DHCD Work Group 4 2009 USBC International Residential Code

First meeting April 9, 2009, at 9:30 a.m. at DHCD 1* Floor Board Room,
501 North 2™ Street, Richmond, Virginia 23219

Welcome

Introductions

2009 Schedule: NOIRA, Public Hearings, Work Groups, Codes and Standards
Committee, BHCD actions, public comment periods.

2009 USBC/IRC technical amendments:

I.

USBC 202 Story above grade: Delete in IRC. Is there a consensus to delete and use
IRC? (no handout)

USBC subsoil drains: Delete in IRC. Is there a consensus to delete and use IRC? (no
handout)

USBC/R302.1 Exterior: Delete USBC as in IRC. Is there a consensus to delete and
use IRC? (page 50)

USBC R302.1 and table: Henrico townhomes with porches and rating required
discuss to see if changes necessary in USBC and at ICC IRC. In this matter homes
were sprinkled based on local proffers. (page 8)

USBC/R310.1 Emergency openings: USBC amend to match IRC, but likely need to
keep amended USBC due to sprinkler exception. Is there a consensus to amend
USBC and move forward? (no handout)

USBC/R317 Two family dwellings: Review dependent on sprinkler issue and could
be the example and basis for incentives as option for sprinklers in Exceptions | and 2.
Amend 13 to 13D? Why would you do 13 for IRC 2 family building? Need to
clarify that one hour is okay or not for lot line? Is there a consensus to retain or
amend? (page 49)

USBC R326, 327, 328 Appendices G, H, K: Retain in 2009 USBC. Entrapment
standard approved for pools. IRC AG106.1 and G24441: Standard for pool
entrapment. Is there a consensus to move forward as further improvement over the
2006 CSPC retrofit? How will this be implemented? Is there a consensus to require
retrofitting of existing pools? Swimming pool barrier covers: AG105.5 amend to
allow as does the IBC 3109.4. Above-grade pools and issues with 4 foot barrier
requirements being met by the pool side wall? (page 9

USBC T404: Delete in IRC. Is there a consensus to delete? (no handout)
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11.
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USBC 401.1 Exception: Keep in 2009 USBC? Is there a consensus to keep?
(no handout)

USBC 401.3: Chesterfield - first sentence used to drain entire lot versus protecting
foundation that is what section covers. Needs clarification? Code change submitted
from the builder. Is there a consensus to amend or retain as is this section? (page 11)

IRC 401.4, 403.1.8.1 items 1-4: See PWC policy as basis for ICC and USBC code
change where plasticity is 20 or less. Discussion only. (page 18)

USBC R502.2.2.1 Deck Ledger: Delete in IRC. Is there a consensus to delete?
{no handout)

USBC 602.10 Wall bracing: Delete in IRC. Are there parts to retain? Is there a
consensus to delete or amend to retain some sections? (page 19)

USBC R613.2 Window sills; Retain or amend per IRC? Increased sill height from 24
inches to 36 inches and our USBC 18 inches, but provided several exceptions to
consider? Is there a consensus to retain, amend or delete? (page 21)

USRC P3202 Sub-drain: Delete in IRC-P. Is there a consensus to delete?
{no handout)

USBC P3007: Delete in IRC. Ts there a consensus to delete? (no handout)

USBC P2903.5 Water hammer: Retain. Denied at ICC again. Is there a consensus to
retain? (no handout)

USBC P3002.2.1 Tracer wire: Coordinate with IPC to fix glitch in version used. Is
there a consensus to amend TPC and IRC versions to match? (no handout)

USBC G2411.1 CSST: Is there a consensus to retain, amend or delete? (no handout)
USBC M1801.1.1: Delete? Is there a consensus to delete or retain? (no handout)

USBC G2425.1: Deal with inspections and should they be relocated into USBC .
inspection section? Discussion only. (no handout)

USBC R506.2.1 and 506.2.2 Slag: Delete or retain? Covered by standards. Is there
a consensus to delete or retain? (no handout)

IRC 313.1: New that where security alarm/combination smoke alarms systems are
installed to comply with IRC smoke alarm requirements the system shall be
supervised. The proponent’s intent in testimony was making the owner responsible to
then maintain the system and the fire official could do a NOV if they didn’t where
reported by the alarm company for bill not being paid so system would be shut down



24.

25.

26.

27.

28.

thereby having no operable smoke alarms required by the IRC. How will this work in
USBC/SFPC? SFPC no periodic inspections for IRC? Should USBC and SFPC code
officials be involved between contractual matters? Is there a consensus to delete,
amend or forward? Need to review USBC administrative section 103.5 with IRC
mandate that existing homes would get smoke detectors whenever a permit is issued.
Currently, state law allows localities to do by local ordinances and IRC retrofit
provisions not enforceable under the USBC. (page 23)

IRC 602.10: Eastern shore building official and one builder would like to see a
prescriptive wall bracing method instead of requirement for engineered plans that are
costly for that rural area. Cite history of wind events, protection of barrier islands and
using continuous sheathing/OSB as more than sufficient unless you have wall of
glazing. Discussion only. May see code change? Legislator asked for DHCD to put
on table for the builder and let regulatory process consider it first. (page 25)

IRC M2005.2 Water heaters: Cannot put in storage closets. AGA wanted to allow 1f
met space and ventilation rates? VBCOA/VPMIA opposed. Is it clear what
constitutes a storage closet? Open basement, most often used for storage, and then
permit for recreation space. A water heater and furnace in a mechanical room
meeting size and make-up air but is also used for storage of all sorts of things such as
Christmas/seasonal decorations, furniture, clothes, etc. Is this a storage closet?
Discussion only. (no handout)

JRCN1101.7, N1101.8 and in IECC duct testing and air barrier testing and special
inspections: Should USBC delete N1101.7 Above code and 1101.8 certificate with R
and U values? Both are USBC administrative matters as modification function for
“above code” and “certificate” could be under final inspection of permits and CO? Is
there a consensus to retain or amend/delete? Note as energy changes being discussed
in Work Group 1. (no handout)

TIRC E210 and 220 Arc-fault devices: 2008 NEC requires all dwelling units’ circuits
to be on arc-fault protection where now only bedrooms are required. Ten states have
adopted the measure. Cost to install these breakers in the 100amp service panel is
200-300 dollars more than standard breakers. Proponents cite 400-500 deaths per
year so some of these would be saved down the road from nearly 2,400 lives lost
from fires in IRC dwelling units. Is there a consensus to move forward, amend to
leave for bedrooms or delete? Also, required child protective covers which have the
higher cost. How often do these covers need to be replaced? (page 30)

IRC 313 Smoke Alarms: Need only be listed and can use photoelectric or ionization
types. Both can be effective in proper location was conclusion of a FEMA report.
One is better for smoldering fires while other for flaming fires. Several deaths
reported nationwide where one or other failed but don’t have full details. Should this
be ICC issue first? Should one be required over the other? Discussion only.

(no handout)



29. IRC 313.1.1, 313.1.2 CO alarms: New requirement for CO alarms in IRC with fuel-
fired appliances only not in IBC as no code change was up for a vote. Would it
include electric house with fireplaces? Would be located in ‘sleeping areas near
bedrooms? So can one work if bedrooms on one floor? If bedrooms are on other
floors, would you need one on each floor? Would you need more than on CO alarm
if bedrooms are on the same floor but two bedrooms are down the hall and a master
bedroom at the other end? Would you use the manufacturer’s instructions to
determine how many you need? Proponents were asked and felt you would need
more than one per floor. Is the IRC code change concise and clear requirement for
the prescriptive IRC? Is there a consensus to move forward, amend, delete? Also,
requires existing CO alarms whenever a permit is issues. Need to delete in USBC?
Is there a consensus to delete? (page 36)

30. USBC/MHSR: Review what is under Work Group 2 on clarifying duties and what
regulations are enforced more clearly and will be part of specialized training for
installers and inspectors. (page 38)

31. Loudoun fire official asked about prohibiting new GP truss system. Wouldn’t be able
to do so unless deemed not structurally safe. Lightweight framing issue. (page 52)

32. Gray water and rainwater harvesting discussion and moving appendix into the IRC?
{no handout)

33. IRC chapter 11 differences between IRC and IECC? (no handout)
34, Other IRC changes that should be reviewed? (no handout)

Sprinkler discussion: this will be held at the Aprii 9" meeting but then carried over
for decision on consensus at the May 13" (page 40)

IRC 313.1, R313.2 Sprinklers: Mandated January 1, 2011 for 13D or prescriptive IPC
tables. No incentives except for townhomes from two hours to one hour fire wall. What
to do with duplexes - one hours or two hours? Proponents withdrew code change for
incentives and optional, saying that would be a matter for local and state adoptions.
What to do with MHSR for manufactured homes? Fire coalition, DHCD and DPOR
agreed that now plumbers can do limited systems, 20 heard or less off domestic water
supply. Should they be able to do if more than 20 heads using prescriptive and 13D has
to be sprinkler contractor? Cost $1.61 to $3.00 or more such as in rural areas? Hook-up
fees can be zero or several thousand dollars. Is there a consensus to move forward,
amend or delete?

Staff will delete January 2011 date from the code change as the BHCD needs to set that
date not the ICC/IRC. IRC 313 Sprinklers options: do as in IRC; do incentive based
mandate or as an option where installed; could consider incentives for emergency egress
(in USBC), smoke alarms not in bedrooms, glazing allowed 3-5 feet, IFC appendices less
fire flow, fewer fire hydrants or reduced widths for fire access roads that are done today



in localities by proffers or local fire codes. Could mandate for only townhomes with or
without incentives. Could do a limited area sprinkler option for say 20 heads or less in
areas where majority of fire start such as kitchens, bedrooms and family rooms. In
smaller homes under 2,000 feet, 20 heads might be all that is necessary.

Passive option might be allowed as exception to mandated sprinklers. So with arc-fault
devices, CO alarms, new fire proof cigarettes, require walls and floor ceiling systems to
be 5/8™" Type X sheetrock, door closers at garage and bedroom doors, rated garage and
bedroom doors of 34 hour as some non-sprinkled options?

Virginia fire data and national data: Last eight years, VDFP shows averages 38 deaths per
year and two firefighter deaths with most in 35 jurisdictions. Smoke detectors 63% and
sprinklers 69% effective and together 83% for life safety. One jurisdiction, Fairfax, had
24 deaths or average three per year so would new arc fault devices or fire proof cigarettes
at some future date alone reduce deaths by one or two as smoking and electrical are in the
top five causes? Would mandating, not allowing local option, to install smoke detectors
save lives? Need to look at the 35 communities for more details such as where did they
occur, what was the age of homes, where there elderly living alone and other human
factors. Cooking fires were either the first or second leading cause and fires mostly
occurred from 4:00 p.m. to 1:00 a.m.

Work Group 4’s next meeting will be May 13, 2009 at 9:30 a.m. at DHCD, 501
North 2™ Street, Richmond, VA in the 1* floor Board Room. Staff will advise if
DHCD has moved to our new location (scheduled for sometime in May of 2009).



Board of Housing and Community Development (BHCD), Fire Services Board
(FSB) and BHCD’s Codes and Standards Committee
2009 Regulatory Action and Meeting Dates

These dates are subject to change.
January 26, 2009: BHCD presented with 2009 regulatory schedule.
March 23, 2009: BHCD approves Notice of Intended Regulatory Action (NOIRA).

May 18, 2009: BHCD’s Codes and Standards Committee will meet from approximately
11:00 a.m. to 4:00 p.m. at DHCD, 1* floor board room (right after the BHCD board
meeting that will be from10:00 a.m. to 11:00p.m.). Four Work Groups, advisory
committees, Fire Services Code Committee and associations should have identified their
2009 code changes and gained consensus where possible.

June 22, 2009: BHCD’s Codes and Standards Committee will meet to review non-
consensus items at DHCD, 1% floor board room from 9:30 a.m. to 4:00 p.m.

July 27, 2009: BHCD will meet at VDHA, 4224 Cox Road (Innsbrook), 1 floor. BHCD
and FSB Public Hearing at 9:30 a.m., Codes and Standards Committee following the
hearing from approximately 11:00 a.m. to 12:15 p.m. and BHCD Board meeting at 1:00
p.m. to approve the 2009 proposed regulations.

August, September, and October, 2009: No meetings during this time as regulations
are approved for publication and 60 days comment period.

November 16" or December 21, 2009: BHCD's Codes and Standards Committee will
meet to review public comments on the proposed regulations, carry-over code changes
and new code changes.

January 18™ or 25™, 2010: BHCD and FSB will hold a public hearing on the proposed
regulations.

March 1, 2010: Deadline for new code changes.
May 17, 2010: BHCD’s Codes and Standards Committee will meet to consider all code
changes not approved, public comments Or any new code changes and a final review of

the regulations and approval to submit for the BHCD to approve.

June 21, 2010: BHCD approve fina regulations with input from the FSB on the SFPC.
Codes and Standards Committee will have a short meeting prior to the BHCD meeting.

September 30, 2010: Effective date of final regulations if approved by the OAG and
Governor’s Office.

{Updated March 27, 2009)



2009 BHCD Regulatory Cycle Schedule and Meetings for the USBC, SFPC,
VADR, VCS, MHSR and the IBSR

March 19, 2009: Work Group 2 - Administrative and Selected Technical Issues for the USBC,
SFPC, MHSR, IBSR, VADR and VCS Regulations meets.

March 23, 2009: BHCD approves the publication of the NOIRA’s for each regulation,
March 26, 2009: Work Group 1 - USBC Energy Code Requirements meets.

April 2, 2009: Work Group 3 - USBC/SFPC Technical Amendmenis meets.

Aprit 9, 2009: Work Group 4 - International Residential Code meets.

April 23, 2009: Work Group 1 - USBC Energy Code Reguirements mesets.

April 30, 2009: Work Group 2 - Administrative and Selected Technical Issues for the USBC,
SFPC, MHSR, IBSR, VADR and VCS Regulations meets.

May 6, 2009: Work Group 3 - USBC/SFPC Technical Amendments meets.
May 13, 2009: Werk Group 4 - International Residential Code meets.

May 18, 2009: BHCD's Codes and Standards Committee meets - 1* floor board room at DHCD
from approximately 11:00 to 4:00 (following the regular scheduled BHCD meeting}.

June 22, 2009: BHCD's Codes and Standards Committee meets 1* floor board room at DHCD
from 9:30 to 4:00.

July 27, 2009: BHCD and Fire Services Board will hold a public hearing at 9:30 a.m. The Codes
and Standards Committee will meet from approximately 11:00 to 12:15. The BHCD will meet at

1:00 to approve the draft regulations. The meetings will be held ai VDHA in Innsbrook at 4224
Cox Road, 1% floor.

August to October, 2009: 60 day public comment period for the proposed USBC, SFPC and
related regulations.

November 16" or December 21%, 2009: BHCD's Codes and Standards Committee meets to
consider public comments, carry-over code changes from the Work Groups 1-4 meetings and any
new code changes.

January 18" or 25", 2010: BHCD and Fire Service Board will hold a second public hearing.
March 1, 2010: Deadline for 2009 code changes.

May 17, 2010: BHCD's Codes and Standards Committee meets o consider all remaining code
changes and approve the final regulations for submission to the fuil BHCD.

June 21, 2010: BHCD approve final regulations with input from the FSB.

Effective Date: September 30, 2010.

{Updated March 27, 2008)
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Rodgers, Emory

From: Rodgers, Emory

Sent:  Wednesday, December 10, 2008 5:.02 PM

To: Wallace, Clinton; Eubank, Paula; Hodge, Vernon, Brock, Larry
Cc: Robertson, Roger

Subject: FW: Minimum Fire Separation Distance - Townhouses

Before sending inpul. Roger your thoughis?

From: Jason Gill {[mailto:JGill@ecfp.com]

Sent: Wednesday, December 10, 2008 4:42 PM

To: Rodgers, Emory

Ce: Mike Hayes; Scott McGehee; koleary@jdlewiscm.com; Bob Caputo
Subject: Minimum Fire Separation Distance - Townhouses

Mr. Rodgers,

Thank you for taking the time to speak with me this afternoon regarding the above. After our conversation, |
spoke with Bolman Bowles, Deputy Building Official for Henrico County and informed him that you share our
opinion that the perches for the townhouses in guestion do not reguire sprinkler protection or any other provisions
other than the one-hour fire-resistive construction on the underside of the porches as prescribed in the VA
amendments to the IRC, section R302.1. He has requested that you confirm your opinion in writing so that they
may consider this during the review of the code modification request that we plan tc submit.

To confirm the specifics, below is a list of the facts:

1} Townhouses are built in accordance with IRC, 2003

2} Sprinklers were provided in the townhouses in accordance with NFPA 13D, 1989 ed.

3) Sprinklers were proffered in the planning of the townhouses, but no “trade-offs” were taken.

4)  All townhouses have smoke detectors that fie into a common local alarm for the entire complex.

5) The porches in question are built basically directly to the lot iine, jeaving litle to no flre separation.

8) A one-hour celling was installed in the porches.

7)  The townhouses are "Zero Lot Line” fownhouses with a rated separation wall.

8) The porches are open on three sides.

9) The porches are aitached fo the building using a ledger beam, bolted to the exterior wall. The porches
do not share common floor joists/framing with the interior of the townhouse.

Per our conversation, you agreed with me that it is not the intent of ICC or VA DHDC to require any further
protection from what has been provided. Since the porches are “projections” extending from an unrated wail,
perpendicular to the line used to determing the fire separation distance, no additional protection is required.

We agreed that we have provided a much higher level of protection for these townhouses than prescribed by IRC
and the VA amendments by installing sprinkiers and 2 common local alarm, Essentially the base concern is that
a fire originating within one townhouse may spread to an adjacent townhouse using the perches as a conduit.
Since we have provided sprinkier protection inside the buiidings, the exposing risk has been greatly reduced.

| understand that your confirmation would not be considered a formai interpretation or ruling from your Agency. |
am not sure if policy even allows you to confirm our conversation. We are just working ditigently toward an
amiable resolution to allow the future owners 1o close eon several of these townhouses by the end of the week.
Your confirmation of our conversation may help expedite approval of the code modification request.

Thank you again for your time. If any of the above is incorrect, please let me know.

Respectiully,

12/10/2008



Public Comment:

Rebecca C. Quinn, CFM, RCQuinn Consulting, Inc., representing the Department of Homeland
Security/Federal Emergency Management Agency, requests Approval as Modified by this Public Comment.

Modify proposal as follows:

AG101.2.2 Pools located where floodways have not been designated. Where pools are located where design flood elevaticns are specified
but floodways have not beerj {iesigﬂat_ed, the applicant shall provide a ﬂoodwa_\,f analysis that demonstrates that the proposed pool decumentation-

e a-afa oithe-nroposad-popi--wheRp-combined-with o
= e 7 &

- will nat increase the design flood elevation more than 1 foot {305 m} at n point

(Portions of proposal not shown remain unchanged)

Commenter's Reason: Itis accurate that pools can be built to avoid blocking floodwater, and the exception in AG101.2 allows pools to be
installed outside of designated ficodways without further consideration of impacts because such impacts have already been accounted for in the
flocdway analyses. However a smail percentage of floodplains where FEMA has specified Base Flood Elevations do not have designated
flopdways.

Paols, especially above-ground pools and pools that involve fill, can biock floodwater and cause waters to rise higher if they are placed in
areas with effective flow {effective flow areas the areas that pass the greatest volumes of water, typically with higher velocities), THe requirement
to consider the impacts of development on flcod hsights where fioodways have not been designated is consistent with the National Floed
tnsurance Program, the IRC R324.1.3.2, and the I1BC.

This proposal as moedified by this public comment replaces the phrase considered to be vague with a statement that a floodway analysis is
required to determine impacts. Floodway analyses have been performed for decades. Commercial software packages for these analyses are
readily available and FEMA provides software and technical guidance at www.ferma. goviplan/preventfam/frm soft.shtm#1.

The scoping statement of Appendix G, AG101.1, establishes which pools are required to comply with the provisions of the appendix. This code
change does not alter which pools are reguiated and which are unregulated.

Final Action: AS AM AMPC ' D

RB222-07/08
AG103.3 (New), AG108.1 (New)

Proposed Change as Submitted:

Proponent: Rebecca C. Quinn, RC Quinn Consulting, Inc., representing the US Department of Homeland Security,
Federal Emergency Management Agency

Add new text as follows:

AG103.3 Pools in flood hazard areas. |n fiood hazard areas established by Table R301.2(1), pools in coasial high
nazard areas shall be designed and constructed in conformance with ASCE 24.

Add standard to Section AG108 as follows:

ASCE
24-05 Flood Resistant Design and Construction

Reason: The purpose of this code change proposal is to address instaliztion of swimming pools in or on the lot of a one- or two-family awelling if
the location of the proposed swimming pool is in a coastal high hazard areas (V Zone). Coastal high hazard areas are areas where wave heights
are predicted to exceed 3 feet during the base flood. Breaking waves impart dynamic loads on structures, including above-ground pools and in-
ground pools in soils that are subject o scour and erosion. ASCE 24 specifies that pools are to be designed to withstand flood-related loads and :
joad combinations. If pools are structurally connected te buildings, the pools are to be designed to function as a continuation of the building (see™,
R324.3.3). The regulations of the National Flood Insurance Program require that all development be designed and adeguately anchored to -
prevent flotation, collapse, or lateral movement resulting from hydrodynamic and hydrostatic leads, including the effects of buoyancy {44 C.F.R.
60.3{a)(3}{i)). This code change does not alter the scope of Appendix G.

Cost Impact: The code change proposal will netincrease the cost of construction: (more than 20,000 local jurisdictions already parficipate in the NFIP},

Analysis: Review of proposed new standard ASCE 24-05 indicated that, in the opinion of }CC Staff, the standard did comply with ICC standards
criteria.

Committee Action: Disapproved

Coinnﬂittee Reason: This proposal does not differentiate between 2 regulated and unreguiated pool. Alf pocis would have to comply with ASCE
24, including the portable pocls. :

Assambly Action: . None

2008 ICC FINAL ACTION AGENDA 461



Individual Consideration Agenda

This item is on the agenda for individual consideration because a public comment was submitted.
Public Comment:

Rebecca C. Quinn, CFM, RCQuinn Consulting, Inc., representing the Department of Homeland
Security/Federal Emergency Management Agency, requests Approval as Submitted.

Commenter's Reason; The scoping statement of Appendix G, AG101.1, differentiates between those pools subject to the requirements of
Appendix G and those that are not. Therefore, itis nol necessary far evary provisien in the Appendix to distinguish between those pools that are
reguiated and those that are not regulatad by Appendix G. This code change does not require all pools coastal high hazard areas (V Zones) o
comply with ASCE 24; it applies oniy to those pocls that are subject to'the requirements of the Appendix.

Coastal high hazard areas (V Zones) are areas where wave heights are gredicted to exceed 3 feet during the base flood. Breaking waves
impart dynamic loads on structures, including above-ground pools and in-ground pools in soits that are subject to scour and erosion, ASCE 24
specifies that poois are to be designed o withstand fiood-related loads and load combinations. If pools are structuraly connected to buildings, the
existing text at R324.3.3 requires the pools to be designed to furction as a continuation of the building. For dweliings in V Zones, note that the in
the 2007 cycle the IRC was modified {o permit use of ASCE 24 as an alternative to the V Zone requirements of R324.32.

Final Action: AS AM AMPC D

RB227-07/08, Part |
AG 106.1, AG106.2, AG106.3, AG106.4, AG106.4.1, AG106.4.2, AG106.4.3, AG106.4.4,
AG106.4.5, AG106.5, AG106.6, AG 108;

Proposed Change as Submitted:

Proponent: Lorraine Ross, Intech Consulting, Inc.. representing the Association of Pool and Spa Professionals

PARTI-IRC

1. Delete and substitute as follows:

AG106.1 Suction entrapment avoidance. Pools, spas, hot tubs, catch basins and other similar bather accessible
hodies of water associated with swimming poot construction shall be designed to produce circulation throughout the
body of water and provide means to protect against user suction entrapment in accordance with ANSUAPSPE 7.

2. Delete without substitution:

462 2008 ICC FINAL ACTION AGENDA



arnham

S Brenda Masiers
sent: Friday, Septernber 19, 2008 9:58 A
To: Don Farnham

Subject: FW: 03 IRC R401.3({PG)

‘

Brenda

~~~~~ Criginal Messags-----

From: Phillip Graznkowski [mailto:porankowskiBiccsafe.org)
Sent: Fridsy, September 1%, 2008 %:3531 AM

To: Brends Master

Cc: Lis Valdemarssan

Subject: RE: 03 IRC R4GI.3 PGy

September 19, 2043

Brenda Masters

1287 Recsenstah Rd

Richmond, VA 23230

brenda mastersfkeybuiic.com

RE: Section RE01.3 of the 2803 International Residential Code foe
One- and Two-Family Dwellings

B

Dear M=, Masters:

This stefif opinion is in response to your correspondencs, cdated September 11, 2008,
regarding the shove referenced code. 1t is our understanding that you want ©
Section 403.1 applies to drainsge of the entire lot or the surface drainags 2
foundastion.

o know if
T

iceted In the 2003 IRC Commentary, along with the proper support for & siructure
through the foundation system, adequste presparation of the building site is necessary to
keep water drainsge away [rom the supporting foundations. Proper site drzinage is an
important el&ment in preventing wet baseménts, T3MP crawl spaces, eroded banks. and
possible failure of a foundation system. A detalled treatment of drsingas design is
peyond the scope of the code which only provides rough guildelines for areas where z more
comprehensive set of grading regulations does not exist. Considersiicn of drainsae
patterns, drainage devices {i.e., guitters and downspouis), Soil ercsion, graded slopes,
swaies, ground frost, moisture conditions, soil type, geclogical festures, geographic
conditions and other related design issues shzll be subiect to the approva! of the

guthority having jurisdiction.

This opinion is based on the information which you have provided. We have made no
independent effort to verify the accuracy of this information nor have we conducted a
review beyond the scepe of your guestion. As this opinion is only advisory, the final
decision is the responsibility of the designated authority charged with the administration
and enforcement of this code.

Prillip Grankowski
Senior Technical Staff

nternational Code Council, Inc.
hicago District Office
051 West Flilossmoore Rosd

[N

i1



VIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF HOUSING AND COMMUNETY DEVELOPMENT

CODE CHANGE FORM

| i
Address to submit to: | { Document No.

- | E

DHCD, The Jackson Center | { Committee Action:
501 North Second Street | |
Richmond, VA 23219-1321 ] | BHCD Action:

| |
Tel. No. (804) 371 ~ 7150 | |
Fax No. (804) 371 — 70892 | |
Email: bhed@dhed. virginia. gov | |
Submitted by: Douglas S. Jones Representing: Keystone — RM. LL.C
Address: 1207 Roseneath Road #200 Phone No. 804-358-5768 x303

Regulation Title: 2006 International Residential Code
Section No(s): Chapter 4 Foundations. Section R401 General, R401.3 Drainage

Date: February 27, 2009

Proposed Change:

Current Code
R401.3 Drainage. Surface drainage shall be diverted to a storm sewer convevance or other
approved point of collection so as to not create a hazard. Lots shall be graded to drain surface
water away from foundation walls. The grade shall fall a minimum of 6 inches (152 mm)
within the first 10 feet (3048 mm).

Exception: Where lot lines, walls, slopes or other physical barriers prohibit 6 inches
(152 mm) of fall within 10 feet (3048 mm), the final grade shall slope away from the
foundation at a mimimum slope of 5 percent and the water shall be directed to drains or
swales to ensure drainage away from the structure. Swales shall be sloped a minimum
of 2 percent when located within 10 feet (3048 mm) of the building foundation.
Impervious surfaces within 10 feet (3048 mm) of the building foundation shall be
sloped a minimum of 2 percent away from the building.

Proposal: Remove first sentence (gbove in italics, underlined) in its entirety and replace with the
following language: _

“Prainage conditions occurring beyond the first 10 feet (3048 mm) from the building
foundation are beyond the scope of this code, unless failure to modify such drainage
conditions could reasonably be anticipated to have an adverse impact on the foundation.”

12



Supporting Statement:

Rationale for Revision:

Hazard is not defined. A hazard with regard to what?
Local interpretation of hazard can include anything negative that occurs on a property, whether
related to building code or not.

e Can be used improperly to turn two year statute of limitations into two year warranty penod.

e Local application of code to “any disturbed area™ represents improper extension of building
code into matters unrelated to building or structure.

e 1CC states that “...a detailed treatment of drainage design is beyond the scope of the code...”
and that “...consideration of drainage patterns...shall be subject to the approval of the authority
having jurisdiction.” (see attached)

Drainage, erosion, etc. may be subjects for other local ordinances, but not the building code.
Drainage, erosion, etc. are impacted by natural phenomena and owner activities afier closing.

i3



sind 10 Pesaciion, www.keybuild.com

1207 Roseredth Road, Suite 200+ Richmond, VA 23230
BU4.354.8830 Otfice » 904.358,697% Fax

. ‘November 17, 2008

- Mz William Dupler, Butlding Official
- Ms. Tara MoGee, Assistant County. Altorniey
- Chesterfisld Cﬁ&my
* 9901 Lori Road, Suite 503

. Chesterficld, VA 23832

. {Notices) conceming Building Code Issues. 1}
- work with the: County on the resolutior :'f_sevar _

: ;'Bcaz Mr. Duplerand Ms. McGée:

“Thank: you bmh for your time and dssistance Qn_ our reeent Notices of Defect or Violation
cnow that Terésa D Dowdy is continuing o
pecific matters,

offorts to ensure our {Zmie complizice in the future. During
g W ﬁx;}rﬁssﬁd concern with certain aspects of the Conty’s
S s, particularly those: related to drainage. We understand the County’s

: ;;zﬁsm@n to: be a5 fﬂliﬁw&

o E‘ve n@wm : ur-_mmt

+ The ?r{mswm segarding drginape i m Chapter 4 “i@ﬁﬁndatmﬁs; Se:mz{m Rdi?i 3
' f}fﬁ}g 2%1&3 Eﬁifmzlananal Res tial

uifding ifmya;;m‘ has &m ﬁw&éuan 10 csic a %:auzidﬁr as the
art for & Bmlémg ;:e;}de vzala%a{m for an ﬁﬁhmtﬁé &mmﬁm nf‘ timie

N e ¢ dratizap "-.T’i}&ra
© 7 dreno. ﬁhjﬁmw mter;a faz ﬁeﬁmmzmzig Wheﬁ}::z' the builder is “ar fanlé” forany
.such mm%xtzxm. “The Building Inspecior: nducts an investigation and makes s
: T on e party based on the results of that in tigation.
. curri msiti the: dl:-&{rbﬁﬂ Area are not hmi:img code issues.
» 'Emiéers a:z:w take: a;:zm_f@ﬁ in ¢l that prior to litigation the County.
:  establish that the builder is responsibile for any
=‘su£h mnﬁmm ifﬁm tuunty ﬁxttemey s unable to assemble evidence which
_.rmmnabiy supports builder msyaas;hﬁ;ty, 1%1& maner would not be pursued in
‘wonrt, .

We have, dtme additional research a:m t%m_Cs:;dﬁ aﬁd iaeimw that, w?uic the County's
ﬁ‘*dmmmeé azrca” definition -may be appropriate: in cases; it will niot be in-others;
ST ticularly the case on Jots where a-.imge.am ‘has been cleared, for example, for
: septm 3ys%cm instaliation. Aswe. noted in our rﬁspanaes to two rocent Notices, we asked




the Intemational Code Council, Inc. (ICC) whether R401.3 applied to drainage of the.
. entize fot o the surface drainage atound the foundation, Philkip Grankowski of the ICCs
~ Senior Technical Staff advised us that:

s “...adequite preparation of the building site is necessary 1o keep water amfmgg

away from the supporting foundations...”

¢ "...propersite drainage is an important element in preventing Wﬁﬁs__wgmmg:
damp crawl spaces, eroded banks and possible failure of the foundation
systen...”

-----

* “...consideration of drairiage patierns. . shiall be subject to the approval 6f fhe
‘authority baving jurisdiction,. -

We:also contacted the Technical Assistance Services Office (TASO) of the Virginia

Department of Housing and Community Developmeiit (DHCDY. As you know, DHCDis
responsible for administering Virginia Uniform Statewide Building Codle. TASO’s Alan
oo MeMakan, Codes Service Specialist; provided responses 1 oir questions conserning

. Scction R401.3.as Tollows: B o |

exienta “hazard” croated by surface drainage has no impact on the sbility of
the foundation to ﬁxﬁciiﬂﬁiﬁfasmgﬁmmcwiﬁz Code, éﬁas_‘ihiﬁ%@:ﬁﬁa;apg}y?

1. Isthe hazard referred to only.a Tigzard with regard to the foundation? To the

“Amww With Fespect to the part 1 of this question, it is my opinion that
the intent of Section 4013 is to assure proper drainage away from
foundation walls to prevent wet base nts, damp crawl spaces, eroded

plan, the surrounding geogruphy, geolog al features, the amount of ill
“on the property, other buildings on he property, and the a coss to.a point
~of collection {i.c. storm sewer), all of which could impact the structural

performance of the building,

For your mfemahﬁn, iﬁézﬁﬁii ®RC Cﬂmmantary explains that “one of

oSt mportant considerations i the arrangement of stractures on s
i ner that retains natural drainage patterns and

 minimizes the alteration disturbs

correctly, “he result will bo 2 red
- problems and opportustities for diffe
reduction in the use of fills.”
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2. Ifthis sentence was intended to apply to all surface drainage, why is it

_ in.:c-hztiad;in_i_iﬁ;ﬁ;Fgggﬁmi;iﬁ‘mﬁﬁn that specifically Limits itself to the désign
-antl constructionof foundations? ‘ '

“Answer: In iy opinion, it's included in Chapter 4 becaus surface
-runofffdrainage, whether it is directed towards the structure or not, could
affect the performance of a structare’s fonndation, Frankly, each
building sife has to be evaluated based on its own unique situation.”

3. A Virginia locality has determined that the 1% sentenice of Section R401.3 s
intended to be applied-io all disturbed areas on a construction sife, regardless
of the proximity to or affect upon afoundation. Tn that ¢ase a depression
holding standing water (“hazard™) in 2 disturbod area 100 yards downhilt from
any foundation would be deéined to bea building code ¥iolation. Hae such an

interpretation ever been affirmed or rejectad?

HAnswer: Tcan find nt_}ﬁ"jﬁiﬁg‘-r&i@t&ﬁ_iﬁﬂ}fﬁl@r;iﬁ&iiﬁ inany of the bmﬁmg
formal interpretations issued by the State Building Code Techuiéal

Review Board,”

- After carcful consideration of thesc responses; we conclide that the Code applics (o
drainage issues anly 1o the extent that they could reasonably have a negative impact.on

- the structural performance of the building, i.c., the foundation. Of course, in the case of
ail -.x&ﬁi‘aﬁam_-‘tﬁe_..apmpri&i&réspﬁﬁﬁéb}&m raust be identified. As a resilt of the
foregoing, it is our plan t follow the following procedures with regard to fisture Notices:

¢ Respond 4
goilds

Notices relating to drainape matters where: {8} we
e responsible party, and (b) the condition could
impact on the foundatior,

ioes rolating

Oppose and appeal any No 5 rela 16 drainage matters for which we could
NOT reasonably be considered the responsible party. (It is our hope that, in‘the
Huture, adequate investigation by the Building Inspector will imit the number of
cases in this category.) | |
* Oppo seand appeal any Notices relating 10 drainage mﬁttexsrithm ceuld NI T be
reasonably anticipated t6 have a negative impact onthe fotmdation. Theseare
. not Building Code issues, o o
* - Inquestionable cases, we may.refain a qualified engineer 0 give us an opinion on
the matter under consideration. | "

-~ “information sbout a particular code situstion with an unrelated party. Ms. Kindervater’s

~Qctober 31, 2008 letter ﬁé&py_afii_&;h'&&‘};mga:&iﬁgﬁhﬁ_ﬂfﬁ_f@:z;ral of several appeals was sent

S Onasome ,_ia'_aft‘-:t@i&t‘éd.@ﬁaﬁﬁ;‘-we domot believe it izappropriate for the County to share

Lo hﬁﬂzﬁmf&fiﬂﬁzﬁ&ﬁndtﬁe Harrises. [ the future we wonld appreciate separate
' :-'ﬁ;iﬁ;:ésémir;g,sem onlyto 1&&_'&9@@3&& parties on esch matter,




cc: Teresa Dowdy
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Effective Date:

BUILDING DEVELOPMENT DRAFT
POLICIES AND PROCEDURES -
ADMINISTRATIVE/GENERAL ;*/‘X”“des Policy Dated:
Issued by: ,
1.13.5 Seils — Expansive Soil Eric M. Mays, P.E.
Building Official

Scope
This policy is to clarify the definition of Expansive Soil to be used in the determination of

suitable soils (e.g. in situ and structural fill) for building pads and foundation backfill.

Definitions
A. Expansive Soil is defined by the International Building Code and International Residential

Code as:

“Expansive soils. Soils meeting all four of the following provisions shall be considered
expansive, except that tests to show compliance with Items 1, 2 and 3 shall not be
required if the test prescribed in Item 4 is conducted:

1. Plasticity index (PI) of 15 or greater, determined in accordance with ASTM D 4318.

2. More than 10 percent of the soil particles pass a No. 200 sieve (75 um), determined in
accordance with ASTM D 422,

3. More than 10 percent of the soil particles are less than 5 micrometers in size,
determined in accordance with ASTM D 4272,

4. Expansion index greater than 20, determined in accordance with ASTM D 4829.”

B. Plasticity Index Corrected

Pl = PI x {% Passing No. 40 Sieve)}
160

C. Expansion Index Corrected

EL, = El x (% Passing No. 4 Sieve)
100

D. Liquid Limit — The water content corresponding to the behavior change between the liquid
and plastic state of silt or clay soil, determined in accordance with ASTM D 4318.

Policy
If the Plasticity Index of the soil is 20 or less (e.g. PI <20) and the Liquid Limit is 45 or less

(e.g. LL < 45), the Plasticity Index Corrected (Pleor) or the Expansion Index Corrected (Elcor)
may be substituted in the definition of Expansive Soil.

Page 1 of |
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Reason: The code change updates the existing wood structural panel wall sheathing table to include requirements for winds regions having a basic
wind speed of 85 mph or greater.

The proposed table is an abbreviated version of a similar table that was adopted into the BC last cycle and Is available in the IBC 2007
Supplement in Section 2304.6.1.

The current Table R602.2(3) in the IRC that gives recommended minimum panel thicknesses for wall panel sheathing. To be mere precise,
it is OK most of the time but in higher wind regions (still within the rangs of the IRC) the panel thicknesses and orientations recommended in the
table and footnotes may not provide the minimum protection fo the home and inhabitants that is currently required-in Section R301.2.

Recent analysis conducted by the APA staff indicates that in the extreme wind regions covered by the IRC (less than 110 mph) and with
more severe exposures {C and D) the minimum thicknesses recommendations given in Table R603.2(3) - Wood Structural Panel Wall Sheathing
— are insufficient in thickness and attachment. The proposed table provides the requirements to ensure that this important part of the structural
system is comrect. The analysis considered panel bending, stffiness, nail withdrawal and nail head puli through as well as the wind pressure
requirements of Section R301.2.

Note that the impact to most will be minimal because the most commoniy used wood structural panel sheathing thickness in the US is 7/16"
As can be seen in the proposed table this sheathing thickness is satisfactory for winds up to 110 mph in all but Exposure D conditions, Most
huilders will only see the requiremnent for 8d nails as a change, and this is already the nait required for roof sheathing applications.

The change aiso proposes a corresponding editorial changes to references in R602.10.3 and adds a footnote to the appropriate cell in the
fastening table, Table R602.3(1) — continued, that directs the user to the new table for panel thickness, fastener sefection and spacing in winds
regions having a basic wind speed of 85 mph or greater.

Cost Impact: The code change propesal will increase the cost of construction in high wind areas. N additional sheathing will be reguired but in
areas of high wind sheathing up fo 7/16” may be required as well as 8d nails. Please note that 7/16” sheathing is the most popular thicknaess of
wall sheathing used in the US and in many areas the shift to 8d nails is all that wili be seen as a change in practice. As such, the impact on cost
wili be minimat in most areas.

Committee Action: Approved as Modified

Modify proposal as follows:

R602.3 Design and Construction. Exterior walls of wood-frama construction shall be designed and constructed in accordance with the
provisions of this chapter and Figures R602.3(1) and R602.3.(2) or in accordance with AF&PA’s NDS. Companents of exterior walls shall be
fastened in accordance with Table R602,3(1) through R602.3(4). Exterior walls covered with foam plastic sheathing shall be braced in accordance
with Section R602.10. Structural sheathing shall be fastened directly to structural framing members. Exterior wall goverings sheathing shall be
capabie of resisting wind pressures listed in Table R301.2(2). When wood structural panels are used as the exterior wall cavering meeting Table

R301.2(2), the maximum wind speeds permitted forexterder-walls-sovered-with-wood-strustural-panel-sheathing are listed in Table R602.3(3).

{Portions of proposat not shown remain unchanged.)

Committee Reason: This change provides a much needed requirement for the corract size of wood structurat panels in higher wind and
exposures in the wind regions covered by the IRC. The modification clarifies that this applies to exterior wali coverings.

Assembly Action: ’ None

Individual Consideration Agenda
This item is on the agenda for individuai consideration because public comments were submitted.

Public Comment 1:

Jay Crandell, P.E., ARES Consulting, representing Foam Sheathing Coalition, requests Approval as
Modified by this Public Comment.

Further modify proposal as follows:

R602.3 Design and Construction. Exterior wails of weod-frame construction shall be designed and constructed in accordance with the
provisions of this chapter and Figures RE02.3(1) and R602.3.(2) or in accordance with AF&PA’s NDS. Components of exterior walls shall be
fastened in accordance with Table R602.3{1) through RB02.3(4). Exterior walls covered with foam plastic sheathing shall be braced In accordance
with Section R602.10. Structural sheathing shalt be fastened directly to structural framing members. Exterior wall coverings shall be capable of -
resisting wind pressures fisted in Table R301.2(2). When wood structural panels are used as the exterior wall covering meeting Table R301.2(2),
the maximum wind speeds permitted are listed in Table R602.3(3). Maximum wind speeds for exterior walls covered with foam sheathing shall
comply with Table R602.3{4). Where foam sheathing is applied cver wogd structural panels or other solid substrate capable of separately resisting
the required wind prassure, Table R602.3(4) shall not apply, Foam sheathing shall be protected with an exterior covering instailed in accordance
with Section R703.

i9
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Add new table as follows:

TABLE R602.3(4}

MAXIMUNM WIND SPEED (mph — 3 SECOND GUST) PERMITTED FOR FOAM SHEATHING
USED TO RESIST WIND PRESSURE ON EXTERIOR WALLS"

{mph) ~ Exposure B*

Egam Foam Sheathing Maximum Wind Speed
Sheathing Nominal Thickness Walls with Interior Finish~ Walls without Interior Finish
Material (iny" . 1670¢ framing 24" oc framing 16”0c framing 247 ac¢ framing
EPS %" (unfaced 115 NP 95 NP
1" {unfaced) 130 1065 130 85
21-1/2" {unfaced) 130 130 130 125
Polviso- " {faced) 130 i) 110 NP
cvanurate %" {faced) 130 120 130 100
17 {faced) 138 130 130 120
=1-1/2" (faced) 130 130 136 130
XPS v (faced) 130 20 115 NP
34" {unfaced) 120 NP 150 NP
1" {unfaced) 130 116 130 a0
21-1/2" (unfaced) 130 130 130 130

Eor Sl 1 inch = 25.4 mm, § mile per hour = 1.609 km'h

NP = not permitted

1. Foam sheathing paneis shall be permitted to be oriented parallel or perpendicular to framin members.

2. Foam sheathing panels shall be attached to framing in accordance with manufacturer recommendations and covered with extertor cladding
instailed in accordance with Section R703.

3. Foam sheathing shall meet or excoeed the following material standards; Expanded Polystyrene (EPS) -~ ASTM €578 (Type Il min.),
Polvisocyanurate — ASTM 1289 (Tyoe 1, min.). and extruded polystvrene (XPS) ~ ASTM C578 (Type X, min.). Polyisogyanurate sheathing
shali be faced on both sides. XPS sheathing less than %4 thick shail have an aporoved facer on both sides. Table requirements for EPS of ali
thicknesses and XPS products % thick and greater are based on unfaced foam sheathing. For faged or unfaced foam sheathing products of
any type of thickness apbroved manufacturer data shall be permitted in liey of the iable vaiyes.

4. Forwind Exposure C, multipiy tabulated wind speed by 0.85,

5. Table values have been limited to 130 mph maximum wind speed. For greater wind speed conditions, yuse of approved manufacturer data
shail be permitted.

8. Interior finish shall comply with Section R702.

(Portions of proposal not shown remain unchanged)

Commenter's Reason: RB131 as published in the ROH appropriately requires all
all sheathing types except wood structura
hing. Because negalive suction pressures are resisted by the siding and foa

However, the RB131 proposal omits prescriptive sol

includes appropriate prescriptive requirements for foam sheat

utions for

wall Loverings to be designed to resist wind pressure.
| panels. Therefore, this public coprment

sheathing assembly (see approved RB186 published in the ROH and a separate public comment on RB195 requesting FAH approval), pr posed

Tabie R602.3(4) addresses positive pressure resistance of th
certified full-scale (4'%8’ pansl) testing conducted at the NAMRB Researsh Center, Inc and applies a safety factor of 2.0. The design wind
in the table below for informational purposes. This proposal is needed to avoil excl

data {without rounding or capping values) is shown
foam shéathing products due to the incompleteness
achigved. :

o foam sheathing. The wind pressure resistance of foam sheathing is based on

eed

of RB131 and to ensure that adequate wind pressure performance of foam sheathing is

TABLE (Actual design values based on test data — not rounded or capped as in the broposaf]

mph — 3 SECOND GUST) PERMITTED FOR FOAM SHEATHING
USED TO RESIST WIND PRESSURE ON EXTERIOR WALLS -

MAXIMUNM WIND SPEED

Maximum Wind Speed {mph) — Exposure B

Foam Foam Sheathing
Sheathing Nominal Thickness Walls with Interior Finish Walls without Interiof Finish
Material {in} 16”oc framing 247 g¢ framing 18”a¢ framing “9c framing
EPS o 118 ” g7 €3
z 155 13 130 g6
2112 225 150 188 126
150 el 153 89 112 74
b 181 121 152 101
L 214 142 179 19
112" 237 158 198 132 i
xPS %= 138 92 ns i
¥ 122 81 102 8
r 162 108 136 g0
2112 229 153 192 128

Public Comment 2:

Gary J. Ehrlich, P.E., National Association of Home Builders (NAHB), requests Approval as Modified by this

Public Comment.

Further modify proposal as follows:

RG602.3 Design and Construction. Exierior walls of wood-frame
provisions of this chapter and Figures RE02.3(1) and RB602.3.(2)
fastered in accordance with Table RE02.3(1) through RE02.2(4). Bxterier it

234

construction shall be designed and constructed in accordance with the
or in accordance with AF&PA’s NDS. Components of exterior walis shalt be
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RB173-07/08, Part |
R613.2, R613.3, R613.4, R613.4.1, R613.4.2 (New), Chapter 43 (New); IBC 1405.12.2,1405.12.3
(New), 1405.12.4 (New), 1405.12.4.1 (New), 1405.12.4.2 (New), Chapter 35 (New)

Proposed Change as Submitted:
Proponent: Paul Heilstedt, Chair for the Code Technology Commitiee
PART1-IRC '

1. Revise as follows:

RE13.2 Window sills. [n dwelling units, where the opening of an operabie window is located more than 72 inches (1829
mm} above the finished grade or surface below, the lowest part of the clear opening of the window shall be a minimum of
24 inches (610 mm) above the finished floor of the room in which the window is located. Glazing between the floor and 24
inches (610 mm) shall be fixed or have openings through which a 4-inch-diameter {102 mm) sphere cannot pass.

Exceptions:

4+ Windows whose apenings will not allow a 4-inch-diameter (102 mm) sphere to pass through the opening
when the opening is in its largest opened position.

2. Openings that are provided with window fall prevention devices guards that comply with R813.3 ASTM-F-
2006-er-F-2000

3. Openings that are provided with fall prevention devices that comply with ASTM F 2090 or screens that

comply with SMA 6001.
4. Windows that are provided with opening limiting devices that comply with Section R813.4.

RG43.3 Window fall prevention devices. Window fall prevention devices and window guards, where .Drovided, shall
comply with the requirements of ASTM F 2090. .

R613.4 Window opening limiting deviges. When required elsewhere in this code, window gpening limiting devices
shall compiy with the provisions of this section.

R613.4.1 General requirements. Window opening limiting devices shall be seif acting and shall be positioned so as
to prohibit the free passage of 8 4.0-in. ( 102-mm) diameter rigid sphere through the window opening when the
window opening limiting device is installed in accordance with the manufacturer’s instructions.

(Renumber subsequent sections)
2. Add new text as follows:
R613.4.2 Operation for Emergency Escape. Window opening limiting devices shall be designed with release

mechanisms to allow for emergency escape through the window opening without the need for keys, tools or special
knowledae. Window opening limiting devices shalt comply with all of the following:

Release of the window opening-limiting devige shall require no more than 15 1bf (66 N) of force.

The window opening limiting device release mechanism shall operate properly in all tvpes of weather,
Window opening limiting devices shall have their release mechanisms clearly identified for proper use in an
emergency.

The window opening limiting device shall not reduce the minimum net clear opening area of the window unit
below what is required by Section R310.1.1 of the code.

fe [P

|

3. Add standard to Chapter 43 as foilows:

SMA 6001-2002Specifications for Metal Protection Screens

Reason: The ICC Board established the ICC Code Technology Committee {CTC} as the venue io discuss contemporary code isstes in a
commiltee sefting which provides the necessary time and flexibiiity to allow for full participation and input by any interested party. The cude issues
are assigned to the CTC by the [CC Board as “areas of study”. Information on the CTC, including: meeting agendas; minutes; reporis; resource
docurnents: presentations; and all other materials developed in conjunction with the CTC effort can be downloaded from the following website:
htp:/iwww. iccsafe.org/csiceicte/index. html Since its inception in Aprili2005, the CTC has held twelve meetings - ail open to the pubilic.

21
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This proposed change is a result of the CTC’s investigation of the area of study entitied "Child Window Safety”. The scope of the activity is
noted as:

To study the incidence and mechanisms of falls from open windews by children and to investigate the necessity and suitabifity of potential
safeguards andfor revisions to the current codes,

The CTC established a study group to review available materials on the issue of child falls through windows. lt bacame readily apparent that
public education is a key consideration in reducing the number of falls by children through windows. As far as the code is cogcemed the group
focused on two possible means of addressmg this issue. The two being:

sVWindow screens

* Window fall prevention devices
This proposal provides both options, in the form of exceptions to the minimum sill height requirements in the code,

Window screens: ANSYSMA 6001 is a standard entitled “Specifications for Metal Protection Screens. ".As noted in Section 2.1 of the
standard, “This specification provides, definitions, methods of test, and performance requirements for metal protection screens designed and
manufactured primarily for installation in window openings for the purpose of providing security for the bullding occupants by restraining of
deterring forced entry and by protecting the window from vandalism”. While not specifically noting the screens use as a barrier to restrain a child,
the study group concluded that they key considerations is that of providing some type ob barrier. Screens designed in accordance with this
standard are classified under the foilowing classes:
lLight: Load resistance between 30 — 75 pounds
Medium: Load resistance between 75 - 160 pounds.

Heavy: Load resistance between 150 — 300 pounds,

Window fall prevention devices: ASTM F 2090 is a standarg entitled “Window Fali Prevention Devices with Emergency Escape (Egress}
Release Mechanisms”. As noted in Section 1.1 of the standard, “This specification establishes requirements for davices intended o address the
risk of injury and death assoclated with accidental falts from windows by chiidren five years old and younger. The key operational constraint of
devices which comply with this standard is compliance with Section 4.1, which states: "Window fall prevention devices shall be constructed so as
to prohibit the free passage of a2 4.0 in diameter rigid sphere at any poird, during or after testing as specified in Section 8, when the window fall
prevention device is installed in accordance with the manufactures instructions.

Proposed Section R 513.4 and 1405.12.4.2, including items 1 - 3, is a codified version of Sections 4.1, 4.3.2, 4.3.4 of ASTM F 2080. Item 4
is primarily a reminder that full compliance with Section R 310.1.1 is required for all emergency escape and rescue openings of the window serves
such purpose,

Cost Impact: The code change will increase the cost of construction if the devices are used.

PART I~ IRC
Committee Action: . ' Pisapproved

Committee Reason: The standard is not ready at this time. it is unknown how many windows on the market that can meet this. The propenent
should work with industry and bring this back. Also, it Is not clear if Section R613.4.2 applies to all windows,

Assembly Action: None

Individual Consideration Agenda

This item is on the agenda for individual consideration because public comments were submitted.
Fublic Comment 1.

Paul Heilstedt, PE, FAIA, Chair, representing ICC Code Technology Committee (CTC), re §ts Approval as
Modified by this Public Comment. ' :

Modify proposal as follows:

R613.2 Window sills. In dwelling units, whare the opening of an operable window is located more than 72 inches (1829 mm) above the finished
grade or surface below, the lowest part of the clear cpening of the window shall be a minimum of 24 36 inches (610 mm) above the finished fioor
of the rocm in which the window is located. Glazing between the floor and 24 36 inches {610 mm) shall be fixed or have openings through which.
a 4-inch-diameter (102 mm) sphere cannot pass.

Exceptions:

1. Windows whose openings will not allow a 4-inch-diameter {102 mm} sphere to pass through the opening when the opening is in its
largest opened position.

Openings that are provided with window fall prevention devices that comply with R613.3. :

Openings that are provided with fall prevention devices that comply with ASTM F 2090 or screens that comply with SMA 6001.
Windows that are provided with opening limiting devices that comply with Section R613.4.

RS

(Portions of proposal not shown remain unchanged)

Commenter's Reason: The intent of RE 173 is clearly to provide safety mechanisms to reduce the possibility of children falling through a

window, The CTC has determined that this can be realized in the code In three ways: window falt prevention devices; window opening control

gevices: or reducing the possibility by increasing the mirimum sii height. CTC has submitted two public comments which deal with the fall

prevention devices and window opening control devices. The purpose of this public comment is 1o reduce the potential hazard by increasing the

sill height from 24 inches to 36 inches. 2 2
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- Public Comment 3:

Ted A, Williams, American Gas Association, requests Disapproval.

Commentet’s Reason: The Committée correctly disapproved this proposai. In addition to the Commities Reason cited, this proposal is
inconsistent with the recommendation of the ICC Code Technology Committee (CTC) (htip/iwww icesafe org/es/ce/cte/Carbon. html):

"Recommendation. The CTC recommendation is: There has not been sufficient justification presented to the CTC to mandate carbon
monoxide alarms in new and existing residential type occupancies...in making this recommendation, the CTC notes the importance of and the
need for compliance with the applicable code provisions for equipment maintenance and compliance with equipment instaffation instructons to
control the hazards associated with CO emissions.”

No testimony was provided that would refute the CTC recommendation. If the proponenis believe that this is a matter requiring KCC code
coverage, they shouid {ake this up with the CTC for further consideration.

Final Action: AS AM AMPC ]

RB72-07/08
R313.1

Proposed Change as Submitted:
Proponent: Shane M. Clary, Bay Alarm Company; Thomas P. Hammerberg, Automatic Fire Alarm Association, Inc.

Reavise as follows:

R313.1 Smoke detection and notification. All smoke alarms shall be listed in accordance with UL 217 and installed
in accordance with the provisions of this code and the household fire warning equipment provisions of NFPA 72.
Household fire alarm systems installed in accordance with NFPA 72 that include smoke alarms, or a combination
of smoke detector and audible notification device installed as required by this section for smoke alarms, shall be
permitted. The housshold fire alarm system shall provide the same level of smoke detection and alarm as required by
Bl o £ e =t - i ~ {

this section for smoke alarms in- ’ alarm-oa O ' d-fo-ao 5
station, Where a househoid fire warning system is installed, it shall become a permanent fixture of the cccupancy and
owned by the homeowner. The household fire warning svstem shall not be leased.

Reason: The current provisions of Section R313.1 regarding housshold fire warning systems are nat technically possibie. The smoke detectors
and any notification appfiances recsive their power from the Fire Alarm Centrol Unit (FACU). Remoeving the FACU wili completely disabie the
systern. itis my understanding that this is indeed the cancern by some on allowing the use of a systems approach as opposed to the use of
srmoke alarms, By requiring the system to become a permanent fixture of the occupancy and not be leased, will prevent the system from being
removed due to nonpayment.

For farger homes, the only possible way to provide detection is through the use of a household fire waming system. NFPA 72, National Fire
Alarm Code, has fimits as to the number of smoke alarms that may be interconnected. Section 11.8.2.2 of the 2008 edition aliows only twelve
smoke atarms to be interconnected If the interconnecting means is not supervised. Up to forty-two smoke alarms may be interconnected i they
are supervisaed. ' "

A number of homeowners prefer that their household fire warning systems be monitored by a supervising station. The fisting of UL 217
smoke alarms profibits them from being monitored. :

Yo ! ROb-Loannaciac ey

aprrenteac] o -
Mk - et

Cost Impact: The code change proposatl will not increase the cost of construction.
Committee Action: ‘ Disapproved

Committee Reason: The committee indicated that they preferred the existing code text over the proposed tanguags. The committee felt that the
proposal needed some waork overall, however a fire warning system “owned by the homeowner” was considered to be a goed heginning to a
solution to issues with the smoke detection and notification code section.

Assembly Action: None

Individual Consideration Agenda

This item is on the agenda for individual consideration because public comments were submitted.
Public Comment 1:

Robert J. Davidson, Davidson Code Concepts, LLC, representing New Jersey Burglar and Fire Alarm
Association, requests Approval as Modified by this Pubfic Comment. 2 3
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Modify proposal as follows:

R312.1 Smoke detection and notification. All smoke atarms shal! be listed in accordance with UL 217 and instailed in accordance with the
provisiens of this code and the househotd fire warning equipment provisions of NFPA 72,

Household fire alarm systerns instalied in accordance with NFPA 72 that include smoke alarms, or a cornbination of smoke detector and
audible notification device instailed as required by this section for smoke alarme, shall be permitied. The household fire alarm system shail
provide the same level of smoke detection and alarm as required by this section for smoke atarms. Where & household fire warning system is
installed using a combination of smoke defector and gudibie ~atification device(s), it shall become a permanent fixture of the occupancy and
owned by the hemeowner, MWMWWW The system shall be monitored by an approved supervising
station and be maintained in accordance with NFPA 72,

Commenter's Reason: The proposed modification efiminates a technical flaw in the current language of Section R313.1. Currently the code
aliows the use of an NFPA 72 system employing a combinaticn of smoke detectors and audible notification davices, but then requires that the
system function if the fire atarm panet (FAP) is removed. The systems cannct function without the FAP, s¢ in effect the existing language states
you can use the NFPA 72 system, but yau can't use it. -

The modified language embraces the commitiee’s recommendation that “owned by the homeowner” be a good beginning and adds
acdditionat language that witl ensure system reiiability by requiring the owner to have the system electronicaily monitored and maintained in
accordance with the referenced standarc.

It must be recognized that existing smoke alarms on the market have & limitation on how many devices can be connected together on a
single circuit. As a result, larger homes being built canrnot comply with the current code language mandating that smoke alarm technology be
used. The oplion for a preperly mainiained NFPA 72 system cornprised of smoke detectors and audible notification appliances is a necessary
change to the code.”

Pubﬁc Comment 2:

Thomas P. Hammerberg, Automatic Fire Alarm Association, Inc., requests Approval as Modified by this
Public Comment.

Richard M. Simpson, representing National Fire and Burglar Association (NBFAA), requests Approval as
Modified by this Public Comment.

Replace grcpbﬁai as follows:

R313.1 Smoke detection and notification. All smoke alarms shall be listed in accordance with UL 217 and instailad in accordance with the
provisions of this code and the househald fire warning equipment provisions af NFPA 72 )

Householgzs fire alarm systems instalied in accordance with NFPA 72 that include smoke alarms, or a combination of smoke detector and
audible notification device instalied as required by this section for smioke alarms, shall be permitted. The household fire alarm system shall
provide the same fevel of smoke detection and alarm as required by this seation for smoke alarms i

i ion. Where a household fire warning system is instelied as a primary form of smoke detection and
notfication. it shall be gwned by the homeowner making it & permanent fixture of the gocupancy and continue 1o provide smoke dstection and
notification at the premises i fhe remote monitoting function is disabled by the supervising station. Such systems shali be listed by a nationally
recoanized testing laboratory (NRTL) that is OSHA accradited fo lest and certify to ANSUUL 268 and instalied and mainiained in accordance with

NFPA 72

Commenter's Reason: The committee’s reason for disapproving Code Change proposal RB72-07/08 is they preferred the existing code text over
the proposed language. The commiliee indicated that the proposal needed some work overall, however a fire warning system “owned by the
homecwner” was considered to be a good beginning to a solution to issues with smoke detection and notification cods section”.

Concern has been raised by some AHJ's that household fire alarm systerms may be remotely disabled by the central station or have the
control panet physically remaved if the homsowner fails © pay the monitoring fee thersby leaving the pramises without smoke detection and
notification. This may he true of leased systems, but is not true for househald fire warning systems that are purchased and owned by the
homeowner. If the househoid fire alarm system is owned by the homeowner and the homeowner fails to pay the supervising station fer the remote
monitoring function it wili result in disablement of the remote moniforing function only. The smoke detection and noiification at the premises
including the controf panei and inferconnection of smoke detectors is fully maintained.

The effectivenass of nationally recognized indusiry consensus standards is that they are designed to ensure that products and technologies
meet crucial product performance requirements and instaliation standard. The current provisions of section R313.10of the 2008 edition of the IRC
preclude the retiable, proven and tested technologies of household fire alarm systems even though they mest three nationally recognized industry
consensus standards: '

1. ANSHUL 268 (Standard for Smoke Detectors for Fire Alarm Signaiing Systems}
2. ANSI/UL 985 (Standard for Househoid Fire Warning System Units)
3. ANSINFEPA 72 {National Fire Alarm Code}

Housenold fire systems using ANSHUL 268 smoke detectors connected to an ANSI/UL 985 control panel are required to be equipped with a
rechargeable battery that keeps the household fire atarm system opersting during a power outage and is monitored 24/7 by a supervising station.
During a power outage condition the standby-by capability of the control panel permits it to communicate the power loss to the centrat station as
well as providing smoke detection and notification at the premisas. When the primary power is restored the contro panel will fully recharge the

“standby battery. An added feature of a fire warning system is that the interconnecting wiring to smoke detactors and notification appliances is
supervised such that a wiring fault resufts in a trouble signal at the premises and the remote monitoring station.

The‘performance and reliability of househoid fire alarm systems is extremetly high if they are installed and maintained In accordance with the
NFPATZ

in that regard the current janguage of R313.1 needs to be amended to will allow household fire alarm systerns to be instalied as the primary
form of smoke detection, if the household fire alarm sysiem is owned by the homsowner as a permanant fixture and instafled in accordance with
nationally recognized product performance and installation standards.
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Rodgers, Emory

From: Marx Clne [mcline@co.northampton.va.us)

Sent: Thursday, August 14, 2008 10:22 PM

To: Rodgers, Emory

Subject: Re: R301.1.3 engineered designed homes, decks, screen portches for 110 zone

Hi Emory,

I am glad that Mr. Tarr was able to speak with you. We here on the shore have been aware

that the IRC and wall bracing sections of the USBC/VCC reguire engineering in the 110 MPH

zone, In Norvhampt01 Co. we have been kicking arocund the ideaz of a blanket type code mode
that would allow homes to be pullt if they followed a "prescription” of solid sheathing,
praced interior walls, )
1/2 inch anchor bolts imbedded 16 inches with large was an

be an alternative to engineering and would be avallable for all l & 2 f m,Wy dwellings
bullt mere than 1500 feet from tidal salit water.

& ties. This would
&

I haven't formalized this plan, David Fluhart and I have been thinking about it and what
the implications would be. We are thinking of having a pre-prepared booklet with the last
page being a code mod that the applicant could tear off and submit

Any thoughts?

ure “dust what Cherrl is doing in Ve Beach, but I am pretty sure that mnot every

Rccomac County) or Doug Smith |
e forwarded copies to them -~ h

On 14 Rug 2008, at 12:38, Rodgers, Emory wrote:

Today, I spoke with 2 builider from Chincoteague,
regarding engineered designs for homes, decks and
letter from an engineer on the way that he hopes m
relief for the eastern shore and has done research
hurricanes for the eastern shore to bolster his cas
the 100mph zone despite the IRC map.

yvears of

rr
as

resilt in soma
30

r only being in
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I explained the code change process that will commence in late 2008,

I noted for southwest Virginia the BHCD approved an amendment uha* for
all practical purposes took an area greater than tThe gastern shor

from the 110 zone to 20mph except for fwo mountains over 4,000 fee;
This will be on our 2009 USBC list of iltems to review,

His 1st recommendation is for the Virginia localities on the eastern
shore to be assigned to the 100mph zeone. I explained that the wind
map was based on consensus and was based on federal input, the
insurance industry, code officials and other parties so 1t wasn't dons
without a great amcunt of thought and in an open inclusive process.

He builds large custom homes and entry level homes. T suqums ted he

approach the Tidewater Homebulilders. He is not a member though. I
suggested that he contact Region 8 feolks to mset and eprg¢“ his §§i§

i
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concerns and recommendations., I would recommend
shore building officials coordinate and help arrang
presentation at an upcoming Region 8 meeting.

Mr. Tarr also liked the idea to have considered other options that
include some exception for decks and porches under certain sguare
footage; that a home under 2,000s.f. with 15% or less glazing would
only follow the wall bracing reguirements aliowsd or pick the most
stringent and use that method; and, that reguired gngineering on
partial element of 2 home such as where one wall is most all glazing.

Ee is building a 3200s.f. home with one wall having more than 50%
glaring and readily accepts engineering for that wall. He spent £4200

for the engineering and the paradox is the home is on plers and the
house engineered design has more connections and bolting than the pler
foundation and attached whalers. A deck engineered design cest 5600,
There are few engineers on Eastern Shore with the closest in
Salisbury, Md. He believes some exception fer decks and porches needs
to be made. With the down furn in building for smaller homes these
extra costs are passed onto the buyer making affordable housing an
issue.

He will be sending his ideas and concerns on R301.3 to hils delegates
and thne Governor seeking relief. I did explain the USBC provides the
puilding officials a great deal of authority for approving alternate
methods of construction and approving modifications on a case-by-case
vasis especially for decks and porches. I explained that the bullding
official can do interpolation of the maps although it is clear the
castern shore is in the 110 or greater wind zone. BHe could aisc
submit his engineered analysis and research cn storms/hurricanses to
seek other solutions besides engineered designs.
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8-27-08
Dear Mr. Anthes:

I appreciate your letter dated August 17, 2008 regarding the 2003 and 2006 International
Residential Code (IRC) wind zones for the eastern shore of Virginia.

First, ] welcome your input and area of expertise and as we gear up towards the 2009
Uniform Statewide Building Code (USBC) in the last half of 2009, it would be great if
you might avail yourself to provide insight and recommendations as we review this
matter for the 2009 USBC and for the 2012 IRC code development cycles.

Virginia was one of the first states in 1972 to adopt and mandate a state building code
based on the model codes and their consensus based process. Virginia is an active
participant at the national level so if there is a need to amend the IRC our building
officials with support from builders and design professionals are well positioned to
submit code changes. Related to the eastern shore, our Board of Housing and ‘
Community Development amended the IRC to allow 90m.p.h as the wind zone for our
very large special wind region in southwest Virginia this past year.

As your may well know, FEMA and other federal agencies, along with the design
community, the insurance industry and experts like yourself, crafted a new measurement
method for the wind zones and made more stringent the structural wall bracing
requirements and the jmpact resistance of glazing for wind-borne debris. It 1s certainly
appropriate for Mr. Tarr, the builder of your home, and yourself to ask the questions and
to raise the concerns that you posed in your letter. ‘

Since the USBC/IRC clearly allows interpolation to be made by the building officials and
in the IRC Section 301.2.1 there is reference to some industry designs, our USBC aiready
then provides a great deal of discretion for the local building officials to grant
modifications based on factors that you have raised on the past 50 year history and the
barrier island protection. The building officials could accept such factors and agree on a
prescriptive wall bracing and anchoring design for the eastern shore. Other options to
keep engineering costs down would be to accept an engineered for a range of model
homes built to a certain set of parameters. At the same time building officials, builders or
design professionals could develop and collaborate on code changes for our 2009 USBC
that will get underway in the last half of 2009 and to be completed by the end of 2010.
These code changes could then be vetted next year with the stakeholders for a consensus
technical amendment.

You mentioned in your letter that porches and decks over 256 square feet also had to be
designed by a design professional. I am unclear as to where that requirement comes from
in the IRC. We will try to work with the building officials on the eastern shore on this
issue where a common sense approach could be reached for decks and porches.
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Again, we appreciate your interest and technical advice. Tam asking the building
officials in the tidewater and eastern shore area to formulate what they might see as a
reasonable and technically sound approach over the concerns you raise on the cost to
engineer large homes with lots of glazing versus a starter home with limited glazing and
size where the engineer costs might be an issue. On the other hand federal studies done
for Congress say that for every one dollar spent on mitigation there is a 4 dollar payback
in reduced property damage.

Should you have further questions, please free to contact me at 804-372-7151 or email
emory.rodgersi@dhece.virginia.gov.

Sincerely;

Err
Dd dhed

CC:

Vernon Hodge

Dave Fluhart BO southhampton
Mark Cline BO accomac
Ken Lewis BO chincoteaque
Cheri Hainer

Lynn Underwood

John Glover

Roger Robertson

Steve Shapiro

Bill Dupler

Clifton Wallace

Paula Eubank

S
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Rodgers, Emory

From: Rodgers, Emory
Sent:  Thursday, August 14, 2008 12:32 PM

To; Hodge, Vernon; John Glover; ‘Clements, Ron'; Rick Witt; Steve Shapiro; Cheri Hainer, Underwood,
Lynn; 'Mike Toalson'; Roger Roberison; Mike Redifer; 'kenny@chincoteague-virginia.gov'; Robert
Smalley; 'mcline@co.northampton.va.us'

Ceo: Wallace, Clinton; Eubank, Paula; Brock, Larry; Bili Dupler; Foley, Brian, 'Bajnai, Charles’
Subject: R301.1.3 engineered designed homes, decks, screen poriches for 110 zone

Today, | spoke with a builder from Chincoteague, Mr, Jerry Tarr, regarding engineered designs for homes, decks
and porches. He has a letter from an engineer on the way that he hopes might result in some relief for the
eastern shore and has done research for 30 years of hurricanes for the eastern shore to bolster his case for only
being in the 100mph zone despite the IRC map.

| explained the code change process that will commence in late 2009. 1 noted for scuthwest Virginia the BHCD
approved an amendmaent that for all practical purposes ook an area greater than the eastern shore from the 110
zone to 90mph except for two mountains over 4,000 feet. This will be on our 200¢ USBC list of items {o review,

His 15! recommendation is for the Virginia localities on the eastern shore to be assigned to the 100mph zone. |
explained that the wind map was based on consensus and was based on federal input, the insurance indusiry,
code officials and other parties so it wasn'i done without a great amount of thought and in an open inclusive
process.

He builds 1arge custom homes and entry levei homes. | suggested he approach the Tidewater Homebuilders. He
is not a member though. | suggested that he contact Region 8 folks to meet and explain his concerns and
recommendations, | would recommend that the eastern shore building officials coordinate and help arrange a
meeting or presentation at an upcoming Region 8 meeting.

Mr. Tarr also liked the idea to have considered other options that include some exception for decks and porches
under a certain square footage; that a home under 2,000s.f. with 15% or less glazing would only follow the wall
bracing requirements alliowed or pick the most stringent and use that method; and, that required engineering on
partial element of & home such as where one wall is most all glazing.

He is building a 3200s.f. home with one wall having more than 50% glazing and readily accepts engineering for
that wall. He spent $4200 for the engineering and the paradox is the home is on piers and the house engineerad
design has more connections and bolting than the pier foundation and attached whalers. A deck engineered
design cost $600. There are few engineers on Eastern Shore with the closest in Salisbury, Md. He believes
some exception for decks and porches needs to be made. With the down turn in building for smaller homes these
extra costs are passed onto the buyer making affordable housing an issue. '

He will be sending his ideas and concerns on R301.3 to his delegates and the Governor seeking relief. | did
expiain the USBC provides the buiiding officials a great deal of authority for approving alternate methods of
construction and approving modifications on a case-by-case basis especially for decks and porches. 1 explained
that the building officiat can do interpolation of the maps although it is clear the eastern shore is inthe 110 or
greater wind zone. He could also submit his engineered analysis and research on storms/hurricanes to seek
other soiutions besides engineered designs.

8/14/2008
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2008 NATIONAL ELECTRICAL CODE
State and Local Adoptions
As of May 1, 2008

Based on information from the NEMA Field Representatives, the following states and
local jurisdictions have adopted the 2008 NEC as of May 1, 2008:

State Adoptions:

Idaho (effective July 1, 2008)

lowa (effective January 1, 2009)
Massachusetts

New Mexico (effective July 1, 2008)
North Carolina

North Dakota

Oregon

South Dakota (effective July 1, 2008)
Texas (effective Oct. 1, 2008)

Utah (effective January 1, 2009)

Local Adoptions:
Johnson City, Tennessee

Montgomery, Alabama
Shelby County, Alabama
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Understanding the Cost Impact of the 2008 NEC

The impact of additional Arc-Fault Circuit Inferrupters and the new Tamper Resistant Receptaches in
the 2008 NEC has prompied controversy driven by the misumderstood cost impact of moving from
the 2005 NEC to the 2008 NEC. The NBEC provides for the safe nse of electricity from fre mmd
shock. Technology over the years has enhenced that protection with minimal cost impace. Circuit
breakers protect the home from overloaded circuits to prevent fires and GFCls are well recognized in
the safe use of electricity to protect us and our children from shock hazards. The GFCI entered the
home in the 19705, AFCIs became part of the NEC in the 1999 NEC and the tmmoper resistant

receptacke in the 2008 NEC.

We will show that the impact of adding AFCI protection and Tamper Registmt Receptacles will have
minimal impact on affordable housing. Keep in mind the NEC cstablishes the requirements for the
aafy electrical operstion of a home. Additions! circuits that include extra lighting, specific known
loads, or & desire to seperato circuits for isolation purposcy is an additionsi cost fhat may be inomred
that is onee again pot driven by the NEC. The sdditional Hghting loads or appliances ars nat code
driven, they sre upgrades similar to windswa, roofing configuration, or brick vs siding.

Thia report has been prepared by the following Ohio Chapier Board of Director Membors ; Orar P,
Post, Electrical Ingpector for the City of Talimadge, Ohio and Thomas E. Moore, Electricsl Inspector
for the City of Beachwood, Ohio and Tim McClintock, Building Official/Electrical Inspector for
Wayns County, Ohio,- All three Homrd Members have extemsive experience with the code

development process.
This report provides an impact statoment based entirely on the 2008 NEC requircments for three

different homes. The first is 2 900 sq ft bome to help understand the impact to affordable housing,
The other two homes sre typical sizc bomes and will includs a 1700 5q & home and 2 2100sq

home.

The findings arc based on prices obtained at a local electrical distributor and other verifiable
resaurees as follows:

Combination AFC] $36.34

Standard Receptacle $.50

Temper Resistent Receptacie 51.25

Standards GFCE Receptacie $8.00

Tamper Registant Receptacls with GFCI £14.85

Resuliy '

900 sqft Horme 5160.18 for 900 sq. . dwelling unit or 5.18/sq. &
1700 sgft Home $205.27 for 1700 sg. . dwelling unit or $.12/8q. .
2100 sgft Home $241.36 for 2100 sg. ft. dwelling unit or §.11/8q. &

The 2008 NEC impact is minimal at legs than a 20 conts persq it

Respectfolly

P
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*“Cost Analysis for a new dwelling based on the minimum 2008 NEC requirements {1700 Sq 1)

i
2008 NEC Code Section . Dasciption of Code Raquirement 4&?”.““.»1
S S X - . ey, Lircui/Devices

- il ot 4 -
LT IR S T (PP O S

220.12, Toble 220.12 & 2 generol purpose 15 Ampere drcults which lncudes fomily reoms, diving reoms, iving reoms, $3.25 $38.34 $46.18
220,140} pariors, llbrarke, dens, bedroom, snrooms, recreation roams, dosets, hollwoys, o smiar 3
220.1 it

, $3.25 $34.34
N N._ c..uNmﬂ.hwn M._O.w wﬁnxd ? AT (TI [ R T .w.m.‘r.. ey NQ.ML_M*. R Wl e ‘ PRI S A L ‘ A . P LN L SR |- LI
220.14()}, & 406.11 so1ving the kitchn courterion, 2 $8.00 $1485 $13.70

u_o.mnﬁﬂ..udcu:ﬂ:.:. w?ioggggnrﬂma%mqg»ogéga
220,141} B 404.11 e e (VN by 210.5208)1)

Cost par Cost per Cousd

" 210.52(D), 210.01{CK3), |
220,141, & 406,11
T 210.52(G), 220140, & |
404611 )

R TR o ENg SR
E AR I R L LY, £

210.52(E) 226.14()), & 2 Tompar Rosistont/Wacther Retistont receptades thront & raar of Dwalling)

40611

210.52{G), 220.14(J}, &
A € roceired for wniisbad batements

Sand 20 2 prba by . M e LT

for the Lawstey within 6 foet of loundry sk

.lx;..t”?“uollmmnmfu.”.wﬂ.m‘lwi ot ..“... " . oot D - T -
220.140)) & 506,11 ! Tomper Redicnt GG lataind

L T R L A ST A S Caniic CMEANEan
210.52{A), 230,12, which indudes tomily rooms, dielng rocrms, thving rooms, parlors, Hbraries, darm, badroorns,
2201400, & 406,11 swoomy, recroction rooms, dosels, hollways, or similar rooms o arecs

TOTAL §$205.27

Footnotes This onclyshs is based on 2-wire home rons for Bronch creott, The foliowing comdsts of
altamative wiring methods ond their respactiva pricss;

1. Stendard AFCI breckers s requined by the 2005 NEC 2508 NM-B-14/2/2.CUWG............ $114.66

2. Ahtemative method protecting outdoar receptades fad from basemens GFCI 25061 BM-B-E4/3CU-WG.ooveeea $75.87

recaptace 250t MMB-14/2¢CUWG ... .$54.1 3

$205.27 for 1700 sq. f1. dwelling wit is o cort of $.12/54q. f2,
Not u whale let ta pay for safety!

Any sxtra wiring or devices chove and bayond this i the cholce of the bulider and not mandated by the NEC,
*Pricas oblalned from Luff Eleciric Supply (sea ldachod quols}, Lowes, & Home Boepat
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*Cost Analysis for o new dwelling based on the minimum 2008 NEC requirements (2100 Sq #)

. W e Total Required
2008 HEC Code Section | - Descipion of Code Requivemeni e | Costpm | Cou

22012, Toble 220.12 8 | 2 9norad purpore 15 Ampera crouits wivich Inclucies family roams, dinkig rooms, fiving rooms, $3.28 $34.34
220,144} porlors, flbraries, dens, bedtooms, umraoms, recreation rooms, dossts, haltways, or siwiiar 4

21052, 220008
2201403

210.52(C), 210, (K1),
220.14()) & 406,11

21052y, 210.11{0¢7), mﬁgigfﬂﬁ.gw&vﬁ?gmqﬂﬁwgqggﬁ
220140 8 40611 f -~ bopired b A

2101 1(CX3), |
220,140 & 406.11

T N A N T L B T e s
210.52(G), 220,141, & T Tumpar Reslston GFCI receptncles fequirad for attadwd garages & wotadwed gorages
406,11 _ . ’ with Y

0w,

frons & rear of Dwelling)

fris PR L e e Sl e e o 4 2
210.52(8), 220.14()), & 2T ¢ Rasistant/Wacther esista

405,11

210.52(G), 220.74{1, &
| 406,11

ngggigﬁc«%g H $8.00 $14.85

S £
PRI

" 210.52(F), 2101 1(CH3), | & o :_;, P

2201400 & 506,11 | P Redeont GEClnsiabad for e Launiry withn § feu

210524A), 220,12, witlch inchedes Family rooms, dining rooms, Iving rocem, parkors, Bbrories, dons, bedrooms,

. . u.
220.14(3), & 406,11 Rnrosmh tecredtion room, dosets, haltwerys, of skullar rocens ar areas 50 $.50 $1.25 $37.50

TOTAL 241,36

Foclnotes Tists analysts k based on 2-wire homs runs for brandh clecubiz, The followtng consists of

alternative witing methods and thaly respoctive peices;
1. Stondard AFCI bradkers ax raquiced by the 2005 NEC 250f NM-B-14/2/2-CUWG............ $1t4.66

2 Alternative mathod protetting outdoor recoptades fad from basement GFCI 2507t NM-B~14/3-CWG............... $75.87
receplock 250f MM-B-14/2-CUWG el 854013

$241.36 for 2100 sq. . dwelling unit & 6 cott of £.1 1/3q. 8.
ot o whole ot fo pay for sofetyl

Any exira wiing or devices above and bayend this It the chofce of the bullder and not mandated by the NEC.
*Pricas obivinad from Loff Bleciric Supply (ses atachad quols), Lowes, & Home Depot
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National Fire Protection Association
National Electrical Code®

)
Fact Sheet NFPA

Arc-Fault Circuit Interrupters

‘What are Arc-Fault Circuit Interrupters (AFCIs)?

The 2008 National Electrical Code® (NEC @) requirement for AFCI protection considerably expands this
fire prevention technology to the majority of circuits instalted in new and renovated homes. The type of
AFCI currently available commercially is 2 next-generation circuit breaker that not only provides the
conventional safety functions, but its advanced design also rapidly detects potentially dangerous arcs and
disconnects power in the circuit before a fire can start. Fire safety officials throughout the U.S. endorse
AFCls as a significant step forward in electrical fire safety.

Why should they be installed in homes?
AFCls will save lives and make homes safer. According to the U.S. Fire Administration, each year home
electrical problems cause about 70,000 fires, resulting in 485 deaths and $868 million in property loss.

Why mandate AFCls for newer homes when statistics show the majority of problems have occurred
in older homes?

Fire safety officials recommend the use of AFCIs in all dwellings. While it is true that fire statistics in
many cases are derived from older dwellings, damage to appliance cords or to wires hidden in a wall can
oceur regardless of the home’s age. In addition, incorrectly performed electrical installations can oceur in
both new and old homes. As technology evolves and the NEC is revised, the enhanced level of safety is
typically required only in new construction that is subject to the latest adopted edition. Homes wired per the
2008 NEC will have the majority of their circuits protect by AFCIs for the life of the electrical system.

How do you know AFCls will prevent fires and save lives?

Since 1999, AFCls have been thoroughly field-tested. Underwriters Laboratories, the National Association
of State Fire Marshals (NASFM), the U.S. Consumer Product Safety Commission, and many other experts
have found AFCIs to be reliable and effective. By eliminating a significant source of electrically related
fires, future statistics will demonstrate a reduction in fires of electrical origin.

Are AFCIs expensive?

The cost of the enhanced protection is directly related to the size of the dwelling and the number of circuits
installed. Current retail prices of AFClI-type circuit breakers at several national building supply chains are
in the range of $35 to $40 per unit. Even for larger homes with more circuits, the cost increase is
insignificant compared to the total cost of the home, particularly when the increased level of safety is
factored.

Do AFCls interfere with smoke alarms and appliances, and trip unnecessarily?

AFCIs do not interfere with power supply reliability. These state-of-the-art devices identify problems that
current circuit breakers are not designed to protect against, which can result in what appears to be an
unexplained circuit breaker trip. By actually identifying these problems, residents are safer.

What is the NEC?

The NEC is the National Electrical Code. The NEC's mission is to provide practical safeguards from the
hazards that arise from using electricity. It is the most widely adopted safety code in the United States and
the world, and it is the benchmark for safe electrical installations. The NEC is an evolving document,

developed through an open consensus process. A new edition is issued every three years.

For more information, visit www.nfpa.org.
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National Fire Protection Association
National Electrical Code®
Fact Sheet

Tamper-Resistant Electrical Receptacles

NFPA

‘What are tamper-resistant electrical receptacles and what is the new requirement?

The 2008 Nartioral Electrical Code® (NEC®) will require new and renovated dwellings to have tamper-
resistant {TR) receptacles. These receptacles have spring-loaded shutters that close off the contact
openings, or slots, of the receptacies. When a plug is inserted into the receptacle, both springs are
compressed and the shutters then open, allowing for the metal prongs to make contact to create an electrical
circuit. Because both springs must be compressed at the same time, the shutters do not open when a child
attempts to insert an object into only one contact opening, and there is no contact with electricity. Tamper-
resistant receptacles are an important next step to making the home a safer place for children.

Why require tamper-resistant electrical receptacles?
Each year, approximately 2,400 children suffer severe shock and burns when they stick items into the slots
of electrical receptacles. It is estimated that there are six to 12 child fatalities a year related to this.

If homeowners do not have children, are TR receptacles required?

Yes. Owners or tenants of homes and apartments change frequently. In addition, exposure to electrical
shock and burn accidents are not limited to a child’s own home. Children visit homes of relatives and
friends who don't have children of their own. This requirement ensures all new homes and apartments are
safe for children, whether the home is their own or they are there on a temporary basis.

Do TR receptacles require greater insertion strength than standard receptacles?
TR receptacles require comparable force to other receptacles. The insertion force may vary depending on
the newness of the device to the shape or style of the plug being inserted.

Are TR receptacles costly?

No. The projected cost of a TR receptacle adds about $0.50 to the cost of an unprotected receptacle. Based
on current statistics, the average home has about 75 receptacles resulting in an overall added cost of under
$40. This amount may vary sfightly base¢ on the type and style of TR receptacle used. This minimal
increase in cost buys a significant increase in electrical safety for children.

Shouldn’t people accept responsibility for their children and teach their children not fo stick items in
receptacles?

Accidents involving children and receptacles cannot be blamed entirely on poor parenting. They involve
people who look away for a moment, only to face undue tragedy and pain as the result of a child's curiasity.
The NEC's mission is to provide electrical safety in the home. TR receptacles are a simple and easy way to
protect children from serious injuries that continue to happen every year.

Why are TR receptacles preferred over products such as receptacles with caps or with sliding
receptacle covers?

Receptacle caps may be lost and also may be a choking hazard for some ages. Children can learn to defeat
sliding receptacle covers when they watch their parents. TR receptacles provide security against the
insertion of objects other than cord plugs into the energized parts.

What is the NEC?

The NEC is the National Electrical Code. The NEC's mission is to provide practical safegnards from the
hazards that arise from using electricity. It is the most widely adopted safety code in the United States and
the world, and it is the benchmark for safe electrical installations. The NEC is an evolving decument,

developed through an open consensus process. A new edition is issued every three years.

For more information, visit www.nfpa.org.
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advantages of the construction industry using this type of construction but aisc relates the dangers to fire fighters, “The Hllincis Fire Service
Institite, at the University of Iiinols, conducted tests to help determine the structural stability of sample floor systems. These studies suggest that
engineered wooden i-beams can fai in as little as 4 minutes and 40 seconds under controlled test conditions”. The report also states that
weakened floors are difficult {o detect from above as the floor surface may appear intact,

On November 18, 2007, NIOSH released repert F2007-07. In this Fire Fighter Death in the Line-of-Duty report, NIOSH recommends
“building code officials and local authorities having jurisdiction should consider modifying the current codes to require that Eghtweight trusses are
protected with a fire barrier on both the top and the bottom™. The report further states “In this incident, the floor trusses for the first floor did not
have any protection on the bottom cord, which immediately exposed the trusses to fire in the basement. Unfinished basements are very cornmon
throughout the country. Basements typically house additional fire exposures such as alternative heating sources, hot water heaters, clothes
dryers, etc.. It is critical for trusses and lightweight engineered wood I-beams that are used in & load-bearing assembly o be protected with a
thermal barrier such as gypsum wallboard. The function of the thermal barrier is a critical factor in the fire performance of the assembly”,

In Aprit, 2005, NIOSH released their report "Preventing Injuries and Deaths of Fire Fighters due to Truss System Failures”. In their release
they recommended the placement of a labeling system on buildings to indicate the type of construction. While this recommendation will probably
not be acceptable to residents of a one or two family home, we can mandate that they increase the protection of the construction type to prowvide
increased safety {o the residents and the responding fire fighters.

National Institute for Qccupaticnal Safety and Health Report F206-26. Juty, 2007,

National institute for Occupational Safety and Heaith Report F2007-12, May, 2008.

National institute for Occupational Safety and Heaith Report F206-24, September, 2007,

Nationat Institute for Occupational Safety and Heailth Report F2007-07, November, 2007,

Nationat Institute for Occupational Safety and Heatth Alert, “Preventing Injuries and Deaths of Fire Fighters due to Truss System Failures”.

NSRS

Final Action: AS AM AMPC D

RB71-07/08
R313, R313.1.1 (New), R313.1.2 (New), R313.1.3 (New). Chapter 43 (New)

=

Proposed Change as Submitted:

Proponent: Roger R. Evans, Park City Municipal Corpagation, representing Utaty Cnapter of ICC

1. Revise section title as follows:

SECTICN R313
SMOKE ALARMS

2. Add new text as follows:

R313.1.1 Carbon monexide alarms. In new consiruction. dwelling units within which fuel-fired appliances are
installed shall be provided with an approved carbon monoxide alarm installed outside of each_separate sleeping area
in the immediate vicinity of the bedroom(s).

R313.1.2 Where required-existing dwellings. In existing dwellings. where interigr alferations, repairs fuel-fired
appliance reptacements of additions requiring a permit occur, or where one or more sleeping rooms are added or
created, carbon monaxide alarms shall be provided in accordance with Section 313.1.1.

R313.1.3 Alarm requirements. The required carbon monexide alarms shall be clearly audible in all bedrooms over
background noise levels with all intervening doors closed. Carbon monoxide alarms shall be listed as complying with
UL 2034 and shall be installed in accordance with this code and the manufacturer's installation instructions.

{Renumber subseq'uent sections)
3. Add standard to Chapter 43 as follows:

UL :
2034-96 Standard for Single and Multiple Station Carbon Monoxide Alarms

Reason: Accarding to the Journal of the American Medical Association (JAMA), carbon monoxide is the leading cause of accidental poisoning
deaths in America. Over 1,500 peopie die annually due to accidental carbon monoxide exposure and an additional 10,000 seek medical atte ntion.
www.homesafe.com

Cost Impact: The code change proposal will increase the cost of construction from between $50.00 to $300.00 per dwelling unit,

nalysis: Review of proposed new standard UL 2034-96 indicated that, in the opinion of ICC Staff, the standard did comply with ICC stand=rds
teria, Section 3.8.3.1.

36
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Committee Action: Disapproved

Committes Reason: The committee felt that based upon the CTC recommendations and the insufficient amount of technical suppert on carbon
monoxide detectors they still shouid not be mandated in the code. Further the committee urged industry to address the issues of reliability and
false positive indications and bring the proposal back again.

Assembly Action: None
Individual Consideration Agenda

This item is on the agenda for individual censideration because public comments were submitted.

Public Comment 1;

Richard J. Roberts, Professional Alarm Services Organization of North America (PASONA), requests
Approval as Submitted.

Commenter's Reason: The commitiee's reason for disapproving Code Change Proposal RB71-G7/08 is they believed there was insufficient
amount of technical data to support the mandatory installation of CO alarms and urged industry to address the issues of reliability and false
positive indications. It should be noted there is a study dated 12/22/04 conducted by Underwriters Laboratory {UL) that provides technical data
reliability and false alarm immunity of CC alarms. The five-year UL study. Carbon Monoxide {CO) Alarm Field Study, was designed to evaluate the
effectiveness of CO atarms. The study concluded that CO alarms provide effective signaling protection to the users should there be a fatai
concentration of CO and they generally do not fatse alarm in the field. A copy of the report is avaitable from UL upon request.

The study involved the random collection of over 100 CO alarms from U.S retail stores and manufacturer locations by the UL Field Services
staff and representing three types of sensor technotogies: {1) electrochemical, (2) biomemetic, and (3} semiconductor. Al CO alarms collected
were UL Listed inaccordance with the Standard for Single and Multiple Station Carbon Monoxide Alarms, UL2034. Initial sensitivity tests were
recorded and the alarms were then distributed 1o UL staff for installation in their homes and the afarm’s instailed locations were noted. At the
specified fréquencies UL staff returned their assigned CO afarms for sensitivity testing, Throughout the entire survey program a few units
experienced early/detayed signals during the sensitivity tests, but ail of these CO alarms wouid provide effective signaling protection to the users
should there be a fatal concentration of CO and they generally do not false alarm in the field. A copy of the repart is available from LiL..

The UL study provides the technical data requested by the committee. As such the commiites should approve Code Change Proposal RB71-
07/08 as submitted.

Fublic Comment 2:
Salvatore DiCristina, Code Solutions, Iné., requests Approval as Modified by this Public Comment.

Modify proposal as follows:

SECTION R313
ALARMS

R313.t1.1 Carbon monoxide alarms. In new construction, dwelling units withir;gh@i fusl-fired appliances are mstalltd or have g@cheg ?arages
shali be provided with an approved carbon monoxide alarm installed outside ofbach separate sleeping area in the im j icinity of the

bedrocrysis

REYE1.2 Where required-existing dwellings. in existing dwellings within which fusl-fired apoliances exist or have aftach
i ﬁ & epairs—fd ad-appliance-replacementis-of-additions work requiring a permit occurs, erwhere-6Re-0 :
areaddad e creatad. carbon monexide alarms shall be provided in accordance with Section 313.1.1, 7

Atk grations

R313.1.3 Alarm requirements. Therequired-carbon-mens ido-aiarme-shai-tre=stea awdible-in-ali-bedoame-orai-paskground-Aeo i S
} i - Single statlon carbon monoxide alarms shall be listed as complying with UL 2034 and shall be installed in
accordance with this code and the manufacturer's installation instructions.

{Renumber subsequent sections)

UL
2034-96 2008 Standard for Single and Multiple Station Carbon Monoxide Alarms

Commenter’s Reason: The industry has addressed the issue of refiability by updating the requirements of the UL 2034 stantard. All carbon
monoxide detectors avaiiable today meet the update requirements which eliminated the false positive indications that occurred when carbon
monoxide deleclors were first brought to market in the 1990's. The State of New Jersey has had regulations mandating the instaliation of carbon
monoxide alarms in all new and existing residential occupancies since 1992, The state implemented a reporting program at that time 1o identify
“reliability and faise positive indication problems and there have been no problems idenfified in over 10 years.

Carbon monoxide poisonings leading 1o injury or death is weil documented and the only way to protect the occupants from this odoriess and
tasteless produst of combustion is through the instatlation of detectors complying with today's standards.

The proposal has been modified to add the requirement for the instaliation of carbon monoxide alarms for dwelling units with attached
garages, {0 simplify when existing dwellings need fo comply, to atlow the instaliation of single station carbon monoxide alarms and to reference
the latest version of the UL standard.

164 2008 ICC FINAL ACTION AGENDA
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Rodgers, Emory

From: Mays, Eric M. [emays@pwecgov.org]
Sent:  Thursday, October 23, 2008 9:04 AM

To: Brian Smith; Lynch, Pauw! M., john.orrison@herndon-va.gov; david.cooper@fauguiercounty.gov,
BOm@CULPEPERCOUNTY. GOV, dmitchel@loudoun.gov; Muste, George; Wilson, Andrew;
jannine.penneall@alexandriava.gov; david janifer@dc.gov; Elizabeth Wells; Shahriar Amiri;
cmajowka@arlingionva. us; tharrison@arlingtonva.us; schei@arlingtonva.us;
John.Catlett@alexandriava.gov; Doug Fraser; linda.frye@dumfriesvirginia.org;

Gregg Fields@alexandriava.gov; Steve Shapiro {Steve Shapiro); Dupler, Bill; Roger Roberison
(Roger Robertson); Revels, Greg; Underwood, Lynn; chainer@vbgov.com; Richard Bartell (E-mail)

Cc: Rodgers, Emory; Hugh, Wade
Subject: Residential Brick Veneer Inspections?

Prince William County has had two recent cases of improper installation of brick veneer that has resulted in water
intrusion into houses. The citizen dialogue has elevated to the Prince Wiliam Board of County Supervisors and
DHCD on behalf of the Governor,

| would really appreciate if you can let me know whether or not your jurisdiction performs Residential Brick Veneer
Inspections. If yes, what is the extent, timing and items inspected.

For your informatioh, foliowing is the most recent email | sent to the Prince William Board of County Supervisors.
Tharks in advance for your help.

Eric

From: Mays, Eric M,

Sent: Wednesday, October 22, 2008 10:08 PM

To: Ferguson, Carol

Cc: Hugh, Wade; Horton, Ross G.; Roltsch, Susan L.; BOCS; Chambers, Scott A.; Mockaitis, Gail; Gerhart, Craig
S, ‘

Subject: RE: Leaking Homes in Woodbridge, VA (Belmont Bay) 22191

Carol:
1 wanted to follow-up on your additional questions relative to the Inspections Process.

The Virginia Uniform Statewide Building Code (VUSBC), Section 113.3 Minimum Inspections specifies the
minimum inspections that are to be conducted at specific miiestones during the construction process:

113.3 Minimum inspections. The following minimum inspections shall be conducted by the building- official when
applicable to the construction or permit:

. Inspection of footing excavations and reinforcement material for concrete footings prior to the placement of concrete.

. Inspection of foundation systems during phases of construction necessary 10 assure comphiance with this code.

. Inspection of preparatory work prior to the placement of concrete.

, Inspection of structural members and fasteners prior 10 concealment.

. Inspection of electrical, mechanical and plumbing materials, equipment and systems prior to concealment.

. Inspection of energy conservation material prior to concealment.

. Final inspection.

~1 O b LY b —

A Residential Brick Veneer Inspection is not mandated by the VUSBC, The Building Development staff does not
currently conduct a Residential Brick Veneer Inspection, and | am not aware of any Virginia jurisdiction that
requires such an inspection. However, | will contact other Northern Virginia jurisdictions to confirm.

10/23/2008
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If a Residential Brick Venger Inspection is mandated, it will require a very resource intense process. Multiple
inspections will have to be conducied as each brick veneer wall is construcied to confirm: proper air gap; weather-
resistant sheathing paper; brick ties; interior flashing; and weep holes. This will require the mason to stop their
work approximately every 4 to 8 feet of wall height o allow for an inspection before continuing the work and
concealing those items in the lower part of the wall, For a two stery house with a brick veneer front, 3 additional
inspections would be required. If the brick veneer was installed on the entire house, 12 to 16 additional
inspections would be required. This inspection process would significantly slow down the progress of the mason's
work and add cost to the inspections process.

Based on Mr. lavecchia's case and one other case in the Gainesville District, | have instructed the Inspectors to

start verifying that the weep holes are installed in the proper locations with the proper spacing during
the Residential Close-In Inspections and Residential Final Inspections. However, this will not confirm whether or

not the concealed items were properly installed.
Please let me know if you have any additional questions.

Thanks,
Eric

10/23/2008
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Rodgers, Emory

From: Mays, Eric M. [emays@pwcgov.org]
Sent:  Wednesday, January 21, 2009 11:52 AM
To: Underwood, Lynn

Cc: Collins, James L.; jbaker@roanokecountyva.gov; samiri@arlingtonva.us; John Glover; Pylant, Ray;
Tomberlin, Guy; Lynch, Paul M.; Dupler, Bill: Roger Robertson (Roger Robertson):;
WittR@chesterfield.gov; Richard Bartell (E-mail); chainer@vbgov.com; Farrell, Sean; Stan Massie
(Stan Massie); ccock@blacksburg.gov; kkline@rockinghamcountyva.gov, Justin Biller;
emckin@arlingtonva.us; Rodgers, Emory; alls6@co.henrico.va.us, JMITCHE 1@loudoun.gov;
mclift@co.kinggeorge.state.va.us; Steve Shapiro {Steve Shapiro); kbridges@ci. martinsville.va.us;
ralston.mecinnis@norfolk gov; mredifer@nngov.com; John.Catleti@alexandriava.gov

Subject: VBCOA Board Meeting - Residential Sprinkler Discussion
Lynn:

I need to attend the TRB meeting this Friday, and | won't be able to attend the VBCOA Board of Directors
Meeting.

In talking with Jim Collins, | understand you have several VBCOA members that are looking at participating in the
Residential Sprinkler Ad Hoc Committee being formed by VFPA.

Since | cannot attend the VBCOA Board of Directors Meeting, | at least wanted to voice my opinion.

My professional view of the Residential Sprinkler initiative is fire suppression saves fives, but| do not support the
current proposal as written. My specific concerns are:

+ Tradeoffs Potentially Increase the Hazard in Residential Construction
| disagree with the tradeoffs where the passive fire protection or fire rating requirements for interior and/or
exterior walls are being reduced in exchange for the fire suppression system.

Prince Wiilliam County currently has between 6000 and 7000 foreclosed houses (single family detached
and townhouses) where the water service has been turned off. If a fire starts in one of theses houses, it
will spread more quickly with any reductior in reguired fire ratings.

As a Building Official, I would argue this isn't only a reduction in safety, but | would have to consider
whether or not | am required to vacate the adjacent or adjeining dwelling/building when the water service is
tumed off.

» Fire Suppression Systems have to be maintained.
There must be a mandatory maintenance inspection program to accompany the reguirement to install
Residential Sprinklers. Otherwise, the systems will degrade over time and will not perform, if the tradecffs
are aliowed, this will create even a more dangerous situation.

« Limited Fire Suppression without Tradeoffs: A Possible Win-Win Solution
| believe the current published NFPA Standards for Residential Sprinkiers do not provide an cptimal
solution for this problem in terms of balancing safety, cost and long term maintenance. Captain Ray Scott
(Retired PWC FMO) previously proposed an optimal soiution that I believe would be a win-win for ali the
interested parties. :

Captain Scolt's proposal was to require the installation of a Limited Fire Suppression System in houses
that focused only on the areas with the greatest fire hazard (e.g. kitchen, utility room and mechanical
room). In the Limited System the fire sprinklers would be installed directly on the potable water lines in the
house. The water meter and water iines would not have io be increased in size. The normal movement of
water through the potable water lines would minimize the problems with standing water in fire suppression

172172009
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lines. The plumber could actually install the pipe and sprinkler head during the normal construction
sequence, which negates the need for an additionai trade specialist and coordination. This weuid in turm
allow the Building Departments to inspect the installation as part of the normai Piumbing Inspection instead
of requiring an additional Fire Suppression Inspection. This would create an affordable sofution and
increase public. safaty.

I understand the devil is in the details, and a iot would need to be done flush out this concept. However, |
believe as a concept, using Limited Fire Suppression in residentiai construction without tradeoffs offers a
more viable solution,

I'am truly concerned if the current proposal contained in the 2009 IRC moves forward, there will be significant
push back that will hurt the goal of making residential buildings safer through the installation of active fire
suppression. Fire suppression safes fives, and we all need to work to deveicp a solution that can be accepted by
all of the stakeholders to make this a reality,

Thanks,
Eric

172172009
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12.8.08

To: Proponents, Opponents and Undecided Stakeholders
From: Emory Rodgers, DHCD
Subject: IRC Sprinklers

IRC Work Group 4 meets April 9, 2009. Here are some thoughts to help provide a
framework for discussion and possible consensus. Data coliection will be important as
will looking at options, incentives, cost and the impact of other measures approved in the
2006 and 2009 I-codes/NEC and state legislation on fire-proof cigarettes,

Data: National and State

1. 5-years data comparing NFPA and Virginia data for deaths and injuries of
residents/firefighters, property losses and age demographics.

o Deaths have averaging around 3,000 residents of which some 2400 are 1&2
family dwellings. Confirm these and does Virginia fall above, same or below
natjonal average that would be around 48 deaths per state.

¢ Demographics on age such as 55 or over, under 35 and under 6 years of age. This
can help identify prevention and educational options.

¢ Dwelling age pre-1972, pre-1996 and post-1996. Could have the USBC assisted
in a decline of fires based on increased life safety and property protection
measures and where there remains gaps that proponents say answer 1s sprinkiers
and opponents say answer maybe smoke detectors, education, arc-fault devices,
etc. Should the 1% effort still be on new versus older homes or smaller homes such
as 1500 s.f. or less mandated since owners of larger homes have the income
resources to do sprinklers as an option?

2. Virginia Data:

e Smoke detectors present, operable or not operable. Will this data shed any light
on effectiveness to save lives or injuries? Will it provide an option where public
and private entities can partner to have existing homes obtain smoke detectors?

e What is response times 10 minutes or less, 20 minutes or less and over 20 minutes
to discern relationship to above data on deaths and property losses and value of
sprinklers or other passive options. How would have sprinklers assisted or other
options? Breakout of fires in urban, suburbs and rural? Define areas likely to be
more of a problem?

¢ List the 5-7 major causes such as stove, smoking, kids with matches, candles,
electrical, malfunctioning appliances or arson. Location of ignition kitchen,
bedroom, family rooms, basement.

¢ Other applicable data? How many homes are being sprinkled and is it increasing?
Example townhomes wanting 200s.1. in attic sprinkied have to be sprinkled or are
large mansions over 4500sf. now being sprinkled? How many builders and fire
service members have sprinklers? Sprinkler contractors should have data and



maybe some building departments and survey VFPA, fire chiefs, fire marshals,
HBAV and firefighters.

3. Cost:

e $1.61 used as average based on study of 10 localities. Hard to apply when
adopting statewide? Is comparable data for Maryland over $2.00 better for
Northern Virginia and urban areas with similar size homes, styles/layouts and
fabor costs? If homes remain at 2200sf average still in range of $3500 to $5,000?
Rural homes on wells may have more value to be sprinkled with longer response
time, but impact on affordability with higher instaliation costs where $3,000 can
be problematic with income levels. Will need to do manufactured housing and
modular too? Tanks can be only 200-360 gallons but where place them into small
home slab on grade or crawlspace?

4. How does this discussion interface or not with other code changes mandated into the
IRC/NEC and state law?

e Fire safe cigarettes now mandated so how will this negate and reduce deaths as
claimed by proponents since it is one of the leading causes of fires?

e 2003 USBC required arc-fauit devices in bedrooms and now 2006/2008 NEC
mandates for entire dwelling unit. How will these impact deaths/injuries/property
damages? Proponents cited from 400 to 600 deaths per year.

3. Mandates, Options and Incentives:

s IRC mandatory requirements no changes with enly incentive for townhomes from
210 1 hour. Based on views expressed to date there is no consensus. Code
change required 1o delete or unless directed by BHCD Codes and Standards to do
S0.

e JCC option with incentives and to be “where installed” pulled so no vote but
could be considered in USBC process. Building officials were more supportive of
this route as 1% step. USBC has already incentive for basement and not have
emergency egress windows. Consider mandatory from IRC with incentives from
glazing, arc-fault devices, smoke detectors. CO alarmns. etc.

e Do townhomes and duplexes only with incentives such as the rating reduction;
glazing at 3-10 feet: smoke detectors each floor but not each sleeping area and
inside each bedroom; SFPC limits on access roads, longer fire hydrant distances
and fire flows decreased that is allowed under design options.

e Do mandates but not where there are wells or for manufactured housing or under
some square footage threshold,

» Passive option as one ICC code change wanted to have floors and ceilings rated

- so why not have 5/8 type X sheetrock all walls and ceilings with ¥ or % rated
garage, basement and bedroom doors with closers, CO alarm on floor of fuel fired
appliances, arc-fault devices as sprinklers or this option?

]
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As all can see, if there is some willingness to compromise. then there are some available
options to move the life safety and property protection ball down the field. Remember 20
years ago we were far from where we are today and even the USBC doesn’t require a
~sprinkler in very small R-2°s where there is insufficient water pressure or supply? Is
‘there a “Virginia Way” like we have done for so many BOCA/I-code changes and did in
2006 for 1-3°s and emergency communications?

183
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Loudoun County, Virginia
www.loudoun gov
Board of Supervisors

1 Harrison Street, S.E., MSC #1. 5th Floor, P.O. Box 7000, Leesburg, VA 20177-7000
Telephone (703) 777-0204 » Fax (703) 777-0421 » email: bos@loudoun.gov

December 2, 2008

Board of Housing and Community Development
The Jackson Center

501 North Second Street

Richmond, VA 23219-1321

Attention: Mr. Tom Fleury, Chairman

Dear Chairman Fleury,

Recent action by the voting members at the International Code Councif (ICC) in Minneapolis, MN has
resulted in a residential sprinkler requirement for all new one- and two- family homes and townhouses.
The new residential sprinkler mandate will appear in the 2009 International Residential Code (TRC),
which will be published by the end of Calendar Year 2008.

Within Virginia, these requirements are subject to review and adoption by the Commonwealth of
Virginia's Board of Housing and Community Development (BHCI), as a component of the regular code
update process. This review is slated to begin in March 2009,

It 1s the desire of the Loudoun County Beard of Supervisors that the BHCD adopt the new residantial
sprinkler mandate when it updates the 2009 IRC for Virginia. Our local fire and building staff will be
actively involved in supporting this important code change throughout the upcoming review period; and
they will report back to the Board of Supervisors on the progress of this critical issus.

Residential sprinklers have long been advocated by the nation’s fire service as a means to significantly
reduce loss of life and injury in home fires. Whereas the requirement of smoke alarms in homes has
resulted in a dramatic decline in residential fire deaths over the last three decades, more than 3,000 (24P
people die each year from home fires. Statistics show that a home fire occurs in the United States every

80 seconds, and residential sprinklers are the only fire protection technology that works to control the

fire, reduce the production of deadly heat and fire gases, and provide occupants precious time to escape a
potentially deadly environment. Recent studies have also demonstrated that residential sprinklers are

much more affordable than in years past, especially when installed as part of new construction.

On behalf of the Board of Supervisors, I look forward to positive action by the BHCD toward the
implementation of residential sprinkler requirements in Virginia. Please feel free to contact me if you
have any guestions concerning this issue.

Sincerel )
§

Scott K. York
" Chairman, Loudoun County Board of Supervisors




RB66-07/08
R101.2, R301.1.3.1 {(New), R313 (New), R317.2, R317.2.4, R310.1, AP102 (New) Chapter 43

(New)
Proposed Change as Submitted:

Proponent: Rick Morris, AvalonBay Communities, Inc.

1, Revise as follows:

R101.2 {Supp) Scope. The provisions of the International Residential Code for One- and Two-family Dwelfings shall
apply to the construction, alteration, movement, enlargement, replacement, repair, equipment, use and occupancy,
location, removal and demolition of detached one- and two-family dweliings and townhouses not more than three
stories above-grade in height with a separate means of egress and their accessory structures.

The provisions of this Code shall also apply to the construction, alteration, enlargement and replacement of
townhouses not more than 4 stories above grade plane that are equipped throughout with an automatic sprinkler
system installed in accordance with NFPA 13D,

Exception: Live/work units complying with the requirements of Section 419 of the International Building Code
shall be permitted to be built as one- and two-family dwellings or townhouses. Fire suppression required by
Section 419.5 of the International Building Code when constructed under the International Residential Code for
One- and Two-family Dwellings shall conform to Section 903.3.1.3 of the Infernational Building Code.

2. Add new text as follows:

R301.1.3 Engineered design. When a building of otherwise conventional construction contains structural elements
exceeding the limits of Section R301 or otherwise not conforming to this code, these elements shall be designed in
accordance with accepted engineering practice. The extent of such design need only demonstrate compliance of
nonconventional elements with other applicable provisions and shall be compatible with the performance of the
conventionat framed system. Engineered design in accordance with the International Building Code is permitted for
all buildings and structures, and parts thereof, included in the scope of this code.

R301.1.3.1 Townhouses four stories above grade plane. For structural design of townhouses four stories above
grade piane, the structural provisions of the International Building Code for Group R-3 shall apply

3. Rename section and add new R313.1 as follows:

R313
FIRE PROTECTION SYSTEMS AND SMOKE ALARMS

R313.1 Fire protection systems. An approved automatic fire sprinkler system shall be installed in new townhouses
in accordance with NFPA 13D, except as follows:

1. Where fownhouses have separation walls designed based on R317.2, Exception 2, sprinklers shall be
orovided 1o protect exterior combusiible balconies, decks, porches and ground floor patios located under
such combustibie projections. Exterior sprinklers and supply piping. shall be protected from freezing where
freeze protection is required by P2603.6. Where sidewall sprinklers are installed beneath exposed wood
ioists, sprinklers shall be permitted 1o be installed with deflectors located 1 inch {25 mm) to 6 inches (152
mm) below the joists, not fo exceed a maximum distance of 14 inches (356 mm) below the deck.

Where townhouses with private garages have separation walls designed based on R317.2, Exception 2. fire
sprinkler protection shall be orovided in the garage. Sprinklers in garages shall be connected to & system
that complies with NFPA 13D. Garage sprinklers shall be residential sprinklers or quick-response sprinklers,
desianad to provide a density of 0.05 gpm/ft’. Garage doors shall not be considerad as obstructions with
respect to sprinkier placement,

i~

{(Renumber subsequent sections)
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4, Revise as foliows:

R317.2 Townhouses. Lach townhouse shall be considered a separate building and shall be separated by fire-
resistance-rated wall assemblies meeting the requiremeants of Section R3G2 for exterior walls.

Exceptions:

1. A common 2-hour fire-resistance-rated wall is permitted for townhouses if such walls do not contain
plumbing or mechanical equipment, ducts or vents in the cavity of the common wall. Electricai
instaliations shail be installed in accordance with Chapters 33 through 42. Penetrations of electrical outlet
boxes shall be in accordance with Section R317.3.

A commen 1-hour fire-resistance rated wall is permitted for townhouses equipped throughout with an
automatic sprinkler system installed in accordance with R313.1. The wall shail be rated for fire exposure
from both sides and shail extend to and be tight against exterior walls and the underside of the roof
sheathing. Where roof surfaces adjacent to the wall are at different elevations. the rated wail shall
continue to the upper roof sheathing.

[~

5, Revise as follows:

R317.2.4 Structural independence. Each individual townhouse shall be structurally independent.

Exceptions:

Foundations supporting exterior walls or common walls.

Structural roof and wall sheathing from each unit may fasten to the commaon wall framing.
Nonstructural wall coverings.

Flashing at termination of roof covering over common wall.

Townhouses separated by a common 2-heur fire-resistance-rated wall as provided in Section R317.2.

G0N -

8. Revise as follows:

R310.1 (Supp) Emergency escape and rescue required. Basements and every sieeping room shall have at least
one operable emergency escape and rescue opening. Such opening shail open directly into a public street, public
alley, vard or court. Where basements contain one or more sleeping rooms, emergency egress and rescue openings
shall be required in each sleeping room. Where emergency escape and rescue openings are provided they shall
have a sill height of not more than 44 inches (1118 mm) above the floor. Where a door opening having & threshold
below the adjacent ground elevation serves as an emergency escape and rescue opening and is provided with a
bulkhead enclosure, the bulkhead enclosure shail comply with Section R310.3. The net clear opening dimensions
required by this section shall be obtained by the normai operation of the emergency escape and rescue opening from
the inside. Emergency escape and rescue openings with a finished sill height below the adjacent ground elevation
shail be provided with a window well in accordance with Section R310.2. Emergency escape and rescue openings
shall open directly into a pubiic way, or to a yard or court that opens to a public way.

Exceptions:

1. Basements used only 1o house mechanical equipment and not exceeding total floor area of 200 square
feet (18.58 ma).

2. Indwelling units equinped throughout with an automatic sprinkler system instalted in accordance with
NFPA 13D, )

7. Add new text as follows:

AP102 Fire flow. The fire-flow requirements for townhouses specified by IFC Appendix B, where adopted, shall be
permitted {0 be reduced by 75% for buildings equipped throughout with an automatic sprinkler system instailed in
accordance with NFPA 13D,

Reason: This proposal would add a requirement for residentiat sprinkler systems to be instailed in all new townheouses constructed under the
international Residential Code, and it inciudes a package of sprinkler incentives that will help offset the added cost of sprinklers, as well as
improve design flexibility. If 2 reasonable package of incentives can be offered by the code, it simply makes sense for multifamily developers to
provide these systems to protect new townhouses.

It is well known that sprinkiers are the best tool for providing firesafety in residential occupancies, and the concept of the code providing
incentives to encourage the use of these systems in residential occupancies is already in use in the 1BC. In fact, the IBC’s ingentive package
provided a basis for major multifamily builders to not cppose the IBC reguirement for alt residential occupancies to be sprinklered when that issue

was considered several years ago. % ?
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By accepting this code change, sprinkler protection for fownhouses wouid becomne reasonably affordabie to the builders who build
townhouses and to the homeowners who buy them. As a result, we could take a significant step forward in improving life safety and reduging
property losses in residential ocoupancies for decadeas to come.

The following is an explanation of each new proposed section refating to this sprinkler alternative for dweliings:

1. Revise Section R101.2: Typical townhouse construction is no more than 4 stories above grade plane. Presently when a developer goes

from 3 to 4 stories above grade, the project is then required to be designed under the IBC. Covering townhouses up to 4 stories abowe
grade plane in the IRC provides a significant incentive for developers. The impact on 4-story buitdings would be significant enough o
warrant installing sprinkiers in 2- and 3-story buildings, which will gain far less bensfit from this change, when cne considers the overali
package. The cverall gain of having all townhouses eguipped with fire sprinkiers makes the allawance of 4-gtory townhouses under the
IRC a worthwhile investment in safety. ~

2. Add new Subsection R301.1.3.1 to the “Engineered design” requirement. This new subsection will address the structural design
requirements for townhouses budt under the IRC that are 4 stories above grade. The existing structural requirements in the IRC are
tased on a maximum 3 stories above grade, and by referencing the |BC, proper design is assurad.

3. Rename Section R313 and add new Section R313.1: This provides a charging requirement for providing residential sprinklers in
accordance with NFPA 13D for townhouses. The two exceptions dea! with issues not addressed by NFPA 13D, one is outside
combustible decks and the other is private garages. The combustible deck sprinkler requirement is consistent with a similar provision to
IBC Section 903.3.1.2.1, "Balconies and decks”. Most fikely a dry sidewsll sprinkler supplied by a wet pipe sprinkier system wauld be
used to comply with this exception. The garage sprinkler criteria are based on NFPA 13R Section 6.8.3.3 Dry pendent sprinklers
supplied by a wet pipe sprinkler system would most likely be used to protect garages.

4. & 5. Add new Exception#2 to R 317.2 and revise Exception #5 lo R317.2.4; This is a similar one hour exception that was in BOCA Code
Section 310.5 Exception #2 for muitiple single-family dwellings. That section of Code read: “In multiple single-family dwellings that ares
equipped throughout with an approved automatic sprinkler system instalied in accordance with Section 908.2.3 {NFFA 13D}, the fire-

. resistance rating between each dwelling unit shall not be less than 1 hour and shall be constructad as a fire partition.” '

6. Add new Exception to Section R310.1: The IRC already aliows elimination of escape windows in Groups R-1, R-2, R-4 and -1
occupancies (IBC Section 1026, Exception 1) based on the installation of fire sprinklers. NFPA Life Safety Code, also contains an
NFPA 13D related exception to the escape window requirement for one- and two-family dwellings in Section 2422.12(2).

7. Revise Appendix P107: The reduction in fire fiow is similar to allowances granted by the IFC.

Cost Impact: The code change proposal may increase or decrease the cost of construction, depending on the valuge of sprinkler incentives versus
the cost of adding sprinkiers to a particular building.

Analysis: Review of proposed new standard NFPA 13D-07 indicater that, in the opinion of ICC Stafi, the standsrd did comply with ICC standardls
criteria. )

Committee Action: Disapproved
Apgendix P where it is now. The committee agreed that if the code is going o randate sprinklers for new construction that is shoeid apply to all
structures in the scope of the international Residential Code not just townhouses in & piecem foach: i s of firg flgw and not wantimg
a direct reference to the Internationa Fire Code were also issues in the committes's decisioh, ’

Assembly Action: ‘ ' None

Committee Reason: The commiltee felt that there was insufficient effective or subfstantial reason to move the sprm%&qs::renjents out of

Individual Consideration Agenda

This item is on the agenda for individual consideration becat%e—a-pj.lb}:c commehtwis submitted.
Public Comment:

George Martin, Howard County, Department of Licenses & Permits, representing Maryland Building Officials
Association (MBOA), requests Approval as Modified by this Public Comment.

Steven L. McDaniel, CPCA, New York State Building Officials Conference, requests Approval as Modified by
this Public Comment.

Rick Morris, AvalonBay Communities, Inc., requests Approval as Modified by this Public Comment.

Replace proposal as foliows:
1. Add rew section as follows:

R313
FiRE SPRINKLER SYSTEM FOR TOWNHOUSES

R313.1 Townhouse Fire Sprinklers. An autom_atic residential fire sprinkier system shal be installed in townhouses,

Exception: A sprinkler system shall not be required when additions or alterations are made o existing townhouses that do not have a fire

sprinkier system instalied.

R312.2 Design and instailation. Automatic resideniial fire sprinkler systems for townhouses shali be designed and installed in accordance with
P2804.

{Renumber subsequent sections) -
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2. Modify AP101 as follows:

AP101-Fire sprinkiers. An approved automatic fire sprinkler system shall be installed in new one-and tWo-family dwellings and-townahouses in
accordance with P2804 MERAI3E.

3. Modify exception as follows:

R317.2 Townhoqées. Each townhouse shall be considered a separate building and shali be separatéd by fire—-resistance-rated wall assemblies
meeting the reguirements of Section R302 for exterior walis.

Exception: A common 2 1-hour fire-resistance rated wall is permitted for townhouses ¥ such walis do not contain plumbing or mechanical
equiprent, ducts or vents in the cavity of the common wall. The wall shall be rated for fire exposure from both sides and shall extend to and
be tight against exterior walis and the underside of the roof sheathing. Etectrical instaliations shali be installed in accordance with Chapters
33 through 42. Penetrations of slecidsal-eutiet bexes-shall be in accordance with Section R317.3.

4. Modify exception 5 as follows:

R317.2.4 Structural independence. Each individual townhouse shall be structurally indegendent.
Excaptions:

Foundations supporting exterior walls or common walls.

Structural roof and wall sheathing from each unit may fasten to the common wall framing.

Nonstructural wall coverings.

Flashing at termination of roof covering over common wall,

Townhousas separated by a common 2 1-hour fire-resistance-rated wall as provided in Section R317.2.

D1 o N

Commenter's Reason (Martin): In 1988 the State of Maryland enacted House Bill 658, “Sprinkier Systemns — instailation in New Construction”,
that required dormitories, hotels, lodging or rooming houses, multifamily residential dwellings and townhouses to be sprinklered. Therefore, since
1990, townhouses in Maryiand have been sprinklered and being so has not been detrimental to the homebuilding industry, but has been a major
success to saving lives over the past 18 years.

To address reasonable fire protection and affordable housing, many Maryland jurisdictions over the years have permiited townhouse
separation of one hour with sprinklers instalted in accordance with NFPA 13D. Therefore, based on cur past success with sprinklered townhouses
with one hour separations betwsen the townhouses, MBOA is in support of mandatory sprinkiers in townhouses with one hour dwelling unit
separations.

The modifications in ltems #1 & #2 will coordinate the IRC Committee approved Code Proposal RP3-07/08 (the prescriptive sprinkler design
criteria that is now being placed in the body of the IRC) with this code change.

Commenter’s Reason (McDaniel}: Our Building Officials Association believes that fair and reasonable sprinkier package shouid be provided in
the IRC to encourage the installation of residential sprinkler systems in townhouse in the IRC. This public comment provides a good beginning
with a sprinkler aliernative that we believe meet these criteria.

To addrass reasonable fire protection and affordabie housing, many other jurisdictions throughout the couniry over the years have permitied
townhouse separation of one hour with sprinklers installed in accordance with NFPA 13D, Therefore, based on these past successes with
sprinklered townhouses with one hour separations between the townhouses, our building officials association is in support of mandatory sprinklers
in townhouses with one hour dwelling unit separations. ‘

The modifications in tems #1 & #2 wilt coordinate the IRC Committee approved Code Proposal RP3-07/08 (the prescriptive sprinkler design
criteria that is now being placed in the body of the IRC) with this code change.

Commenter's Reason {Morris) AvalonBay originally submitted RB&6-07/C8 because we betleve that a fair and reasonable sprinkier package
should be provided in the IRC o encourage the instafiation of residential sprinkler systems in townhouses in the IRC. Contrary to the Committee's
published reason for disapproval of RB6E, there are numerous state and local huilding code amendments to the IRC throughout the U.S. where
townhouses are require to be sprinkiered, whereas detached single family homes are not, because it is considered the “first step” jn eventually
getting all residential uses sprinklered. In fact, even though the committee also disapproved RBG5 for the same reason as this code proposat
(RBG6), there was an assembiy vote on RBES5 and it passed, aver the disapproval of the committee. Therefore, clearly the {CC membership does
see merit in the rationate for mandatory sprinkling of fownhouses.

This pubiic comment simplifies the original RBES. 1t provides a good beginning for a townhouse sprinkier reguirement that AvalonBay beiieves
would meet coda officials’ and townhouse buitders/developers’ criteria as fair, reasonable and economical.

To address reasonable fire protection and affordable housing, many other jurisdictions throughout the country over the years have permitied
townhouse separation of one hour with sprinkiers installed in accordance with NFPA 13D. Therefore, based on these past successes with
sprinklered townhouses with one hour separations between the townhouses, AvalonBay is in suppert of mandatory sprinklers in townhouses wit/
one hour dwelling unit separations.

The modifications in ltems #1 and #2 will coordinate the IRC Committee approved Code Proposal RP3-07/08 (the prescriptive sprinkier
design criteria that is now being placed in the body of the IRC) with this code change.

Finat Action: AS AM AMPC D
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Committee Action:

Disapproved

Committee Reason: The committee felt that without mandaiory language requiring sprinkier systems in the body of the code the trade offs
offered by this code change don't beiong. Further, the issues of outside wail protection and attic protection were a concern with this proposal.
There was additional concern about frading off needed passive protection, Overail, he committee felt that there was insufficient effective or
substantial reasan to move the sprinkier requirements cut of Appendix P where it is now. Keeping this in the appendix makes it available to
jurisdictions that wish to take advantage of it and just because it is in the Appendix doesn't mean the provisions are hidden.

Assembly Action:

Individual Consideration Agenda

None

This item is on the agenda for individual consideration because public comments were submittedt

Public Comment 1:

Robert F. Leeper, Jr., President, representing Region VIl Chapter of ICC, requesis Approval as M@diﬂed by

this Public Comment.

George Martin, Howard County, Department of Licenses and Permits, representing Maryland Building
Officials Association (MBOA), requests Approval as Modified by this Public Comment,

Steven L. McDaniel, CPCA, New York State Buiiding Cfficials Conference, requests Approval as Modified by

this Public Cornment.

Rick Morris, AvalonBay Communities, Inc., requests Approval as Modified by this Public Comment.

Replace proposal as follows:

R302.1 Exterior walls. Censtruction, projections, openings and penetrations of exterior walls of dwellings and accessory buildings shall comply
with Table R302.1{1); or for dwellings aquinped throughout with an automatic sprinkler system instalied in accordance with Section P2904, Table
R302.1{2) These provisions shall not apply to walls, projections, openings or penetrations in walls that are perpendicular to the line used to
determine the fire separation distance. Projections beyond the exterior wall shail not extend more than 12 inches (305 mm) intc the areas where

openings are prohibited.

Exceptions:

1. Detached tool sheds and storage sheds, playhouses and similar structures exempted from permits are not required fo provide wall
protection based on location on the lot. Projections beyond the exterior wall shall not extend over the lot line. .

2. Detached garages accessory to a dwelling located within 2 feet {810 mm) of a lot line are permitted to have roof eave projections not
exceeding 4 inches (102 mm}.

3. Foundation venis instaled in compliance with this code are permitted.

TABLE R302.1{1}
EXTERIOR WALLS
Exterior Wail Element Minimum Fire-Resistance Minimum Fire Séparation

Rating Distance

Walis (Fire-resistance rated) 1 hour with exposure from both { feet
sides

{Noti fire-resistance rated) 0 hours 5 feet
Projections {Fire-resistance rated) 1 hour on the underside 2 feet
{Not fire-resistance rated) G 5 feet

Openings Not ailowed NIA < 3 fest
25 % Maximum of Wall Area € hours 3 feet
Unlimited 0 hours 5 feet

Penetrations All Comply with Section R317.3 < 5 feet
None required 5 fest

N/A = Not Applicable
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TABLE R302.1(2)
EXTERIOR WALLS ~ DWELLINGS WITH FIRE SPRINKLERS

Exterior Wall Element Mirdmum Fire-Resistance Minimum Fire Separation
Rating Distance
Walils {Fire-resistance rated) 1 hour with exposure to the fire G fest
from the ouiside
{Not fire-resistance rated) 0 hours 3 feet’
Projections Fire-resistance rated 1 hour on the underside 2 faet’
(Noti fire-resistance rated) g 3 feet
Cpenings Net aliowed NIA < 3 fest
Unlimited 9 3 feet’
Penetrations All Comply with Section R3417.3 < 3 feet
None reguired 3 feet’

For residential subdivisions where all dwellings are squipped throughout with an automatic sprinkler systems installed in accordance with
Section P2604, the fire separation distance for non-rated exterior walls and rated proiections shall be permitted to be reduced to zero feet,

and unlimited unprotected openings and penetrations shall be permitted, where the adicining lof provides an open setback yvard that is 6 fest

or more in width on the opposite side of the property line,

I

R310.1 Emergency escape and rescue required. Basements and svery sleeping room shall have at least ong operable emergency and rescue
opening. Such opening shal open directly into a public street, public ailey yard or courl. Where basements contain one or more sieeping rooms,
emergency egress and rescue openings shall be required in each sleeping room, but shall not be required in adjoining areas of the basement.
Where emergency escape and rescue openings are provided they shall have a sifi height of not more than 44 inches (1118 mm) above the floor.
Where a door opening having a threshold below the adjacent ground slevation serves as an emergency escape and rescue opening and is
provided with a bulkhead enclosurs, the bulkhead enclosure shall comply with Section R316.3. The nat clear opening dimensions required by this
section shaill be obtained by the normat operation of the emergency escape and rescue opening from the inside, Emergency escape and rescue
openings with a finished sill height below the adjacent ground elevation shail be provided with a window well in accordance with Section R310.2.
Emergency escape and rescue openings shall open directly into a public way, or to a yard or court that opens to a public way.

Exceptions:

1. Basements used only to house mechanical equipment and not exceeding tetal foor area of 200 square feet (18.58 m2).
2. In dwelling units eguipped throughout with an automatic sprinkier system installed in accerdance with Section P2904.

Commenter's Reason (BartelliLoeper}: ICC Region 7 unanimously befieves that fair and reasonable sprinkler alternatives should be provided in
the IRC to encourage the installation of residential sprinkler systems. This public comment provides a good beginning with these two {2) sprinkler
afternatives that we believe meet these oriteria.

To address reasonabie fire protection and affordable housing, there have been many jurisdictions over the years that have permiited the
elimination of the bedroom emergency window (which is cailed the "secondary means of escape” under the NFPA 101, “life Safety Code™}in
accordance with NFPA 101 Section 24.2.2.1.2 without any detriment o the safety of the occupants in these sprinklered dwellings, This window
exception for sprinklers in one and two family dwellings has been in the Life Safety Code since the 1881 edition (over 9 editions and 27 years). In
fact, in those jurisdictions that have permitted the use of this exception the great majority of bedroom designs have included the use of windows
that meet the emergency window criteria and this exception has typically been used to accommoedate specific design features or unusual
circumstance. This truly does afford additional flexibility to the homebuilder or homeowner to ufilize other types of windows and design features
without the encumbrance of the minimum opening and height above the floor requirements, and, without any detriment to the safely of the
occupanis of these sprinklered dwellings.

tn addition, the exterior wall provisions for sprinklered dwellings, is also a reasonable fire protection compensatory feature to provide and
also addresses the affordable housing issue.

Additionally, the modifications in this public comment referencing Section P2904 will coordinate the IRC Committee approved Code Proposal
RP3-07/08 (the prescriptive sprinkier design criteria that is now being placed in the body of the IRC} with this code change.

Commenter's Reason {(Martin): In 1989 the State of Maryland enacted House Bill 638, “Sprinkler Systems — Installation in New Construction”,
that required dormitories, hotels, lodging or rooming houses, mutltifamily residentiai dweiling and townhouses to be sprinklered. Therefore, since
1990, townhouses in Maryland have been sprinklered and being so has not been detrimental fo the homebuilding industry, but has been a major
success o saving lives over the past 18 years.

In addigion 0 the sprinkling of the above-noted residential occupancies by the Slate of Maryland, as of this year 79 out of 157 Maryland
jurisdictions have mandatory sprinkiing of one-and two family dwellings.

To address reascnable fire protection and affordable housing, many Maryiand jurisdictions over the years have permitted the elimination of
the bedreom emergency window (which is calted the “secondary means of escape” under the NFPA 101, "life Safety Code”} in accordance with
NFPA 101 Section 24.2.2.1.2 without any detriment o the safety of the occupants in these sprinklered dwellings. This window exception for
sprinklers in one and two family dwellings has been in the Life Safety Code since the 1981 edition (over 9 editions and 27 years). In fact, just
because jurisdictions permit this exception does not mean in the great majority of bedroom designs that no window is provided. It anly provides
additional flexibility to the homebuiider or hameowner to provide cther types of windows that they desire without the encumbrance of the minimum
opening and height above the floor requirement.

In addition, the exterior wall provisions for sprinklered dwellings, is also a reasonable fire protection compensatory feature to provide and
aise addresses the affordable housing issue.

Therefore, based on our past success with sprinkling one-and two dwellings in over half the jurisdictions in Maryland over the past 13 years,
MBOA is in support of this public proposal te provide further incentives to encourage sprinkling of dwellings in the IRC,

The modifications in this public comment to reference Section P2904 will coordinate the IRC Committee approved Code Proposal RP3-07/08
{the prescriptive sprinkler design criteria that is now being placed in the body of the IRC) with this code change.

Commenter's Reason (McDaniel): Our Building Officials Association believes that fair and reasonable sprinkier alernatives shouid be provided

in the IRC to encburage the installation of residential sprinkler systems in the IRC This public comment provides a good beginning with two (2)
sprinkler afternatives that we befieve meet these criteria.
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To address reasonable fire protection and affordable housing, there has been many Jurisdictlens aver the years thal have permitted the
elimination of the bedroom emergency window (which is called the "secondary means of escape” under the NFPA 101, “life Safety Code”) in
accordance with NFPA 101 Section 24.2.2.7.2 without any detriment te the safely of the occupants in these sprinklered dwellings. This window
exception for sprinklers in one and two family dwellings has been in the Life Safety Code since the 1881 edition {over 9 editions and 27 years). in
fact, just because jurisdictions permit this exception does not mean in the great majority of bedroom designs that no window is provided. it oniy
provides additional flexibility to the homebuilder or homeowner to provide other types of windows meeting the light and ventilation requirements
under the IRC Code Section R303 without the encumbrance of the minimum opening and height requirement above the floor of Section R310.2.

In addition, the extedor wall provisions for sprinklered dwellings, is also a reasonable fire protection compensatory feature to provide and
aiso addresses the affordable housing issue.

in addition, the modifications in this public comment to reference Section P2804 will coerdinate the IRC Committee approved Code Proposal
RP3-07/08 {the prescriptive sprinkfer design criteria that is now being placed in the body of the [RC) with this code change.

Commenter's Reason (Morris): After reading the Commitiee’s published reason for disapproval and then watching the video of the actual public
testimony on RB67-G7/08 at hitn:/fwww ircliresprinkler.org/resources, him, | find the Committee’s reason for turning down this reasonabie sprinkler
glternative package that was submitted by the International Assoctation of Fire Chiefs, illogical and without reasonable merit. Based on the IAFC's
written supporting statement and the public {estimony give in support of this code proposat vs. the cpposing festimony, there was more than
adequate justification to approve this code propesal. This code proposal (RB67) does NOT mandate sprinklers, but only provided fair and
reasonable “trade-offs” when sprinklers are installed.

AvalonBay beileves that fair and reasonable sprinkler alternatives should be provided in the {RC to encourage the installation of residential
sprinkier sysiems in the [RC. This public comment provides a good beginning with two {2) sprinkler aliernatives that we believe meet this
minimum criteria,

To address reasonable fire protection and affordable housing, there have been many jurisdictions over the years that her permitted the
elimination of the bedroom emergency window (which is called the “secondary means of escape” under NFPA 101, “Life Safety Code”) in
accordance with NFPA 101, Section 24.2.2.1.2 without any detriment to the safety of the occupants in these sprinklered dweliings. This window
exception for sprinkiers in one and two family dwellings has been in the Life Safety Code since the 1981 edition (cver 9 editions and 27 years). In
fact, just because jurisdictions permit this exception does not mean in the great majority of bedroom designs that no windew is provided. It only
provides additional flexibility to the homebuilder or homeowner fo provide other types of windows that they desire without the encumbrance of the
minimum opening and height above the floor requirement.

In addition, the exterior wall provisions for sprinkiered dweilings, is also a reasonable fire protection compensatory feature to provide and also
addresses the affordabie housing issue.

I addition, the modifications in this public comment to reference Section P2904 will coordinate the IRC Committee approved code proposal
RP3-07/08 (the prescriptive sprinkier design criteria that is now being placed in the body of the IRC}) with this code change.

Fublic Comment 2.

Crystal Feiser, representing West Virginia Code Officials Association, reguests Disapprovai.

Commenter’s Reason: The Committee’s action {o disapprove this and all proposals to mandate sprinkiers in the body of the IRC is correct and
should not be overturned. The decision to require sprinklers should be left up to state and local jurisdictions. Appendix P can be adopted, if so
desired. West Virginia will be forced to amend or delete the fire sprinkier requiremants for the following reasons: water line size, pressure and

iack of water avaiiability.

Final Action: AS AM AMPC D

RB68-07/08
R313.1 (New), Chapter 43 (New)

Proposed Change as Submitted:

Proponent: Sean DeCrane Fire Depariment, Cleveland, OH, represefiting International Association of Fire Fighters,
Local 93

1. Add new text as follows:
R313.1 Fire protection systems. One and two family dwellings that incorporate lightweight truss or engineerad

lightweight material such as wooden I-beams, cold form steel or trusses in the floor or ceiling areas shall have the
fioors/ceilings assemblies protected by a thirty (30) minute fire-rated barrier.

Exception: Where the building is protected with a sprinkler system designed to NFPA 13D.

(Renumber subsequent sections)
2. Add standard to Chapter 43 as follows:

NFPA
13D-07 [nstallation of Sprinkler Systems in One- and Two-Family Dwellings and Manufactured Homes % 2
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Reasan: On August 13, 2006 a Wisconsin fire fighter was killed, and a second fire fighter injured, when the floor they were operating on coilapsed
sending them inc the basement. One fire fighter fell directly info the room of origin and was killed, the second fire fighter landed on the opposite
side of a block wail and survived by shielding herself and making an escape through a rear window. They checked the floor to ensure it was safe
and solid, just prior to collapse they heard a loud crack. T co

The fioor they were operating on was unprotected lightweight construction that collapsed without warning. In the ensuing investigation, the
National Institute for Ocoupational Safety and Health released report F2006-26. One of the recommendations is to “modify current building codes
to require that lightweight trusses be protected with a fire bamier’. This should not only pertain to truss construction. There are additionat forms of
construction that can be determined to be lightweight, coid form steel, bar joists, wooden engineered I-beam, etc., the recent trend in residential
construction is to use products that are financiaily beneficial. It is the belief of many of us in the fire service that as e industry engineers products

tc a more finite point we are losing our safety factors.

In April, 2005, NIOSH released their report "Draventing injuries and Deaths of Fire Fighters due fo Truss System Failures”. In their release they
recommendes the placemant of a labeling system on buildings o indicate the type of construction. While this recommendation wilt probably not be
acceptable to residents of a one or two family home, we can mandate that they increase the protection of the construction type to provide
increased safety to the residents and the responding fire fighters.

1 National Institute for Occupational Safety and Health Report F208-28. July, 2007.
2 Naticnal Institute for Occupational Safety and Health Aleri, “Breventing injuries and Deaths of Fire Fighters due to Truss System

Failures”.
Cost Impact: This code change proposal wilt increase the cost of construction.

Analysis: Review of proposed new standard NEPA 13D-07 indicated that, in the opinien of ICC Staff, the standard did comply with 1CC standards
criteria.

Committes Action: Disapproved
Committee Reason: The comemnitiee indicated that the proposed language lacked the proper technical definition of lightweight materials. Further,
the committee raised some issues with crawl spaces as they applied to the proposed textas 4 addressed floor or ceiling areas. There was

insufficient techinical justification specifically no time differences provided as they apply to fightweight trussas and lightweight material including
wooden l-beams and cold formed steel or trusses to support this proposal. '

Assembly Acticn: : _ None

Individual Consideration Agenda
This item is on the agenda for individual consideration because a public comment was submitted.

Public Comment:

Sean DeCrane, Fire Department, Cleveland, OH, ;epresenting international Association of Fire Fighters,
requests Approval as Modified by this Public Comment.

Replace proposal as follows:

R313.1 Fire protection systems: One Family and Two Family Occupancies incorporating designed lahiwsight maierals such as trusses or
engineered fightweight material (ingluding but not limited to wooden |-Beams. cold-form steet or light gauge bar ioist trusses) in the siructural floor
or ceiling areas, shail protect the floors/ceilings areas with a harriar exhibiting a thirty {30} minute fire registance on the underside of the

floor/ceiling system.

Excention: If the underside of a floor system is g crawl spacs where no combusiible materials are stored,

(Renumber subseguent sections)

Commenter's Reason: On August 13, 2006 a Wisconsin fire fighter was killed, and a second fire fighter injured, when the floor they were
operating on collapsed sending them into the basement. One fire fighter fell directly into the room of arigin and was killed, the second firg fighter
tanded on the opposite side of a block wall and survived by shisiding herself and making an escape through a rear window. They checked the
fleor to ensure it was safe and solid, just prior to collapse they neard a loud grack. T

The fioor they were operating or: was unprotected lightweight construction that coilapsed without warning. in the ensuing investigation, the
Nationat Instifute for Cecupationat Safety and Heaith released repert E2006-26. One of the recommendations is to “modify current buiiding codes
to require that lightweight frusses be protected with a fire hamier”. This should not only pertain to truss construction. There are additional forms of
construction that can be determined to be lightweight, cold form steel, bar joists, wooden engineered l-beam, stc., the recent trend in residential
construction is to use products that are financially bensficial. |t is the belief of many of us in the fire service that as the industry engineers products
to a more finite point we are losing our safety faciors.

In their report 2007-12 released May 16, 2008, NIOSH recommended “Ensure fire fighters are trained for extreme conditions such as high
winds and rapid fire progression assosiated with tightweight construction”. They further stated, “In this era of new lightweight construction, training
procedures covering sirategy and tactics in extreme operations conditions, such as high winds and lightweight building construction {i.e. materials
and design) are neaded for all levels of fire fighters. Lightweight constructed buildings fait rapidiy with fittle warning, complicating rescue sfforts.
The potential for fire fighters to become trapped of invoived in a collapse may be increased. There are twenty-nine actions for fire fighters can
take to protect themselves when confronted with bulldings utilizing lightweight building components as structural members. They range from
iooking for signs or indicators that these materials are used in buildings (such as, newer structures, large unsupported spans, and heavy black
smoke being generated) to getting involved in newer building code development”.

On September 27, 2007 NIOSH released report 2006-24. The first resommendation of the report read “Ensure that fire fighters and incident
commanders are aware unprotected pre-engineered Hoist floor systems may fail at a faster rate than solid wood joists when exposed to direct fire
impingement, and they should plardinterior operations accordingly”. The discussion of the recommendation is quite lengthy but identifies the
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Add standard to Chapter 43 as follows:

NFPA 13D-07 instailation of Sprinkier Systems in One- and Two-family Dwellings and Manufactured Homes

Commentar's Reason: As stated in the original proposal, ASPE is a firm believer that residential sprinkler systems shouid be installed in all
residential buildings to provide life safety. The fire deaths and statistic regarding the performance of NFPA 13D systems clearly justifies the
requirements for residential sprinkiers for all new residential buildings.

ASPE can agree with the IRC Fire Sprinkier Coalition regarding the delay in enactment of the code requirement. While we believe this should
happen immediately, it is recognized that it could take time to complete the training and education of ali parties involved. Therefore, we in effect
are suggesting the combination of the two proposed code changes RB63 and RB&4.

The purpose of the code is 1o provide life safety protection 1o everyone. To provide this protection, residential sprinklers are a nscessary
component in building construction.

Public Comment 2:

Ronny J. Coleman, Retired California State Fire Marshal, representing Fire Sprinkler Coalition, requests
Approval as Modified by this Public Comment.

Repiace proposal as follows:

SECTION R313
SPRINKLER PROTECTION

R313.1 Required Instatlation. Effective January 1, 2011, a residential fire sprinkler system shall be instalied in one- and two-family dwellings and
fownhouses.

Exception: A residential fire sprinkler system shall not be required for additions or alierations to existing buildings that are not aiready
provided with a residential fire sprinkier system,

R312.2 Design and Instailation. Residential fire sprinkler systems shail be designed and Installed in accordance with Section P2904 or NFFA
130,

{Renumber subsequent sectiens)

Delete IRC Appendix P without substitution:

Add standard to Chapter 43 as follows:

NFPA 13D-07 . Instaltation of Sprinkler Systems in One- and Two-family Dwellings and Manufactured Homes

Commenter’s Reason: it is important to point out that there was no comprehensive debate on this proposal at the hearing in Paim Springs. The
IRC Fire Sprinkler Coalition (www. |RCFireSprinkler.org) and many others chose 1o forgo debate since it was clear, based on committee actions on
prior proposals, that the committee wouid not accept any proposal having fo do with residential sprinklers.

When RBB4 was called to the floor, there were only 10 committee members present (other than the chairman), and 4 of these individuals
were appointed by the National Association of Home Builders. Given NAHB's well-known policy of opposing residential sprinkiers, passage of
RB64 wouid have required a unanimous vote of the remaining 6 members. Such a requirement, the threshold of unanimity among commitiee
members who don't have a pre-determined vote, to pass a code change is inconsistent with the concept of consensus code making, and it
depreciates ICC's code-making process. Accordingly, the committee vote lacks merit and should be ignored.

We ask the ICC membership to support this public comment based on the overwhelming evidence that has been presented in support of
residential sprinklers over the past few years. The reason statement provided with the original RB64 proposal and the reason statements
provided with many other proposals this vear clearly make the case that residential sprinklers represent the best way to achieve a sustainable and
long-term reduction in residential fire losses. :

We know that; 1) the residential fire problem is not limited to oider homes, 2) the residential fire problem cannot be solved with smoke
alarms, 3) more firefighters are killed fighting fires in dwetlings than in any other occupancy, and 4) residential sprinklers rapresent a cost effective
sclution to America’s residential fire problem. These conclusions are clearly documented in publicly available reports.

We also know that consumers are accepting residential sprinklers as an important feature in new home construction in increasing numbers.
This comes as no surprise because the {BC requires EVERY other residential occupancy built taday to have sprinkiers, and it simply makes sense
that renters who live in sprinkiered apartments wilt want o move into sprinklered homes.

While NAHB suggests that sprinklers sheuld remain a “choice” for new homeowners, the concept of choice has two significant flaws. First,
it's common knowledge that major home budiders won't offer sprinklers even if the owner wants them installed, so home buyers who want
sprinklers are simpiy told that they're not offered as an opticn. Secend, why should the first home buyer be given the right to choose whether &
home gets a fire sprinkler system, on behalf of all future homeowners, their familles, and the community who uitimately assumes responsibiiity for
providing fire protection for unspﬂﬂkler@d properties? This simply makes no sense.

o4
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The fact that the National Association of Home Builders is the only national organization 1o oppose the adoption of residentiaf sprinklers as a
mainstream featurs in new home construction is very telling, and we are optimistic that iCC’s membership will make the decision that the time has
finaily come for all homes fo be sprinklered. It seems that everyone agrees that we'll eventually get there, so what are we waiting for?

Final Action: AS AM AMPC D

RB65-07/08 . .
R325 {New), Chapter 43 (New)

Proposed Change as Submitted:

Proponent: Jim Jorgensen/Greg Reed, City of Lenexa, KS

1. Add new section as foliows:

SECTION R325
AUTOMATIC SPRINKLER SYSTEM

R325.1 Fire protection systems. An automatic residential fire sprinkler system shall be installed in new townhouses
in accordance with NFEPA 13D, -

2. Add standard to Chapter 43 as follows:

NFPA
130-07 Installation of Sprinkler Systems in One- and Two-Family Dwellings and Manufactured Homes

Reason: Townhouses present a unigue fire protection and property protection issues for fore depariments and owners of connected tfownhouses.
Yith separate ownerships fownhouses are uniquely affected by fires in adjacent units even if the fire does not breach the two hour walis
separating the units. After a severe fire the structure is open to the elements and subject to damage from water intrusion and other effects. These
detrimental effects contribute 1o sngoing damage of adjacent townhouses since the process for repair may take an extended period of time. Legal
issues may further complicate the repair process, Adding spriniders will minimize the extent of damage so that repairs are easier to complete and
the time of exposure of adjaceni units to adverse affects is minimized.
Significant documentation was provided RB114-G8/07 to show that non-sprinkled dwellings are a major contributing factor to the amount of

property damage and loss of life from fires. Sprinkling is now required for all muiti-family dweliings and townhouses should be treated in a similar

MARNer.
Cost impact: The code change proposal will increase the cost of construction.

Analysis: Review of proposed new standard NFPA 13D-07 indicated that, in the opinion of ICC Staff, the standard did comply with |CC standards
criteria.

Committee Action: Disapproved

Committee Reason: The committee felt that there was insufficient effective or substantial reason to move the sprinkler requiremerzt; out of
Appendix P where it is now. The commitiee agreed that if the code is going to mandate sprinklers for new construction that is shauid apply to all
struciures in the scope of the Intemational Residential Code not just townhouses in a piecemea! approach.

Assembly Action: Approved as Submitted

individual Consideration Agenda

This item is on the agenda for individual consideration because an assembly action was successful,

Final Action: AS AM AMPC D
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If the prescriptive provisions are in the plumbing code, the plumber can do the
work in accordance with those provisions. The sprinkler contractor must install per NEPA.

L

Since we ars currently in regulatory review, there will be some clarifying
language proposed in the Board for Contractors Committee meeting Monday (10/27) to
reinforce what is already in place {plumbers can perform whatever work is covered in the
plumbing code). These regulations will most likely be adopted by the Beard in December of

his vyear.

Additionally, there will be a motion put forth on Monday to further reinforce that
this is what the regulation currently allows.

Michael

From: Dupler, Bill [mailto:DuplerBBecnesterfield.gov]

Sent: Thursday, October 23, 2008 2:3¢ PN

To: Rodgers, Emory; Redife:, Michael D.; Dawson, Robbile

Cc: vpffldfacl.com; Witt, Rick; Wal*ace, Clinton; vpffldfaol.com
Subiect: RE: Residential Sprinkler Meeting Notes

The guestion that Mike & I agreed he would resclve with Eric Olsen at DPur is:

Will the definition of plumbing need to be revised cor is it ¢k as is to allow
o

wlumbers to install residentisl sprinklers per the plumbing cod

3 e

This needs o be asked first to make sure theyv agree given the various cpinions we

Then based upon that are there other issues such as can a plumber install
sprinklers per NFPA 13D7

When I spoke to Eric he clearly stated that sprinkler installations were not
plumbing under their regulations and they had an exception for limited area sprinkier
systems. See the definitions below from the ceniracter regs, also note the reference to
BOCA that needs updating. Under BOCA limited area sprinklers are systems complying with
spacing limitations cof NFPA 13 , with 20 or less sprinkiler heads within one fire area.
That's a pretty far stretch from the description of today's modern residentizl single
family sprinklier systems.

"Fire sprinkier contracting” (Abbr: SPR) means that service which provides for the
instazlilation, repalr, alteration, addition, testing, maintenance, inspection, improvement,
or removal of sprinkler systems using water as a means cf fire SUpDZ@SSlOH when annexed to
real property. This specialty does not provide fer the instellation, repeir, or
maintenance of other types of fire suppressicn systems. The PLE classification aillows for
the installation of limited area sprinklers as defined by BOCA. This specialty may engage
in the installation of backflow prevention devices in the fire sprinkler supply main and
sprinkler system when the installer has received formal vocational training apoproved by
the board that included instruction in the installation of backflow prevention devices.

Plumbing contractors" (Abbr: PLB) means those individuasls whose contracts include
the installation, maintenance, extension, or alteration, or removal of all piping,
fixtures, appliances, and appurtenances in connection with any of the following:

Backilow prevention devices ﬁg



Boilers

Hot water baseboard heating systems

Hot water heaters

Hydronic systems

Limited area sprinklers (as defined by BOCR)
Frocess piping

Public/private water supply systems within or adjacent to any bullding, structure
or conveyance

Sanitary or storm drainage facilities

Steam heating systems

Storage tanks incidental to the installation of related systems
Venting systems related to plumbin

These contractors alsc install, maintain, extend or alter the following:
Liguid waste systems

Sewerage systems

Storm water systems

Water supply Ssystems

cation does not provide for gas piping or the function

of fir
as noted above. A firm heolding a plumbing license is respons
e tradesman licensure standards.

————— riginal Message-~m--

From: Rodgers, Emory [meilto:Emorv.Rodgers@dhed.virginia.gov]
Sent: Thursday, October 23, 2008 1:51 pM

To: Redifer, Michael D.; Dawsocon, Robble; Dupler, Biil

Co: vepifldlaol.com; Witt, Rick:; Wallace, Clinton; vpffldGacl.com
Subiect: RE: Residentizl Sprinkler Mesting Notes

There seems now clarity to what we will be meeting on that maybe then will
narrow dewn to a minimum reguiatory changes. I like already that plumbers can now do the
IPC/IRC that comes off the potable water supply. SpLL“xler contractors have always done
the 13D systems. So now can or should each be zble to do the other system, and if ves,
then do we reguire new licensing requirements and what might they be such as the plumbing
contractor can do 13D if they have a Nicet 11 trade person and the sprinkler contractor
can do the IPC systen 1f they have & master plumber frade certificate holder?

The 13D system 1s a design system but I assume we would now allow and want
it to be done ofif the potable water supply to aveid a separate line that substantially
increases the costs?

From: Redifer, Michael D. [mailto:mredifer@nngov.com]
Sent: Thursday, October 23, 2008 12:57 PM

To: Dawson, Robbie; Dupler, Bill; Rodgers, Emory

Cc: wvpffldBaol.com; Witt, Rick; Wallace, Clinton
Subject: RE: Residential Sprinklier Meeting Notes
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Rodgers, Emory

From: Shahriar Amiri [Samiri@arlingionva.us]

Sent:  Wednesday, January 07, 2009 8:26 PM

To: Rodgers, Emory; Underwood, Lynn; Bill Dupler: Guy Tomberlin

Cc: John Glover; Collins, James L.; Joel Baker, Dawson, Robby; Ellis McKinney
Subject: RE: Ad Hoc Commitise fo recommend VBCOA position on Residential Sprinklers

Emory, All: | appreciate the concern of water purveyors. Just as a maiter of background, when | was in
Montgomery County, we invoked sprinkier requirements for townhomes and single-family detached units several
years ago. W3SC which was the water purveyor and aiso the plumbing/gas code officials in both Monigomery
and PG counties, argued that the 1-inch line meters are not reliable and that they wouid ose a lot of funds
because of that inaccuracies. At the end, it ended up to be a non-issue. As we move through this process, | am
more than happy to share some of those experiences, if it is helpful. | have numerous data on the cost of
instaliation, what happens with well systems, or lack of water pressure, and what those cost implications are.

Sincerely,

Shahriar Amiri, CBO

Chief Building Official

Ariington County, Virginia

Department of Community Planning, Housing and Development:
2100 Clarendon Blvd., Suife 800

Arlington, Virginia 22201

Voice: (703) 228-3848

TTY: (703) 2284611

Fax: (703) 228-3777

samiri@arlingtonva.us

This E-mait and any of its attachments may contain Arlington’s County DCPHD proprietary information, which is
privileged and confidential. This E-mail is intended solely for the use of the individual or entity to which if is
addressed. if you are not the inlended recipient of this E-mail, you are hereby notified that any dissemination,
distribution, copying, or action taken in relation to the contents of and attachments to this E-mail is strictly
prohibited and may be unlawful. if you have received this E-mail in error, please notify the sender immediataly
and permanently delete the original and any copy of this E-mai! and any printout.

From: Rodgers, Emory {mailto:Emory.Rodgers@dhcd.virginia.gov]

Sent: Wednesday, January 07, 2009 10:04 AM

To: Underwood, Lynn; Bill Dupler; Guy Tomberlin

Cc: John Glover; Collins, James L.; Joel Baker; Shahriar Amiri; Dawson, Robby; Rick Witt; Ellis McKinney
Subject: RE: Ad Hoc Committee to recommend VBCOA position on Residential Sprinklers

Some comments: The IRC work group meets April 9 and May 131, the agenda goes out January 301 | have
the agenda attached at its present stage of item so you can see the sprinkier issues listed so far for the work
group discussicns. | understand too that some water providers are nervous about 1 inch meters as they aren't as
reliable to record usage than 5/8 or % meters and there is some concern that these two smailer meters/liines will
ensure operable sprinkler systems in some home configurations? | have attached schedules that wil be reviewed
with the BHCD on January 26% so changes could occur, but it gives you an idea that time is critical on the front
end from March to July. The BHCD can elect not to alter the IRC leaving in the present requirements or consider
code changes on sprinklers when they approved the proposed regulations in July/August, 2009. The BHCD
would clearly say the matter is open until the public comment periods and public hearing are done in January of
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would amend the MHSR in any case for 2009. <Clinton could you check with HUD th
mandate sprinklers then automaticaily the MH~HUD homes get them too?

From: Dupler, Bill [mailto:DuplerBéchesterfield.gov]
Sent: Thursday, October 23, 2008 11:21 &M

To: Dawson, Ropbie

Cco: Redgers, Emory; vpffldGaol.com; Witt, Rick
Subiject: RE: Residential Sprinkler Meeting Notes

Robkle, Art & Emory,
Sorry I was not able t
presentation I made at the VML annual m

¢ last meeting due to a conflict with a
Norfolk.

w3

[6R

ot
ey

I heve twe ltems to add to your discussion:

DPOR licensing reguirements for plumbers -~ I have spoken to Eric Olsen
with DPOR about this, he is the senior =ztaff member for the Board for Contractors. Our
discussion centered arcund the licensing of plumbers to install residential sprinklers in
single family dwellings in anticipation that residential sprinkier systems would be
approved for inclusion in the plumbing code. These "how fTo" provisions paraileling the
intent of NFPA 13D were added to the IPC. Currently plumbers are permi*ted by licensing
regulations to install limited ares sprinkler systems only, as you know Lthese are defined
as 20 heads or less by the USBC. He believed that the installation of residential
sprinkisr systems could be considered as piumbing if the DHCD was in the process of
adopting these new code provisions in the plumbing code. He further indicated that
allowing plumbers to install residential sprinkler systens as plumbing would likely
require & change in their regulations and these changes to their regulations would take
approx 2 years to accomplish.

Reguirements for sprinklers Iin Manufactured Housing — I am adviss
folks in Marvliand including John Bender ( retired Marvliand state fire marshal) that
EOﬂality regquires residential sprinklers in single family dwellings then the federal
nanufactured housing regulations have 2 clause that requires them to be Ilnstalled in any
mfgd. housing delivered to that locality. In Marviand this has been done on a community by
community basis but it would apply on a state wide basis 1f Virginia wers to adopt a
residential sprinkler provision. In addition industrialized nomes must comply with the Va
USBC so these factory built ( state labeled) homes would alsc reguire residentiszl
sprinklers 1f adopted. Given this I believe factory built housing 1s a non issus as this
issue is resolved when a decision is made about site built housing

At least that’s one lssus off of vyour list.

Hope this heips, I wish I could be at these meetings however I have an ICC
conflict with Dec. 8th also.

Bilil

————— Criginal Message---—--

From: Dawsorn, Robkbile

Sent: Wednesday, October 22, 2008 5:13 PM

To: Andy Rigner (aaignerf@isiecfwightus.net); Anne-Marie Loughran

{eloughranfhampton.gov); Anthony Shultz [(richsprink@szol.com); Art Lipsconb
{vpffid@acl.com); Barrett Hardiman (phardiman@hbav.com); Ben Barksdale
{tharks@arlingtonva.us!; Bennie Russell (brussell@frankliinva.crg); Dave Creasy
idavid.creasyf@richmendgov.com); David Seay (sealdfco.henrico.va,us); Dereck Baker
{dbaker&fairfaxcounty.gov),; Dupler, Bill; Ed Altizer (ed.altizerCvdfp.virginia.gov}); EBEd
Rhodes (rcgva@comcas*.net}; Emory Rodgers {emory.rodgerstchbd.v1:g*n1a.gov); Ernie Little
{elittlie@pwgov.org); Gary Huffman [ghufifmanfroanokecountyva.gov),; Greg Bessley
{gheasley@iaff2803.0rg); James Humphrey (bhumphre@williamsburg.gov); Jim Dishner
(dishrerijfvyorkcounty.gov); John Huddle (jhuddlelrockinghamcountyva.gov),; John Tunstall
(Jtunstall@aci.hopewellva.gov); Johnson, Keith [Kelth.Johnson@fairfaxcounty.gov]; Xeith
Brower {kbrower@loudoun.gov}; Larry Turner (lturner@ci.hopewelliva.gov); Lyndon Loh
{1lchGpwgov.org); Lynn Underwood (lynn.underwoodfénorfclk.gov); Mark Flynn
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Virginia Residential Building Fires
in 1-or-2 Family Dwellings
REPORTED FIRES PER YEAR

4 %  RTAvG %<=6  lossTot  Lossinc Civlnj D(;;Vsh FS In ngth Iﬂ;gia;th ;2{???3;

2000 3,777] 8.8%)| 7:55{56.3%| $48,155,163 |$12,750] 164 260107 O 327 87

2001 3741) 87%| 7:52|56.9%] $47,998.062 15128301 190 18] 81 0 289 77

2002] 4,718] 11.0%) 7:49] 51.5%] $76,796,666 |$16,277] 249 241 1121 O 385 82

2003 5081] 11.8%| 7:48( 40.3%|%$204,634,885]3$40,275] 243 371 111 g 381 77

2004} 5,070F 11.8%)] 8:33142.4%{ $87,469,919 {517 258 234 711 86 1 402 79

2005 5,169 12.0%| 8:02]| 42.5%$107.836,293|$20,862| 201 31{ 83 0 315 61

2006 5362] 12.4%] 7:55}43.3%}$190,120,809|$35457| 202 40 80 0 322 60

2007| 5888 137%| 8:00]42.2%|$139,028,586|323,765] 245 58 91 1 395 87

2008] 4266] 9.9%| 7:31]44.4%] $92,299,311 | $21,636] 159 36| 81 0 276 65

Total | 43,072| 100.0%| 7:57) 47.0%]| $995,269,784| $23,107] 1,917 341} 842 2 3,102 72

Source: Virginia Fire Incident Reporting System 2



County/City

Virginia Residential Building Fires
In 1-or-2 Family Dwellings
Reported Fires by Locality
(Jan 2000-Sep 2008 Combined)

Loss Tot

Civ

Lossfine  Civnj Fatai

FS

Inj Fatal Inj/Death

FS

Total

" Inj/Death
Par ik
i inc

Accomack County 21.7% $5,944 760 517,640 4 21 0 0

Albemarle County 349]  0.8%] 9:41120.1%| $10,998471] $31,514 3] s/ 21 0 10 29}
[lalexandria 228] 0.5%| 4:13189.9% $1.506,925 $6,609 14 o] 1 0 15 66
lalleghany County 152 0.4%] 7:14[46.1% $2,228,740]  $14,663 1 ol 2] © 3 20
[tAmelia County 44! 0.1%| 13:44| 6.8%| $1,761,600] $40,036 0f ofol 0 0 0
jiAmherst County 265) 06%| 13:00] 7.6%] $1,997.860 $7,539 gl ol 3] 0 12 45
Appomatiox County 68] 0.2%] 11:46{ 8.8% $1.581.425 $23,256 0 0 2 0 2 294
Arlington County 294 0.7%; 5.54|166.4%| $118648,317 $39,620 4 11 9 0 14 48
Augusta County 766]  1.8%| 10:27]17.3%| 38,807,506/ $11,498 gl 5[ 10] © 23 30
HBedford 183 0.4%| 10:47} 15.3%]  $2,365,100] $12,924 of oo o 0 0
[Bedford County 313]  0.7%] 12:08[17.3%| $4,111,701] $13,136 1 3l 01 0O 4 13
[[Bland County 57] 0.1%] 18:17] 10.5% $565,700 $9,925 0f 0] 1 0 1 184
([Botetourt County 147]  0.3%| 13:23] 13.6% $611,350 $4,159 of 2] 1 0 3 20|
#Bristol 237|  0.6%| 4:09]81.4% $2,351 645 $9,923] 17 1128] 0 44 186
{[Brunswick County 1471 0.3%} 12:15[10.9%] $2,071,350] $14,091 of o 0} O 0 0
{[Buchanan County 78]  0.2%| 17:501 9.0%[  $2,724,545]  $34,930 3] 210 0 5 64
[[Buckingham County 80|  0.2%| 13:44] 12.2% $423,500 $4,706 0 110} 0 1 11
iBuena Vista 77] 02%] 6:19[44.2% $962.850] $12505 1 1] 1 0 3 39
{{Campbel! County 416]  1.0%[ 11:11]17.8%] 82,298,270 $5,525 of 3ol o 3 7
iCaroline County 9g| 0.2%| 12.461 6.1% $1,693,350 $17,279 0 ol 2 0 2 20
[{Carroll County 165] 0.4%] 12:20] 55%| $2,581650] $15648 1 ol 2 ] 1 4 24
iCharles City County 48] 0.1%} 15.04] 4.2% $1,298,810 $27.059 0 10 0 1 21
Charlotte County 68| 0.2%| 12:29] 7.4%]  $2,061,235] $30,312 of 1] 1 0 2 29
Chariottesville 370! 0.9%] 4:55[751%] $4,534017] $12254] 201 21 9] 0O 40 108
liChesapeake 1,482] 34%| 6:15149.3%| $27607,978] $18629] 112 6/ 25! 0 143 96
HChesterfield County 1571 3.6%| 7.55]18.5%] 328002405 $17.8251 110] 12[ 251 © 147 94
[[Ciarke County 139]  0.3%] 11:.09{13.7%} $1916780] $13.811 3] o[ 2] 0 5 36
[Cotonial Heights 1551  0.4%} 10:10] 50.3%|  $1,358,685 38,766 9l 2] 6] 0 17 110
[[Covington 101 02%| 6:06]40.6%] $1,088854] $10,781 7 tf71 0 15 149
[Craig County 34] 0.1%] 7:51} 41.2% $236,850 $6,966 of ool ¢ 0 0
Culpeper County 193]  0.4%| 12:39] 8.3%| $5,368,852] $32,999 21 111 0 4 21
Cumberland County 21 0.0%] 10:141381% $506,250 $24,107 o 0l 0 0 0 0
IDanvile 723] 1.7%] 4.48[79.9%] $6,323,114 $8,746] 45/ 2l 10f 0O 57 79
[[Dickenson County 117]  0.3%| 19:20] 4.3% $2,802,720] $24,724 2 11101 0 13 111
[[Dinwiddie County 115] 0.3%| 12:53] 17.4%]  $1,701,4980] $14 796 1 1 0 3 26
IEmporia 48}  0.1%] 6:56] 39.6% $830,500] $17,302 0] ol o] 0 0 0

Source: Virginia Fire Incident Reporiing System
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County/City

Virginia Residential Building Fires
in 1-or-2 Family Dwellings
Reported Fires by Locality
{Jan 2000-Sep 2008 Combined)

Loss/ing

j Fatad IngDeath

 InjfDeath |

FS

Total

Per 1k |

Inc

HEssex County ; $1,750,500 $38,800 2 1 0 10

HF airfax 106] 0.2%| 8:39[81.1%|  $3,326,110[ $31,378 4 ©of 0] 0O 4 38
[[Fairfax County 3,623 84%| 10:43169.1%| $134,750,299[ $37193] 132} 24[62] 0 218 60
{[Fauguier County 450 1.0%]| 11:12{18.3%] $10,365,125{ $23,034 50 1151 0 11 24
[[Floyd County 126] 0.3%!| 15:27] 6.3% 330,500 $242 0f 210 0 2 16
IFluvanna County 20] 0.0%] 8:21]40.0% $0 30 6] ¢ o0 0 0 0
[IFrankiin 151]  0.4%| 546/55.0%|  $1,495310 $9,903 AEIE 0 5 33
#Franklin County 443]  1.0%| 10:54] 28.0% $7,996,310] 818050 10 5/ 6 | 0O 21 47
[Frederick County 851f 15%] 947[267%  $3,367,186 $5,172 g] {11 ] 0 20 31
[[Frederickshurg 16| 0.3%| 4:25/81.0% $1,666,799]  $14,369 4 2] 0 7 80jf
lGalax 180  0.4%] 10:46] 8.9%|  $1,013,550 $5,631 of ol 1 0 1 6
llGiles County 79] 02%| 843]27.8%| $1,981427[ $25.081 2l 2lo0f 0O 4 51
HGloucester County 3121 0.7%] 7:49]31.8%] $14,033,707] $44,980} 15] 2] 7 0 24 77
[[Goochland County 163] 0.4%] 17:06] 7.4% $1,089,656 $6,685 5] 210] 0 7 43
[{Grayson County 137 0.3%]| 15:41] 7.4%| $24,040,050] $175,475 ol ool 0 0 ol
[Greene County 71l 0.2%] 11:35]19.7% $7,950 $112 1 ol of ¢ 1 14
[[Haiizax County 2901 07%| 8111431%| $5121,128] $17,659 1 0] 0 2 7
fiHampton 891 2.1%] 4:17]80.0%i $10,095269] $11,330] 47; 2] 13] 0 62 70
(Hanover County 464  1.1%] 10:11]16.86%]  $7,072,697]  $15243 71 oft3] o0 20 43
{Harrisonburg 27]  0.1%| 4:58|66.7% $93,205 $3,452 0 Gf 0 0 0 0
[Henrico County 1900] 44%| 5:52147.8%| $34214671] $18,008] 124 8[43} 0 175 92
{[Henry County 424 1.0%] 10:54|20.3%| $10,709,150] $25257 71 9l 5] 0 21 50
[[Hopewell 363] 0.8%| 4:33[766%|  $2,477,960 $68268] 26| 2] 4] © 32 88
flisie of Wight County 181]  0.4%| 7:26[37.4% $3,062,237{  $16,918 4 208] 0 12 66
[lJames City County 4241 1.0%]| 6:08]50.5%| $10,807,821] $25490| 18] 3/ 12| O 33 78
HKing and Queen County 30 0.1%] 8:56[14.8% $370 §12 0 0f 0 0 0 0
|[King George County 150]  0.3%| 11:14] 18.0% $3,065,380]  $20,369 5 2] 4 0 11 73
{[King William: County 25|  0.1%| 12:10] 4.0% $474,000]  $18,960 1 of 0 0 1 40
[lLancaster County 21]  0.0%| 7:08]33.3% $571,000]  $27,190 o0f ofo] o 0 0
(lLee County 226] 0.5%; 12:18] 7.1% $8,383,300f $37,094 3 7 o] 0 10 44
L exington 45| 01%| 7:43[33.3%] $1.816,774|  $40,373 o] ¢l ol 0 0 0
{lLoudoun County 610] 1.4%| 7:39]37.1%| $20432,953] $33497] 32 0] 25} O 57 93
[ILovisa County 203] 0.5%] 11:56] 11.4% $6.041,550] $29,761 1 10 0 2 10
filLunenburg County 64| 01%| 8:35[484%] $1526475] $23,851 1 2l 0] o 3 47
U ynchburg 725 17%| 3:55|88.4%| $5413,160 $7.466] 30| 4/ 22| 0© 56 77
{Madison County 116]  0.3%] 6:55[51.7% $0 30 0f 0{ 0 0 0 0

Scurce: Virginia Fire Incident Reporting System
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Virginia Residential Building Fires
In 1-or-2 Family Dwellings
Reported Fires by Locality
(Jan 2000-Sep 2008 Combined)

: injiDeath |

. . .. QCiv FS Total

County/City Loss Tot Lossfinc  Ciwinj Fatl Inj Fatal InjDeath P;rcﬁt
Manassas : . $3,661 455 $21,6865 0] 3 0 118
[Manassas Park 501 0.1%] 3:20{ 80.0% $2,0092,930] 341,859 1 0] 0 0 1 20
[[Martinsville 210f 05%| 4:13[79.0%] $2.703889| $12876] 19/ 3/ 3| 0© 25 119
[IMathews County 50 0.1%| 817[11.9%]  $2,655,350] $45,006 o of 1 0 1 17
IMecklenburg County 474]  1.1%| 7:37]43.7%]  $4,082,145 $8,612 2t 7141 0 13 27
IMiddiesex County 131 0.0%] 17:05] 0.0%| $75.375,500]$5.798.115 0] oo 0 0 0
{{Montgomery County 351] 0.8%] 6:57}49.0%| $3,924,355] $11,180 2 3 1 0 6 17
[Neison County 89 0.2%]| 15:55| 13.5% $1,809,700 $20,334 0 il o 0 3 34
{INew Kent County 51 0.1%] 10:00] 23.5% $5,700 $112 of ool o 0 0
[[Newport News 1,116] 26%] 4.44|68.8%| $13,258870] $11,881] 108 11[20] O 139 125
[INorfolk 1,260 29%; 3:53]191.3%| $12833051] $10,185] 74] 6] 68] 0 148 117
IINorthampton County 64| 0.1%] 10:34{ 20.3% $1,028,900f  $16,077 4 21 0] 0 8 94
IINorthumberiand County 48]  0.1%| 11.06] 10.4%]  $1,850,450]  $38,551 1 1Mol 0 2 42
[[Norton 211 0.0%| 6:34]42.9% $47,500 $2,262 0 o 0] © 0 0
{INottoway County 78] 0.2%] 7:37]33.3% $549,020 $7,039 0 o] 1 0 1 13
[{Orange County 136] 0.3%] 12:41]11.8%]  82,124220] $15619 2l o] 1 0 3 22
[[Page County 190  0.4%| 8:37)358%] $2430,200{ $12.791 4 0 0] 0 4 21
(Patrick County 111]  0.3%} 12:11[ 10.8% $3,023.520]  $27,239 1 3lo] o 4 36
[IPetersburg 620  14%| 500{67.1%] $5421666 $8,745] 71| 131 14| © 98 158
iPittsyivania County 461]  1.1%| 10:49[ 13.7%|  $8521,176] $18,484 4 4 21 0 10 22
{[Poquoson 78] 0.2%| 3:.44|85.5% $804,700]  $10,588 1 0] 1 0 2 28
[[Portsmouth 9661 2.2%| 541]70.9%| $11,188,075] $11582 11 7/ 10} © 28 29
[[Powhatan County 172}  0.4%] 10:48] 19.8%] $5355330[ $31136] 10| 2} 8 | 0 20 116
|Prince Edward County 103]  0.2%| 948} 11.7%| $2,163,485[ $21,005 4 4l 0] 0 8 78
I[Prince George County 202 05%| 9:54|18.3%|  $1,667,400 $8,254 1 14 1 0 3 15
[{Prince Wiiliam County 566 1.3%] 6:28]/46.1% $410,000 $724 2 1] 0 1 4 7
[[Pulaski County 2851 0.7%) 5:49{60.9% $5,805,807]  $20,371 gl 3 8] 0 15 53
{iRadford 90| 0.2%[ 4:05{80.0%| $1,557,272 $17.303 2] 4 0] 0 6 87
[[Rappahannock County 96| 0.2%| 12:38] 9.4% $2,859,607] $29,788 0 11 01 0 1 10/l
IiRichmond 1951] 4.5%| 5:27|78.4%] $36,876,337] $18901] 172| 26/ 7¢c] O 268 137
IIRichmond County 6f 0.0%] 10:20] 16.7% $25,500 $4,250 1 ol ol © 1 167
{iRoanoke 928 2.2%| 4:31[80.4%| $15940867] $17,178] 68] 9[ 23| O 101 109
|[Reancke County 418 10%| 8:34|20.1%| $6,214973] $14868] 11 2l 13] 0 26 62
HRockbridge County 200] 0.5%] 12:59{ 16.0% $1,732,450 $8,662 0 1 1 0 2 10
IIRockingham County 483]  1.1%] 11:02]16.8%|  $3,827.900 $7925] 10f o 5] 0 15 31
IRussel! County 75| 0.2%| 11:34] 18.7%| $1,188,150| $15.842 of 107 0 1 13

Source: Virginia Fire Incident Reporting System
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Virginia Residential Building Fires
in 1-or-2 Family Dwellings
Reported Fires by Locality
(Jan 2000-Sep

2008 Combined)

. [njDeath |
County/City Loss/ine  Civlnj FZ;:I I Fs Toia

Salem 117]  0.3%| 10:54] 59.8%]  $1,202,208[  $10,275 K 0
Scott County 172]  0.4%] 13:531 18.0%]  $3,680,300(  $21,397 2l 11l 0 4 23
Shenandoah County 253] 0.6%]| 12:34] 18.2%{  $1,964,210 37,764 2| 710l 0 9 36
Smyth County 220]  0.5%| 10:46] 19.1%|  $3,378,470] $15357 1 11 0] 0 2 9l
Southampton County 102] 0.2%] 9:51 13.7% $1,847,650 $18,114 3 71 3 0 13 127
Spotsylvania County 658 158%| 813126.7%] $137,217,579] $208,5637 28 31 16 0 47 71
Stafford County 246 06%| 7:43139.0%| $3.898426) $15847 sl ol 2] 0 7 28}k
Staunton 205] 0.5%| 4:18}77.0%|  $1,172,231 $5,718 6 11 5] 0 12 59
Suffolk 1,008] 2.3%| 523/636%| $11,600,775] $11532] 35 41261 O 69 69
Surry County 31 0.1%] 13:26] 10.0% $796,850]  $25,705 of 2] ¢ 3 97
Sussex County 83 0.2%] 7:47]39.8% $1.,880,800 $22,.417 1 21 2 G 5 604
Tarewell County 1871 0.4%] 8:49|283% $2,905,660 515,538 12 51 5 0 22 118
Virginiz Beach 2357] 55%] 7.40[/296%| $60609930] $25715| 222 2470 © 316 134
Warren County 95| 0.2%] 9:18/30.5%| $1,367,190] $14,391 51 3141 0 12 126
[\Washington County 2731 0.6%] 12:13] 7.7% $5,477,100]  $20,083 71 71 4] 0 18 66
[Waynesboro 197] 0.5%] 3:39/90.8%| $1.838,668 9333 100 3/ 41 0 17 86
[[Westmorelang County 110]  0.3%| 9:27]20.9%| $1,919,240] $17,448 1 of 21 ¢ 3 27
[Witiamsburg 59 0.1%] 4:26]78.0% $309,875 $5,249 8] 0l 2] 0 8 136
([Winchester 223 05%| 3:19[924%|  $1,433,965 64300 18] 0l 9| 0O 27 121
[{\wise County 162]  0.4%| 9:41]340%] $2,906,055] $17,939 8] 4/ 3] © 15 93
\Wythe County 255 06%| 944{224%] $3,973380] $15582| 12| 11 71 © 20 78
York County 325 08%| 4.47/695%] $4,640438] 814278 29{ 0/ 11] O 40 123
Total 43,0721 100.0%| 7:57] 47.0%!} $995,269,784]  $23,107|1,917] 341|842] 2 3,102 72

Source: Virginia Fire Incident Reporting System
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Virginia Residential Building Fires
Number of 1-or-2 Family Dwelling Fires

with Fire Confined to a Non-Combustible Container
(Jan 2000 - Sep 2008 Combined)

Canfined/Non- . e O o FS  Tol  InjDeath
Confined ' / ' LossTot  Lossfine - Cvinj - coo FSIW coal tnyDeath Per 1k Inc..

Buiiding Fire - Not

lconfined 30,189} 70.1%] 8:00{ 49.3%} $988,700,796] $32,751| 1,749 340] 824 2| 2915 97
Building Fire,

Confinded 12,883 28.9%| 7:51|41.4%| $6,550,088 $509] 168 11 18 0 187 15
Total 43,0721 100.0%] 7:57| 47.0%] $995,269,784| $23107| 1,917 341} 842 2l 3,102 72

Scurce: Virginia Fire Incident Reporiing System 7




Virginia Residential Building Fires
In 1-or-2 Family Dwellings
Extent of Fire Spread

(Jan 2000 to Sep 2008 Combined)

~ Inj/Death.
InjDeath  Per tk
nc.

Civ .
Fatal FS In;

Fire Spread Group ; " RTAvg  %<=6 Loss Tot Lossiinc  Civinj ;;tal

[lBlani( 10,728] 24.8%; 7481 44.1%| $22.462618] $2.094 128 9 29 1 167 16

"Ct}ﬂf%ne{ft{mbject 12,010] 27.9%| 7:38]{44.6%] 945,758,030 33,810 264 12 37 0 313] 28

IIConﬂned tc room 10,338 24.0%] 6:48] 55.0%| $174,062,725( $16,837 | 787] 49| 111 0 947 92

!Corz?iﬂedtoﬂs{:r 2230] 52%| 8:30|54.1% $73,650,025) $33,027 | 172 30F 82 0 284 127

—

Confined to building | 6,442| 15.0%) 9:34] 42.0%) 3558,842 329{ $86,750 [ 475 187 454 1,117] 173

Spread beyond bidg. | 1,323]  3.1%]| 11:41] 41.5%] $120,486,056] $91,078 91 54| 129 0 2741 207

"]

Total 43,072 100.0%] 7:58] 47.0%| $995,269,784} $23,107 [1.817| 341} 842 3.102; 72

Confinedto Confinedto  Confinedtc  Confined to Spread
obiect room floor building beyond hidg.

Fire Spread

Source: Virginia Fire Incident Reporting System 8




Virginia Residentiai Building Fires
in 1-or-2 Family Dwellings
{Jan 2000- Sep 2008 Combined)

1-or-2 Family Dwelling Fires by Time
of Day
Midnight-3am

8pm-11pm 9%
18%

4am-7am
8%

Bam-11am
16%

4pm-7pm

28%

Noon-3pm
21%

Source: Virginia Fire Incident Reporting System 9
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VDFP ~ Virginia Department of Fire Programs ~ Fire Data & Statistics Page 1 of 2

WIRGINIA DEPARTMENT OF Fiuk PROCEAMSY

Fire Data & Statistics

Fire Summary Data, Virginia, 2003 - 2008

Civilian . " " N ; .
. N Civiian Fire Fire Service || Fire Service :
Year Number of Fires Fire Injuries Deaths Injuries Total Fire Dollar Loss
Deaths
! !
A 27,260 4 i 218 1 H 5H 5418,363,541
; !
2007 i 34084 ; B2 455 T rah $415.808,505
i !
E 2006 E 31,538 ] 06 436 [ 2g7 E253. 71,953
J 20y H 25,453 F 120 e 1 247 §218,672,354
2004 ” 22,674 ” # 499 o 255 £306.059,874

*Preliminary data as of 2/18/0g
**Report date 05/19/08

Dhisciairoer - Source Virginia Fire Incident Reporting Systent - This information is subject 2o change as we continnously receive mew data.
Additional Statistics:
2008 Statistics (Preliminary)

2008 Virginia Fire Doliar Loss and Property Saved

1-ar-2 Family Dwelling Fire Study (Jan 2000 - Sep 2008)
irginia Fi Iving Lighters

GOB Sus . by Incident Type.pdf

2008 Fire Department incident Counts by County/City.pdf
2008 Fire Department Monthly incident Counts.pdf

2008 Tally by Incident Type.pdf

2008 Tally by Property Use.pdf

2008 Residential Structure Fire Causes.paf

Virginia Civilian Fire Deaths, 2007-2008

L B B B B B N B I )

2007 Statistics

2007 Virginia Fires Invobving Lighters

2003-2007 High-Rise Building Fire Statistics pdf

2007 Residential Structure Fire Causes.pdf

2007 Virginia Fire incident Reporting System (VFIRS)Quick Fagts pgf
2007 Fire Department Monthly Incident Counts pdf

2007 Summary by incident Type.pdf

L N 2N BN B 1

2006 Statistics

2006 VFIRS Participation by Locality.paf

2006 Tally by Properly Use ndf

2006 Tally by Incident Type .pdf

2006 Carbon Monoxide Incidents by Locality pdf
2006 Summary by Incident Type .pdf

2006 VFIRS Dashboard .pdf

2006 Residential Structure Fire Causes .pdf
2006 Fire Department Monthiy
2006 Fire Depariment inciden

4 4% 85 4 8 000

2005 Statistics

2005 Monthly Incident Count.pdf

2005 Tally by Incident Type.pdf

2005 Tally by Property Use.pdf

2005 Surmmary by incident Type.pdf

2005 - Fires In Virginia Nursing Homes and Care Facilifies: pdf
2000 -2005 VA Fire Deaths by Locality pdf

LR N BN BN B

Ctick Here for Additional Statistics

Btk to top

hitp://www.vafire.com/fire data statistics/index.htm 3/24/2009



Residential Structure Fire Causes
1/1/08 - 12/31/08

State: VA Report Period:

Ot incendiary, Suspicious ! 313 4. 17%) 4 7.14% 10 3.04% Q 0.00% 161 14.41% 8,346 659 6.90% 4,682,750 5.21%
02 Children Playing 28 037% 0 0.00% 4 122% 0l 000%| 0| 0.00% 137,160, 0.11% 35,800  0.11% 172,960  0.11%
03 Smoking 131 175% 1] 1.79% 15 456% 0 000% 1] 9.91%| 2095500 1.73% 1200737 372% 3206427 2.15%
04 Heating 1205 16.06% 0 000% 8 =243%| 0 000%| 3| 270%! 2703847 223% 818277, 2.53% 3,522,124 2.30%
05 Cooking 2359 3144% 5 536% 108 32.83% 0 0.00%| 6| 541% 3680606 3.04% 1053711 3.26% 4734317  3.00%
06 Electrical Distribution 141 1.88% 3 536% 10| 3.04% 0 0.00%| 3| 270% 3905047 3.23% 1,049,883 3.25% 4954930 3.23%
o7 | Appliances, Air Conditioning 211 281% 4 7.4% 25 760%| 0| 000%| 2| 180%| 3102336 256% 1315660] 4.08%  4.417.998| 2.88%
pg | OpenFlame, Ember, Torch 355 4.73% 3] 536% 270 821% 0, 0.00%| 3| 270%| 9560562 7.90% 3201732 992% 12762294 8.32%
g | Cmherteat Flame, Spark 230, 307% 2| 357% 7, 213%| 0 0.00%| 3| 270%| 5732156  4.74% 1,454,438)  451% 7,486,504  4.69%
10 Other Equipment A7 063% 1 1.79% 4 122% 0 000% 1| 0.90%| 2527180 2.00% 238,880 0.74% 2,766,080 1.80%
11 Natural 107, 143% 0 0.00% O 0.00% 0 000%| 0| 000%| 3243875 2.68% 1207385 3.74% 4,451,260 2.90%
12 Exposure 237, 088% 0 000% 3 081% 0 0.00%| 6| 541%| 5210206  4.30% 1047,940| 325% 6258146, 4.08%
13 Linknown Cause 2,314) 30.78% 35 B2.50% 108) 32.83% ¢ 0.00% 571 51.35% 70,816,362, 55.49% 17,977,310 b5.68% 88,793.672] 57.90%
7,678 100.00% 56/ 100.00% 329] 100.00%!  0[100.00%| 111|100.00%| 121,061,6861100.00% |  32,284.503] 100.00% 153,346 189] 106.00%

FPage 2 of Z
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