: Agreed.
Richard: If there is additional language or public comment, notify DHCD so it can go in as a floor amendment in
the Workgroup meeting.
Andrew: After the June Workgroup meeting, but before the BHCD meeting, can there be other changes?
Jeff: No changes can be made to the proposals after the workgroup meetings, but if there’s an agreement
worked out, it can be provided to DHCD and will be included in the information given to the BHCD for
consideration when they review the proposals at their September meeting.

EC-C405.10

Bill: This proposal is for multi-family units. There was some discussion at the last meeting, and he amended the
language based on feedback. He added EV ready and EV capable spaces in addition to EV installed spaces. He
changed some numbers to show 10% EV installed, 10% EV ready and the rest EV capable. He also added language
about load management maximum total. He would like to continue discussions with stakeholders before the
Workgroup meeting, with no vote from the Sub-workgroup today.

EC-C405.11.1
Richard: This EV-related proposal will go forward with no vote from the Sub-workgroup, while stakeholders
continue discussions.

{Break: 10:00-10:05}

EC-C403.7.7

Richard: This proposal is from Richard Grace, who is not in the meeting today. It clarifies the language to prevent
dampers from being installed where there’s a grease duct serving a Type 1 hood. Hearing no further discussion, a
vote resulted in abstentions from Eric, Chelsea and Andrew. Since there was no support or non-support, this will
go forward with no position from the Sub-workgroup.
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EC-C405.13(3)
Ben: He would like to continue discussions with stakeholders before the Workgroup meeting, with no vote from
the Sub-workgroup today.

EC-C405.13(2)
Ben: He would like to continue discussions with stakeholders before the Workgroup meeting, with no vote from
the Sub-workgroup today.

EC-C502.3
Ben: This proposal is about additional energy efficiency credits for alterations. He was hoping to get feedback
from Andrew.
Andrew: Hasn’t looked at it yet.
Richard: Asked Ben if he wanted to have a vote or no-vote from the Sub-workgroup today.
Ben: Asked Andrew if he would abstain from voting today and voice his opinion at the Workgroup meeting if
he reviews the proposal before then.
Andrew: He is willing to abstain from voting today and review the proposal before the Workgroup. He also
asked if this proposal could go forward with no vote from the group today, as they are doing with the EV
ones.
Jeff: Either option works.
Richard: Advised that the Sub-workgroup could vote in support today, with Andrew abstaining, and the
proposal would go to the Workgroup with the support of the Sub-workgroup. However, if Andrew reviews
the proposal and decides to vote in opposition to it at the Workgroup, it would go to the BHCD as non-
consensus.
Ben: Asked for a vote.
Richard: The vote resulted in 4 thumbs up from Chelsea, Eric, KC and Bill. Andrew abstained. This
proposal will go forward as supported by the Sub-workgroup.

RB113.1-21
KC: This proposal is intended to clarify the existing code by adding the words “provisions and” to item #6. It was
originally brought up by one Code Official, and KC has also asked other Code Officials, who support this.
Andrew: Would like to meet with KC on Monday to discuss the proposal further.
Richard: No vote or decision from the Sub-workgroup today. Discussions with stakeholders will continue.

EB805.2
Ben: This proposal is for duct testing requirements in alterations. He was waiting for Andrew to review it, but he
would like to proceed with a vote if Andrew hasn’t had a chance to review it yet (same as proposal-EC-C502.3).
Andrew: Agrees, and will abstain from voting today.
Richard: The vote resulted in 4 thumbs up from Chelsea, Eric, KC and Bill. Andrew abstained. This proposal will
go forward as supported by the Sub-workgroup.

EB805.3

Ben: Same as EB805.2 for additions instead of alterations.
Richard: A vote resulted in Chelsea, Eric, KC, Bill giving thumbs up. Andrew abstained. This proposal will be
supported by the Sub-workgroup.

EB805.3(2)

Ben: This is a commissioning requirement, which is already in new buildings, but this is for alterations.
Richard: A vote resulted in Chelsea, Eric and Bill giving thumbs up. Andrew and KC abstained. This proposal will
be supported by the Sub-workgroup.
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EC-C1301.1.1 withdrawn in favor of EC Appendix CB
Richard: This proposal was going to be presented last week, but Matt was not able to join the meeting. The
DHCD staff has the same proposal, due to legislature directing the BHCD to consider it.
Matt: This simplifies building construction and will help to make Virginia more competitive.
Jack: Appendix CB limits it to the building envelope. A metal building would require R19 in the roof with R5
insulation block and R13 in the walls. Added B group (or areas with large warehouse but only a few offices),
which would have to meet current code requirements.
Richard: This proposal and 1301.1.1(2) (from the DHCD staff) are for building use exceptions. EC401.2(2) is a
companion proposal to appendix CB, which triggers use of the appendix. However, it can be removed because
it’s not needed.
Michael Redifer: It was to trigger the use of the appendix, but its cleaner the way DHCD did it. Withdraw
401.2(2).

EC-C1301.1.1(2) consensus to not support

EC-C401.2(2) withdrawn in favor of EC Appendix CB
Richard: This will be withdrawn; added Section 402.1.6 to the IECC instead.

EC-Appendix CB move forward with no decision
Eric: This is better than the wider exception. Occupancy classifications are broad, covering buildings that are
multi-purpose use. He's a “no” right now, and would still like to work on it because it’s not specific enough. Also,
it only brings the code up to the 2006 IECC standards, which is not enough.
KC: Agrees with Eric. Particularly, utility and miscellaneous occupancies are too broad. Also non-consensus.
Bill: Is also a “no” right now. In favor of continuing to work on it.
Matt: Will continue to work on it, and welcomed others to join the discussions.
Richard: No vote or decision from the Sub-workgroup today. Discussions with stakeholders will continue.

Next steps

Richard: Thanked everyone for their time and participation. The General Workgroup meeting for energy
proposals will be June 9%. Any existing building code proposals discussed will be heard in the General Workgroup
meeting on June 8.
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Resiliency Sub Workgroup Meeting Summary
February 23, 2022 9:00 a.m. - 11:00 a.m.

Virtual Meeting: https://vadhcd.adobeconnect.com/va2021icdc/

ATTENDEES:
VA Department of Housing and Community Development (DHCD) Staff:

Jeff Brown: State Building Codes Director, State Building Codes Office (SBCO)

Richard Potts: Code Development and Technical Support Administrator, SBCO

Paul Messplay: Code and Regulation Specialist, SBCO

Florin Moldovan: Code and Regulation Specialist, SBCO

Travis Luter: Code and Regulation Specialist, SBCO

Jeanette Campbell: Administrative Assistant, Division of Building and Fire Regulations (BFR)

Sub Workgroup Members:

Charles Baker: Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Region 3

Debbie Messmer: Virginia Department of Emergency Management (VDEM)

Ellis McKinney: Virginia Plumbing and Mechanical Inspectors Association (VPMIA)
George Homewood: City of Norfolk, Planning Director

Joel Andre: American Institute of Architects (AlIA), Virginia

John Harbin: Hampton Roads Planning District Commission (HRPDC)

Kenneth Somerset: Virginia Floodplain Management Association (VFMA)

Richard Gordon: Virginia Building and Code Officials Association (VBCOA)

Steve Shapiro: Apartment and Office Building Association (AOBA); Virginia Apartment and Management
Association (VAMA)

Steve Sunderman: Resilient Virginia

Traci Munyan: DHCD, Resiliency

Interested Parties

Andrew Grigsby: Viridiant

Brandy Buford: Virginia Division of Conservation and Recreation (DCR)

Chris Stone: Clark Nexson, Virginia Beach, VP, Resiliency

Fred Kirby*: Virginia Department of General Services (DGS), Division of Engineering and Buildings (DEB) *standing
in for Raka Goyal today

Maggie Odom-Goeller

Study Group Members not in attendance:

Raka Goyal: Virginia Department of General Services (DGS), Division of Engineering and Buildings (DEB)
Angela Davis: Virginia Division of Conservation and Recreation (DCR)

Casey Littlefield: International Association of Electrical Inspectors (IAEl), Virginia

Andrew Clark: Home Builders Association of Virginia (HBAV)
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DISCUSSION:

Welcome and Introductions

Paul Messplay: Welcomed everyone to the meeting ant thanked them for their time. He noted that the meeting is
open to all for discussion, however, only the Sub Workgroup members will vote and be eligible to take official
actions. He discussed features of the Adobe Connect meeting room, and asked the group to stay muted when not
speaking and to identify themselves before speaking. He let the group know that there would be 5 minute breaks
each hour and an hour for lunch at noon. At his invitation, the DHCD staff and participants introduced themselves.

Overview of VA Code Development Process

Paul: Shared a short slide presentation with the 2021 Code Cycle notable dates; description of Study Groups, Sub
Workgroups and Workgroups; website for cdpVA, and where to find Virginia codes online at the ICC website.

Background
Paul: Gave background information about the Resiliency Sub Workgroup formation and prior areas of focus:

e Executive Order 24 - Governor Northam created in 2018, stating that DHCD shall consult with relevant
stakeholders and subject matter experts to identify and suggest resiliency improvements to the USBC for the
2018 code update. This process is continuing to the 2021 cycle, even though the group is no longer bound by
the 2018 order.

e  Prior Sub Workgroup Focus — They considered multiple resiliency topics and how buildings and structures are
impacted by events like flooding, moving & rising water, high winds, hurricanes and tornadoes, wildfires,
seismic activity and terrorism. The group settled on 2 main threats — flooding and high wind.

Group Discussion

1. What s resiliency?
Paul: Asked the group to begin by discussing what resiliency means to them.
George Homewood: Thinks in terms of shocks & stresses. Hurricanes and other big events are shocks.
Stresses are not big disasters for the community, but they can be a disaster for some individuals. To achieve
resiliency, we want to not only survive, but thrive. Climate change and sea level rise is real. Storms are
getting more frequent, longer and more intense. Our building environment isn’t designed in a way to
effectively manage these things, especially in low lying areas and coastal areas. He’s concerned about where
and why water accumulates rapidly.
Steve Sunderman: Climate change is real and the question is how to deal with it, besides just mitigation.
People use the term “natural disasters”, and he thinks they are really natural hazards. The issue is being
prepared for a hazard, so that it doesn’t become a disaster. Sustainability and resiliency seem to be
conflated often. Sustainability is about resource conservation and the triple bottom line - prosperity, human
activity and environment. Resiliency is more about preservation and preparation - being strong enough to
withstand hazards. Destruction is the biggest problem with sustainability. To prevent destruction,
something needs to be resilient.
Paul: There will be some energy proposals for the group to look at, and understanding the relationship
between resiliency and sustainability will be helpful.
Andrew Grigsby: Thinks that Chris Stone shared a good comment in the chat box:
“Sustainability does not include the ability to respond and recover, but resilience
does not include the ability for future generations to have resources.”
Over the years, he’s noticed that sustainability has been about how to maintain a certain quality of life
and allow future generations to enjoy the same quality. It was about utilization of resources. Climate
change is doing damage to that movement. Resiliency is about bouncing back and recovering in a way to
thrive. We want a sustainable society, we realize failures due to increasing hazards, shocks and stresses,
so we need to build more resilient systems due to those increased hazards.
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Steve Shapiro: Would want the group to look at cost impact, as well as resiliency impact. As we all know,
chapter 1 of the USBC talks about constructing with the least cost to maintain standards.

2. Area(s) of focus for this code cycle:

Paul: Last cycle, the Sub Workgroup found flooding and high wind to be the most important topics. Do we still
want those, or focus on something else? Chris Stone put a list in the chat box of possible topics (stressors &
shocks):

“Hurricanes, Earthquakes, Wildfires, Heat Waves, Blizzard, Pandemics, Flooding,

Tornadoes, Acts of Terrorism, Civil Unrest, Dam Failure, Drought, Affordability, Aging

Population, Food Scarcity, Sea Level Rise, Wealth Gap, Land Subsidence, Aging

Infrastructure, Population Growth, Melting Polar Ice, Global Warming, Increasing

Pollution.”

Chris Stone: This list was developed by the American Institute of Architects in 2017. He would also add the
impact of increasing temperatures. Richmond and Norfolk are doing heat island studies. More people die
from heat than any of these other listed items.
George: Thinks that flooding and wind should continue to be discussed. He also agrees with Chris that heat
island impacts are important. Heat impact is felt more by lower income communities and also
disproportionately impacts the aging population. He thinks that universal design would be a good way to
have fewer barriers in construction and address all segments. There’s also a risk of wildfire and there are
many things that can be done through the building code to reduce the potential of disaster due to wildfire.
Paul: There are some things that won’t be able to be addressed through the USBC (such as civil unrest,
wealth gap, increasing population, etc.). Northern Virginia did an urban heat islands analysis last year, and
he shared a link to the online report in the chat box. He asked the group what information they could share
on this topic.
Chris: One of the issues is the design parameters. For example, NOAA Atlas 14, which hasn’t been updated
since 2006, is used for precipitation. There is about a 20% increase in the IDF precipitation curves. It is
similar with heat. Facilities are being designed with weather data that is stagnated, it will not be helpful
for the long term of about 20 or 30 years.
George: Heat island can be addressed by how buildings are sited, like including areas of shade, which
may also protect from rain and snow.
Chris: There was legislation that failed in the General Assembly this year, involving tree canopies. Tree
canopies in urban areas do help with the heat island effect. Materials used can also help, such as
reflective roofs.
Andrew: Storm water management can also help.
Paul: Heat islands does sound like an interesting topic to look at, and we can still look at the flooding
and winds topics.
Steve Sh: George mentioned wildfires. ICC does have the Wildland-Urban Interface Code, which
describes different ways to mitigate wildfires.
Steve Su: US Green Building Council has addressed heat island effects for many years, and we can
look to them for recommendations.
Richard Gordon: Discussions about heat island may tend towards site design and also building
design. Other things that lean towards site design are fire access and fire response, wind damage,
trees falling, etc. Mitigating hazards through site design as a way of resiliency is important.
Paul: Topics don’t need to be decided on now, but group members should consider topics to
consider between now and the next meeting. He asked the group for more thoughts.
Fred Kirby: A primary interest may be in the existing building code 502.1.1 regarding structural
concrete. Retrofitting a weak first story for seismic activity can be part of resiliency and
structural sustainability as well.
Paul: Posted a link in the chat box to chapter 11 of the existing building code about retrofitting.

3. Proposals for Consideration:
Paul: There are proposals on the cdpVA website now, which have resiliency impact statements. The task for
the group is to discuss and determine if the proposals actually do have an impact on resiliency.
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a) B1206.2-21
George: Whose definition of resiliency should we use? The writer of this proposal equates quality of life
and resilience as the same thing. We may not all agree. In this case, | do not agree. Are we the arbiter of
what resilience is in this case?

Paul: This group will determine what is resiliency and what is not. It is not defined in the code of Virginia.
Steve Su: Quality of life is part of resiliency, as in the case of protecting life and safety issues. As an
example, if electric is lost for a period of time due to not being resilient, quality of life is impacted.
Environment, people and cost are the trifecta that should be balanced.

Paul: Since there were no other comments, he asked for a vote of thumbs up or down to see if noise as
a quality of life issue is part of resiliency. Eight down, two up (Charles, Traci), Kenneth abstained.
Steve Sh: He doesn’t think this is resiliency, but even if he did think it was, he would still need to
define noise level.
Paul: According to the vote, proposition B1206.2-21 does not rise to level of resiliency.

b) EB502.1.1-21
Paul: Fred mentioned the structural concrete in existing building code 502.1.1.
Fred: He is interested to find out when to upgrade, and what triggers the requirement.
Paul: This proponent references ACI 562 about additions and repair to structural concrete. The bottom
of page 2 says that use of ACI code 562 standard helps ensure that repairs are properly performed and
will satisfy an acceptable service life. Without minimum standards, repairs may not satisfy the intent of
the code or expectations of the owners or public. Proper evaluation and repairs will improve resiliency
of the building. News coverage demonstrates that there is a potential risk to life due to deteriorating
concrete and inappropriate repairs. ACI 562 is referenced as a document for assessing and designing
repairs and additions to structural concrete.
Richard G: Hasn’t reviewed extensively ACI 562, but he has encountered poor concrete construction in
older buildings, and proper repair would be beneficial. It leads to discussion about the condition of
existing buildings
Ellis Mckinney: They have a lot of concrete repair in Arlington. He is not an expert in ACI 562, but he
has experienced a lot of slab and garage repair in mixed use developments. Another tool to evaluate
would be helpful. Much of the repair takes place at night, when after-hours inspections are needed to
verify. This would be another tool in the toolbox, but may not rise totally to the level of resiliency in
the long term. He does think the proposal itself is a good one.
Paul: The group will vote thumbs up or down to decide if the resiliency statement in the proposal is
impactful, and should be discussed from a resiliency standpoint.
Steve Sh: To clarify, is the voting to determine if the proposal is resilient, or for support of the
proposal as a whole?
Paul: The thumbs up will indicate agreement with the resiliency impact statement and thumbs
down means disagreement with the resiliency impact statement. The group will not necessarily
vote to show agreement with the proposal, but if it is part of resiliency, the group will provide an
analysis for the Board of Housing and Community Development.
Steve Sh: Last cycle, the group did or didn’t support individual proposals based on their content.
Will the group not do that this time?
Jeff Brown: Last cycle, the group developed some proposals, and did some analysis of other
proposals submitted. The group could also take a position on the proposals submitted if desired,
when they do have a positive impact on resiliency. The group could actually become proponents
or co-proponents of the proposals. If the group does not support a proposal, that could also be
documented to bring to the full Workgroups.
Fred: Looking at the resiliency impact statement, he takes issue because the existing building
code already covers it. He wonders if or what more the group can add to the statement. In
California, they had weak first story buildings, and they evaluated them preemptively, since
they are in a seismic area. In Virginia, the buildings stay as they are, unless something changes
which requires a building permit, and then would trigger the existing building code. He would
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ask if the existing building stock or a segment thereof would have an issue that would cause this
type of proposal to be needed over and above triggering the existing building code provision.

{BREAK: 10:07-10:12}

Paul: Steve Sunderman sent a document about the relationship between resiliency and sustainability. Paul
dropped it in the document pod for anyone to view or download. He asked if Richard Gordon wanted to
comment verbally on what Fred said earlier. Richard Gordon commented in the chat box:
“I think Mr. Kirby's comments speak to the greater issue of evaluating existing buildings, which is an
important component of the resiliency discussion. This specific proposal would only provide guidance
on assessment and repairs; it would not require any assessments on existing buildings. Any
requirements for evaluation of existing buildings not undergoing alteration or repair should be in the
Maintenance Code, not the VEBC”
Richard G: Supports the idea of including a discussion about evaluating existing buildings. Hazards
related to existing buildings have not been specifically called out as a discussion item.
Fred: He wants to be careful to watch costs and not have unfunded mandates. He wants to keep the
community safe, but watch costs, especially in existing building code requirements.
Paul: He could try to get a copy of ACI 562 if the group wants to see it. He asked the group to vote on if
they want to see ACI 562 before voting on the resiliency impact statement. 8 yes and 3 no (George,
John & Steve Sunderman)
Jeff: posted in the chat box:
“Note from ACI: COMPLIMENTARY COPIES OF ACI 562-21 are available upon request for DHCD
staff, BHCD and Workgroup members. Those who would like a copy, please email Kerry Sutton
at kerry.sutton@concrete.org and a link will be sent to you from ACI to access the document."
Paul: Asked those who voted thumbs down why they thought it was not necessary to wait to review
the ACI before voting.
Steve Su: Thinks the ACI standards are well researched and documented, he has no need to look at
the details. He thinks the concept is viable, and doesn’t need to look at the ACI.
George, John and Andrew: all agreed with Steve.
Paul: Will still defer the vote until the rest of group who wants to look at the ACI gets to review it.
He asked people with thumbs up to ask Kerry Sutton for the ACI, and be ready to vote on the
proposal’s resiliency impact at next meeting.
Steve Su: Asked if Paul could request the ACI from Kerry once and supply it to the group.
Paul: Licenses are done on an individual basis, so anyone who wants to see it has to request it

themselves.

c) EB1102-21
Paul: This proposal is in regards to lithium ion technology energy storage systems. The purpose is to
address protection shortcomings in the design, installation and maintenance of existing lithium ion energy
storage systems by requiring a hazard analysis. This analysis would provide an early warning notification
about a thermal runaway event, where none currently exists. This would increase resiliency of existing ESS
by requiring an assessment of potential hazards that could destroy the ESS and provide unwanted
exposure. Addressing these potential hazards upfront, provides for long term resilience of the systems
and buildings where they are housed. After a few minutes review, he asked for thumbs up or down vote
on resiliency.
Andrew: He’s curious about table 1207.1.1. What is the capacity of the batteries? Would larger ones
need it and not smaller ones? Is there a threshold?
Paul: Florin Moldovan posted a link to IFC chapter 12 in the chat box, answering the question.
Paul: 11 thumbs up, Steve Shapiro — thumbs down.
Andrew: It looks like the noted 12kwh applies only to a residential size battery. Would this hazard
analysis be required from the manufacturer or the installer? For a larger system (industrial), he would
definitely want it.
Paul: Residential applications are excluded via exception.
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d) FP901.4.8-21
Paul: The proponent says that resiliency will be impacted because there will be better tools available to
fire code officials to identify building construction features that must be maintained. The SFPC Sub
Workgroup looked at it last week; some language was modified, but that did not affect the resiliency
statement. He asked for thumbs up or down. 13 thumbs up, none down.

Steve Sh: His opposition to the last one, (EB1102-21) was because it seems retroactive — even before
deciding on resiliency statement.
George: Isn’t the point to decide on the resiliency statement only, or is it to include other things?
Paul: The mission is to decide on resiliency. Comments about other things can be made and captured.
George: Also, even if we like it for resiliency, we can still not like the proposal.
Paul: Yes, it goes both ways. The proposal can be liked or disliked, but the group still has to vote on
resiliency.
Steve Sh: He still stands on his comments, and if it’s retroactive, why bother voting on resiliency,
because it shouldn’t be considered anyway.

e) FP901.6.3.2-21
Paul: This proposal calls for a required annual inspection sticker to be placed on fire protection systems in
a location determined by the fire official. The proponent says it will increase resiliency since it will provide
inspection status awareness. He asked for comments, and thumbs vote when ready. 9 thumbs up, 2 down
(George and Richard).

Fred: Thinks it’s already addressed in NFPA 25, so he would not consider it to be an impact to resilience.
Richard: Looked in NFPA 25 and can’t find this requirement in there. He agrees with the proposal itself,
but doesn’t think it impacts resiliency, because the inspections and documentation are in NFPA, so the
sticker isn’t very important.

George: Agrees that it’s only convenient for a glance, and doesn’t help with resilience, since
inspections have to be done anyway and documented elsewhere.
Steve Su: Can there be three voting categories: agree with resiliency impact, disagree with resiliency
impact, and no impact to resiliency?
Paul: Yes. He asked the group if anyone considered this proposal to be neutral — with no impact
either way on resiliency. There were no additional comments.

f) FP1201.3-21
Paul: The proposal references the building code for hazardous material quantities, and allows the fire
code official to require a hazard mitigation analysis for quantities in excess of those limits cited. The
proponent says resiliency will be increased by improving correlation between the SFPC and applicable
building code for energy storage system requirements.
George: Asked for a neutral voting option symbol (besides thumbs up or down).
Paul: Suggested that the group use the smiling face symbol to vote that there was a neutral impact on
resiliency (neither yes nor no).
Richard G: Doesn’t think that any of the propositions will be likely to decrease resiliency — they will
probably all be an increase to resiliency or neutral.

Paul: That will probably be the case, but since cdpVA gives all 3 options, we should vote accordingly.
Andrew: Kilowatt hour energy is referenced. Wouldn’t the issue be about kilowatts used
(instantaneous power), not hours (which would be over time)?

Fred: There can be a large kilowatt available for a short period of time, which would require a
relatively small battery. However, it’s about storage, so hours would be needed for total capacity.
Andrew: Agrees, but the energy systems in the building would be rate of flow. If hours was
removed, it would make more sense.
Richard G: kwh is total storage and the standard measure used. It does seem that the hazard they
are trying to address is the potential total storage in the system.
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Steve Su: Focusing on the resiliency impact statement, does the increase in correlation of fire
and building codes increase resiliency? If it does, it seems like it would be positive on the
resiliency scale and a good resiliency statement.
Paul: Yes, that is what the vote should be about. Namely, whether or not correlating the SFPC
and the applicable building code increases resiliency.
Andrew: To sum it up, it sounds like they are saying don’t have too big of a battery. He will take
it on faith that it follows the model code.
Paul: There was some discussion about this in the SFPC Sub Workgroup, and they agreed that
the proposal was technically correct. They agreed to support the proposal.
Paul: Resiliency impact vote resulted in 10 thumbs up, one down — Charles.

Assignments and Next Steps

Paul: Looking for volunteers to work on the three projects below. Is there anything people know about that’s
coming soon (2024), which will have a positive resiliency impact, and which the group may want to talk about
and consider making a proposal? What about proposals in cdpVA now, particularly ones marked with neutral
impacts? Reviewing George’s additions?

1.

Looking ahead to the 2024 Codes

Ellis: Asked Paul to clarify this assignment.

Paul: wants someone to go into cdp Access on the national level to look for anything set for the 2024 cycle
that might impact resiliency?

Ellis: Volunteered to do this. He participates in the ICC region 7 meetings on this topic.

Reviewing other proposals in cdpVA

Steve Su: Will look in cdpVA for anything that is neutral in resiliency to see if there is a positive or negative
impact to resiliency.

Paul: will send a report to the group with how many are out there. Steve Sunderman can work on this, and if
there are a lot, someone else can help. He doesn’t think there are too many, but he will send the report.

Review proposed amendments provided by George Homewood
John: will look at George’s proposals. Charles and George will also help.

Next Meeting

Paul: Thanked everyone. Asked group members to send new information as soon as it is available. He will
send a poll for the next meeting date.
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Resiliency Sub-workgroup Meeting Summary

March 16, 2022 9:00 a.m. — 10:48 a.m.

Virtual Meeting: https://vadhcd.adobeconnect.com/va2021cdc/
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VA Department of Housing and Community Development (DHCD) Staff:

Jeff Brown: State Building Codes Director, State Building Codes Office (SBCO)
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Jeanette Campbell: Administrative Assistant, Building and Fire Regulations (BFR)

Sub Workgroup Members:

George Homewood: City of Norfolk, Planning Director

Joel Andre: American Institute of Architects (AlA), Virginia

John Harbin: Hampton Roads Planning District Commission (HRPDC)

Raka Goyal: Virginia Department of General Services (DGS), Division of Engineering and Buildings (DEB)
Angela Davis: Virginia Division of Conservation and Recreation (DCR)

Richard Gordon: Virginia Building and Code Officials Association (VBCOA)

Steve Shapiro: Apartment and Office Building Association (AOBA); Virginia Apartment and Management
Association (VAMA)

Steve Sunderman: Resilient Virginia

Traci Munyan: DHCD, Resiliency

Andrew Grigsby: Viridiant

Interested Parties

Margaret Rockwell

Sub Workgroup Members not in attendance:

Charles Baker: Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) Region 3
Kenneth Somerset: Virginia Floodplain Management Association (VFMA)

Debbie Messmer: Virginia Department of Emergency Management (VDEM)

Ellis McKinney: Virginia Plumbing and Mechanical Inspectors Association (VPMIA)
Casey Littlefield: International Association of Electrical Inspectors (IAEl), Virginia
Andrew Clark: Home Builders Association of Virginia (HBAV)
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Welcome and Introductions
Paul Messplay: Welcomed participants to the second meeting of the Resiliency Sub-workgroup and invited Raka
Goyal to introduce herself, since she was not at the prior meeting.

Discussion

cdpVA Neutral Impact Proposals — Steve Sunderman

Paul: Steve Sunderman prepared a neutral impact analysis report from the proposals with neutral Resiliency
Impact Statements in cdpVA. The file shared is also located in the pod on the left in the Adobe Connect meeting
and is available for download.

Steve Sunderman: {B102.3-21} Reason Statement: “This exemption is based on exempting play structures from
the amusement device provisions associated to these structures and was developed prior to VCC section 424.
The provisions of VCC chapter 4 regarding children’s play structures regulate the fuel loading limitations and fire
protection requirements associated with having these structures inside of buildings. Fire protection provisions
related to installation of play structures in buildings should remain applicable.” He agrees with the Resiliency
Impact Statement that the proposal will neither increase nor decrease resiliency. Other group participants agree.

Steve Sund: {B110.9-21} Reason Statement: “There is no provision in section 110 addressing proactive
cancellation or discontinuance of building projects and permits by the permit holder or the owner. Abandonment
of work and revocation provisions are provided, but neither of those code provisions address a simple request to
cancel a permit.” This is a documentation clarification or administrative issue. He agrees that the proposal will
neither increase nor decrease resiliency. Other group participants agree.

Steve Sund: {B310.6-21} This proposal has a lengthy Reason Statement, but it says that the scope of the VRC is
not provided in VCC Section 310, where it belongs. It’s another formatting or administrative change, which he
agrees has no impact on resiliency. Other group participants agree.

Steve Sund: {B706.1-21} This proposal aims to clarify the intent of the applicable code sections. It’s another
formatting or administrative change, which he agrees has no impact on resiliency. Other group participants
agree.

Steve Sund: {B1006.3.4-21} Reason Statement: Experience in Seattle and New York City has shown that this kind
of development with a limited floorplan can be allowed safely, as well as in other countries. This allows more
compact missing middle residential development that was historically common in Virginia but has not been
permitted for many years. Reviewers note that there is still a need for reliable aerial access, sprinklers, and
alarms. It’s another clarification issue with no impact on resiliency.
George Homewood: How broad is “resilience”? The ability to have missing metal, and therefore more
affordable housing does contribute to economic resilience, although not necessarily physical resilience. He
agrees with Steve that it doesn’t increase physical resilience, but it could increase economic resilience.
Paul: This proposal appears to reduce stairways from 2 to 1. Would that make the building less safe or
resilient?
Steve Sund: There could be an argument one way or another about the resiliency issues, but he still doesn’t
see a strong case to increase or decrease resiliency.
Paul: The group agrees. No impact on resiliency.

Steve Sund: {B1020.2.1-21} Reason Statement: “The VCC has historically eliminated the requirement for hoistway
opening protection in 3006. As long as that section is eliminated in the 2021 VCC, the reference to 3006 from
1020 is invalid.” It’s another documentation clarification issue with no impact on resiliency. Other group
participants agree.

Steve Sund: {EB102.2.2-21} Reason Statement: “VEBC section 302.3 has this requirement that replacement
smoke alarms must meet UL 217 and requires 10 year sealed batteries for battery only replacements. If the R-5
exception is taken to use the VRC instead of the VEBC this requirement to have current technology replacement
smoke alarms is lost. This code change brings application of the VRC to R-5 consistent with use of the VEBC for
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R-5.” He agrees that the code change has no impact on resiliency.
Andrew Grigsby: Improved smoke alarms theoretically reduce damage to buildings which overall would increase
resiliency.
Steve Sund: The issue is that this is a documentation or code clarification; it isn’t a new code requirement. It
brings consistency between statements in the codes.
Paul: As discussed in a previous meeting, correlation between codes can have a positive impact on resiliency,
(i.e. proposal FP1201.3-21).
Steve Shapiro: Agrees with Paul. If this change was not made, there would be an issue. The change ensures
that R-5 isn’t left out. Therefore, correlation between codes in this case increases resiliency.
Andrew: Agrees that this supports increased resiliency.
Steve: After hearing the discussion, he could say that it does increase resiliency.
Paul: Held a vote. This will increase resiliency due to coordination in codes. All thumbs up.

Steve: {EB603.6-21} Reason Statement: “Any occupant load change that increases the number of required
plumbing fixtures is a change of occupancy by definition and section 710.1 is applicable. This provision is not
consistent with the exception to 710.1 creating a confusing conflict.” It’s a documentation clarification issue, and
he agrees that there is no impact on resiliency.
George: If the occupancy is increased, plumbing fixtures should be increased.
Steve Sund: The cost impact statement says that there’s no impact. The section is already overridden by section
710.1, so this is essentially an editorial change. Even if the plumbing fixture requirement is changed, is that
resiliency? He thinks it’s still only editorial, with no impact to resiliency.
Richard Gordon: It’s clear in 