
Workgroup 1 and 2 Meeting  
Chesterfield Community Development Building 

 April 10, 2019  
Summary Notes 

 
Cindy Davis, Deputy Director of Building and Fire Regulations at the VA Department of 
Housing and Community Development (DHCD) welcomed everyone and had the attendees 
introduce themselves. She then introduced DHCD staff. 
 
Ms. Davis gave an overview of the online code development process CdpVa and showed 
everyone how to access proposals. She also explained how to view the future meetings and 
provided a brief outline on what to expect for the meetings. 
 
Review of the code proposals began. 
 
 
A103.2  
Proponent: Kenney Payne, kpayne@moseleyarchitects.com 
 
Reason: Some people have been confused as to whether Section 103.2 which provides a one 
year period before mandating the new code edition, applies to EXISTING construction or only 
NEW construction. By deleting the word 'new' it should eliminate the confusion - thus applying 
to all construction. Even though it will be changed in the future updating the year to 2018 was 
changed as well.  
 
Comments: 
Mr. Payne provided an overview of his proposal.  
 
Mr. McGraw. questioned if it should read building department instead of local building 
department because it could create a conflict with the fact that the State DGS building 
department issues memos of when options of codes are to take effect. 
 
Ms. Davis confirmed that it is existing language and there is a whole section 103.7 that is 
specific to state buildings. 
 
Ms. Davis suggested submitting another code change, if it is felt that it is necessary to include 
the DGS language in this section. 
 
Consensus for Approval 
 
 
A108.4 
Proponent: DHCD Staff, sbco@dhcd.virginia.gov 
 
Reason:  Discussion on the reason statement indicated that it was to comply with legislation, not 
DPOR regulations. 
 
Comments: 



Ms. Davis provided an overview of proposal.  
 
The changes are necessary to correlate with the law that came out of the General Assembly. The 
law eliminated the requirements for an affidavit. 
 
Consensus for Approval 
 
 
A110.8 
Proponent: Richard Witt, wittr@chesterfield.gov 
 
Reason: This change clarifies that an issued permit can be revoked should it have been issued in 
noncompliance with pertinent laws and ordinances. 
 
Comments: 
Mr. Witt provided an overview of proposal.    
 
Mr. Witt stated that this will provide clarification that the building official has the right to revoke 
the permit. 
 
Mr. Gordon suggested using the word applicable instead of pertinent because pertinent is broader 
and more subjective. 
 
Mr. Witt stated that he used the word pertinent because it is already used throughout the codes 
but he will talk it over with Mr. Pharr. 
 
Consensus for Approval 
 
 
A115.2 (1)  
Proponent: Kenney Payne, kpayne@moseleyarchitects.com 
 
Reason: Notices of violation should not be used as the first means of notifying individuals that 
their building or structure is unsafe. Clearly, the intent of the VCC is that a "different" means 
must be used when declaring something to be unsafe - thus the purpose of Section 118 and 118.4 
specifically - where you issue a report in lieu of just a notice. The methods of issuing such notice 
have been reformatted for easier reading (lists should be considered when multiple methods and 
commas are used).  
 
Comments (VCC Section 115.2): 
Mr. Payne provided an overview of the proposal.  
 
Mr. Payne explained there have been times when the notice of violation has been used to advise 
that the building needed to be demoed, but from his understanding they need to have a report not 
notice of violation. 
 
He further indicated that there have been times when jurisdictions send mail out but there is no 
indication when it’s received.  
 



Mr. Payne pointed out that the methods of how the notices are issued should be listed instead of 
in a paragraph format. 
 
Mr. Clements has an issue with the delivery of mail being registered or certified. He would rather 
it go through regular mail or first class. 
 
Mr. Beahm has concerns with the relevance of pulling unsafe buildings into a separate category. 
He also questioned why there is delineation between when they issue a notice of violation 
between the unsafe as well as any notices being issued. 
 
Comments (VCC Section 115:3): 
Mr. Payne provided an overview of proposal. 
 
Mr. Payne felt that the added language of reasonable time period is important because there was 
a time when a 15 day remedy period was given and then legal proceeding was filed the next day. 
 
Mr. Clements stated that the reasonable time period is unnecessary because if they are complying 
with the notice then that would be included in the time period. It redundant language. 
 
Tabled 
 
 
A115.2 (2) 
Proponent: Michael Redifer, redifermd@nnva.gov 
 
Reason: The revisions establish responsibility for work as being that of the permit holder in 
cases where permits are obtained. It relieves local building departments of the requirement to 
spend ever-decreasing resources on investigations which in some cases find the individuals who 
actually performed the work are well out of reach prior to any violations being discovered. 
 
Comments: 
Mr. Redifer was not in attendance. 
 
Mr. Clements shared that the VBCOA Admin committee discussed with Michael their concerns 
with the language. Michael informed them that he’s working to modify the proposal. 
 
Mr. Witt has an issue with changing the responsible party to the permit holder. 
 
Mr. Beahm requested that there be a definition of permit holder. 
 
Ms. Davis reiterated that Mr. Payne and Mr. Redifer will collaborate and come back with one 
proposal instead of two. 
 
Tabled 
 
 
A116.4 
Proponent: Kenney Payne, kpayne@moseleyarchitects.com 
 



Reason: There are many buildings and structures out there today that were post-USBC that do 
not have certificates. Why limit 116.4 to pre-USBC buildings? As proposed, this provision 
would still apply to pre-USBC, but would also capture those post-USBC buildings that do not 
have COs, or had them but they cannot be found. With the heading and new language, the 
exception would no longer be an exception. 

Comments: 
Mr. Payne provided an overview of proposal. 
 
Mr. Clements stated that VBCOA supports the proposal and added that there was a change to the 
State Fire Prevention Code in 2015, where if an owner doesn’t have a CO they can request from 
the building official and it’s not limited to pre- USBC. This change would make it more 
consistent with the current State Fire Prevention Code. 
 
Consensus for Approval  
 
 
A119.5 
Proponent: Kenney Payne, kpayne@moseleyarchitects.com 
 
Reason (VCC Section 119.5): Adding "decisions arising under" is the same language used in 
Section 36-114 of the Code of Virginia (refer below - emphasis added). Also, by adding the term 
"decisions" in the first sentence, every reference to the word "decisions" when used throughout 
the rest of 119.5 would apply to decisions arising under the application of the USBC. Otherwise, 
without context, what does "building official's decision" mean when it is NOT referenced in the 
first sentence? Finally, not everything that is appealed may be made by the building official, but 
may come from the "local building department." "The Review Board shall have the power and 
duty to hear all appeals from decisions arising under application of the Building Code . . ." 
"Approved application" is what is really required - not just "written request" which could be 
crayon on a napkin. The word "approved" is a defined word and avoids someone from 
submitting just any "application" that would not have been approved by the locality or LBBCA. 

Comments: 
Mr. Payne provided an overview of proposal. 
 
The desired outcome is to use consistent terms and be specific on approved application instead of 
a “written request”.  Currently that language is too vague.  There was a situation where an email 
was sent and then an application was not received until 2 to 3 weeks later. 
 
Mr. Clements opposes the “approved application” because he (VBOCA) doesn’t want to get into 
approving applications. He feels this is a solution looking for a problem. 
 
Reason (VCC Section 119:8): "Approved" application is what is really required - not just any 
"application" which may not be in the form approved by the TRB. The word "approved" is a 
defined word. "Certified mail" is added because that is the method of notice identified in 119.7. 
"Determination" is substituted because that is the term used in the first sentence. The appeal is 
actually of the LBBCA's determination (which arises from the local building department's 
application of the USBC - and not just the building official's decision. 
 



Comments: 
Mr. Payne provided an overview of proposal. 
 
Mr. Witt agreed to consistency, however, he opposes the language as far as “approved” and feels 
Mr. Payne can loosen it up to make it easier to appeal. He feels it shouldn’t be tied to the 
application.  
 
Mr. McGraw doesn’t agree that it’s a difficult process. He stated that it doesn’t need a simplified 
quasi-judicial process but it needs some structure. His issue is with the word “approved” 
application, it brings up questions if the governing body or local appeal board approves the 
application form or the application once it is submitted. He suggested changing the language 
“approved” to “the application or form prescribed by the body”. 

Mr. Revels stated an issue with the language and suggested changing “appeal determination” to 
“appeal decision” because the appellants are already confused as they think it’s based on the 
record of the local appeal as opposed to opening it up for a de novo hearing.   

Withdrawn 

 
B202 
Proponent: Kenney Payne, kpayne@moseleyarchitects.com 
 
Reason: We revised the definition of “work area” to basically involve “walls” because “wall” 
was/is a defined term. However, for 2015, ICC added “(for Chapter 21)” in the definition header 
(it did not exist prior to 2015). The concern is that some might say that particular definition is for 
Chapter 21 only and does NOT apply to the VEBC. Thus, they might say system’s furniture is a 
“wall” even though they do not “enclose space.” If the proposed language was deleted and we 
went back to the definition as it was for many years prior, it can still serve its purpose regarding 
Chapter 21, while also serving its intended purpose for the VEBC’s definition for “work area.” 

Comments: 
Mr. Payne provided an overview of proposal. 
 
Consensus for Approval 
 
 
B401.1.1 
Proponent: Kenney Payne, kpayne@moseleyarchitects.com 
 
Reason: (VCC 401.1.1): As currently written, requiring such signage for existing buildings is a 
retrofit requirement that is not triggered by any work. If this is the case, then the reference to 
existing buildings should be in VEBC Chapter 11. If it is not intended to be a retrofit 
requirement, then the existing building reference should be deleted. While I admit I am not 
excited about where I am proposing to relocate the provision, I do believe that locating this 
requirement in VCC Chapter 6 is not a good location - which deals with heights and area - not a 
place for applicants to look for building address requirements. This proposes to locate it in 
Chapter 4 - still not the best but better than Chapter 6 - since the address requirement could be 



classified as a "special use." The last sentence was deleted because the VCC is not a maintenance 
code and such requirements should be in the VMC and/or SFPC.  
 
Comments: 
Mr. Payne provided an overview of the proposals. 
 
Mr. McGraw stated that the signage requirements are ordered by the fire code and doesn’t feel 
the language is broken. 
 
Mr. Witt agrees with the language change but pointed out it should be in the original code 501.2. 
 
Reason: VEBC (301.3): If there is a desire to provide such address signage for existing 
buildings, it belongs in the VEBC. It also should not be triggered by a repair, Level 1 alteration 
(which might mean just replacing carpet and ceiling tile, or a partial change of occupancy (might 
be just one or two rooms in a larger building. However, those classifications of work listed 
appear reasonable to require such signage. It is proposed to be located in Chapter 3 as it is the 
chapter that is home to "special details" and "general provisions" and for "where can I put this" 
type of provisions. 
 
Comments: 
Mr. Payne provided an overview of proposal. 
 
Mr. Clements suggested striking from the first sentence “undergoing a Level 3 alteration, 
complete change of occupancy, and addition, or being moved” and keeping the rest and moving 
it to Chapter 11 as a retrofit provisions for building codes. 
 
Consensus for Approval with amendments 
Amendments 

 VCC 401.1.1: no amendments 
 VEBC 301.3: Delete “undergoing a Level 3 alteration, complete change of 

occupancy, and addition, or being moved” from first sentence. The rest to remain 
the same. Move this section to Chapter 11 (retrofit 1101.18) 
 

 
B703.3 
Proponent: Kenney Payne, kpayne@moseleyarchitects.com 

Reason: Existing reference was to Chapter 1 of the IBC. Since Virginia deleted Chapter 1 of the 
IBC, the section number should be updated to the equivalent reference in Chapter 1 of the VCC. 

Comments: 
Mr. Payne provided an overview of proposal. 
 
Ms. Boykins pointed out that there is no definition for the word “approved” in the code book. 
 
Mr. Brown agreed that it’s not there and that it had been inadvertently deleted in the last code 
cycle but will be added back in the 2018 USBC base document. 
 
Consensus for Approval 



 
 
B907.5.2.3 
Proponent: Kenney Payne, kpayne@moseleyarchitects.com 
 
Reason: Existing building requirements belong in the VEBC, not the VCC. Also, alterations 
come in three flavors (Level 1, 2, and 3) and such alarms would not necessarily be required in a 
Level 1 alteration. If left in the VCC, it could produce a potential conflict with the requirements 
of the VEBC - which are supposed to govern all construction in existing buildings (per VCC 
103.1.1). Alarms in alterations are addressed in VEBC 603.5.4. 

Comments: 

Mr. Payne provided an overview of the proposal. 

 
Consensus for Approval 
 
 
B912.2.2 
Proponent: Kenney Payne, kpayne@moseleyarchitects.com 
 
Reason: The provision is in SFPC Section 912.2.2, where it belongs. It does not belong in the 
"new" construction code since it deals with "existing" buildings. 
 
Comments: 
Mr. Payne provided an overview of proposal. 
 
Consensus for Approval 
 
 
B1010.1.9.3 
Proponent: Natalia Larrimer, nlarrimer@outlook.com 
 
Reason: Many child care facilities are located in urban areas in close proximity to parking lots, 
roads and other hazards. Although, many facilities undertake these types of preventative 
measures not all do. 
 
Comments: 
Ms. Larrimer was not in attendance. 

Ms. Davis and Mr. Payne suggested that they wait for the school safety workgroup meeting to 
address. 

Mr. Brown contacted the proponent and she agreed to allow this issue to be vetted by the School 
Safety sub-workgroup. 

Tabled 
 



 
B1011.5.2 

Proponent: Kenney Payne, kpayne@moseleyarchitects.com 
 
Reason: When the VEBC was reformatted for 2015, this code section reference should have 
been revised as well - as it currently pointed you to "Additions" under "Accessibility" (which is 
currently VEBC 403.1). This code proposal provides the equivalent reference in the VEBC. 
Also, if we did not change IEBC to VEBC, one would be looking at repairs of fire protection in 
the IEBC. 
 
Comments: 
Mr. Payne provided an overview of the proposal. 
 
Mr. Clements pointed out that section 4 should be deleted all together because that exception will 
not be reached. 
 
Consensus for Approval with Amendments 
Amendments: 

 Delete #4 all together and #5 becomes #4. 

 
 
B1030.4 
Proponent: Kenney Payne, kpayne@moseleyarchitects.com 
 
Reason: Existing building requirements belong in the VEBC, not the VCC (per VCC 103.1.1). 
VEBC 304.3 provides requirements for EERO. While the entire IBC Section 1030.4 was 
included in the 2018 IEBC (Section 505.4), only the last portion of this provision is required for 
existing buildings - since any "new" elements must already comply with the VCC/IBC. We need 
to know how to treat existing and/or replacement EERO windows and what we would need to do 
if we add anything (e.g., bars, grates, etc.) over them. 

Comments: 
Mr. Payne gave an overview of proposals. 
 
Consensus for Approval 
 
 
B3302.1 
Proponent: Kenney Payne, kpayne@moseleyarchitects.com 
 
Reason: Existing building requirements belong in the VEBC, not the VCC (per VCC 103.1.1). 
VEBC 1201.3 already has the exact same language; so, rather than delete this provision in its 
entirety without substitution, a reference to the VEBC has been provided. 

Comments: 
Mr. Payne provided an overview of the proposal. 
 



Suggestion to just delete the entire section.  Mr. Payne agreed 
 
Consensus for Approval with Amendments 
Amendment: 

 Delete section 3302.1 entirely without substitution. 

 
 
B3303.1 
Proponent: Kenney Payne, kpayne@moseleyarchitects.com 
 
Reason: Existing building requirements belong in the VEBC, not the VCC (per VCC 103.1.1. 
So, the entire section is proposed to be relocated to VEBC Chapter 12 leaving only a reference to 
the VEBC in the VCC. 
 
Comments: 
Mr. Payne provided an overview of proposals. 
 
Mr. Revels questioned leaving the words “comply with section 1210 of the VEBC”. He 
suggested deleting the whole thing entirely. 
 
Mr. Clements suggested that it needs to get people to the right code and should be under existing 
building codes and if any cleanup/issues are needed, he will do it under the unsafe provisions. 
 
Consensus for Approval with Amendment 
Amendments: 

 Delete VCC section 3303.1 entirely 
 VEBC 1210.1-1210.7 (new sections): approved without amendment. 

 
 
B3310.1 
Proponent: Kenney Payne, kpayne@moseleyarchitects.com 
 
Reason: The deleted provisions are already covered in VEBC 1205.1 and 1205.2 and the VCC 
does not govern existing buildings per VCC 103.1.1. 

Comments: 
Mr. Payne provided an overview of proposals. 
 
Consensus for Approval 
 
 
EB103.5 
Proponents: Ronald Clements Jr., clementsro@chesterfield.gov 
 
Reason: VEBC section 103.5 is not necessary and misleading. VEBC 103.5 as written applies to 
all occupancy classifications but the section referenced, VCC 113.3.1, is only applicable to group 
R-5. All inspection requirements of the VCC, including VCC 113.3.1 as applicable to group R-5, 



are applicable to VEBC enforcement per VEBC 103.1 (first sentence); therefore, VEBC 103.5 is 
not necessary. 
 
Comments: 
Mr. Clements provided an overview of proposal. 
 
Consensus for Approval 
 
 
EB103.10 
Proponent: Kenney Payne, kpayne@moseleyarchitects.com 
 
Reason: Per the first sentence of this section, the work is to be classified, not identified. Since 
'alterations' is considered 'work' the alterations should also be classified. Just trying to be 
consistent with the terms within this section and exception. 
 
Comments: 
Mr. Payne provided an overview of proposal. 
 
Consensus for Approval 
 
 
EB304.3 
Proponent: Kenney Payne, kpayne@moseleyarchitects.com 
 
Reason: If there is no reference to another code, said reference(s) are to the code in which the 
language is written. Therefore, it would mean those sections are referencing the VEBC. If so, 
those VEBC sections have nothing to do with said windows, because the sections are actually in 
the VCC. So, this references the proper code which is the VCC. 

Comments: 
Mr. Payne provided an overview of proposal. 
 
Consensus for Approval 
 
 
EB305.1 
Proponent: Kenney Payne, kpayne@moseleyarchitects.com 
 
Reason: Virginia uses the term "moved" buildings in lieu of "relocated" buildings, which are 
governed by the Industrialized Building Code. Also, since we deleted the compliance methods in 
the 2015 VEBC the last portion of the last sentence should have been deleted also. 

Comments: 
Mr. Payne provided an overview of proposal. 
 
Consensus for Approval with Amendment 
Amendment: 

 Strike the word “the” before added word moving (under 305.1) 



 
 
EB307.8 (1) and EB307.8 (2) 
Proponent: Justin Koscher, jkoscher@pima.org; Jeff Mang jeff.mang@hoganlovells.com; 
Eric Lacey eric@reca-codes.com 
 
Reason(s): 
307.8 (1) This proposal clarifies that roof replacements must comply with the energy 
conservation requirements of the International Energy Conservation Code (IECC). This proposal 
incorporates the language of Section C503.3.1 of the IECC in order to provide users and code 
officials with specific information on the requirements for roof replacements. Chapter 5 of the 
IECC was developed to place the energy code requirements for existing buildings in one 
convenient location. Virginia adopted this IECC language as part of the 2015 code update 
process. This proposal is necessary because the Virginia Existing Building Code (VEBC) 
regulates reroofing and roof repair under Section 307. The International Existing Building Code 
(IEBC) requirements for energy conservation were inadvertently lost when the requirements for 
reroofing and roof repair were moved to a separate section. This proposal corrects this oversight 
and clarifies the intent of the VEBC that roof replacements comply with the requirements of the 
IECC. Additionally, this proposal matches the format used for describing other energy 
conservation requirements in the VEBC. This familiar format will make the code easy to use and 
understand for both users and code officials. Importantly, this proposal does not create any new 
requirements for reroofing, including roof recovers or roof repairs. 
 
307.8 (2) This proposal clarifies that roof replacements must comply with the energy 
conservation requirements of Chapter 5 of the International Energy Conservation Code (IECC). 
This proposal cites Section C503 of the IECC, which Virginia adopted as part of the 2015 code 
development process. This proposal is similar to another proposal submitted by the proponents in 
terms of intent and impact. However, this proposal includes a more general reference to the roof 
replacement requirements in Chapter 5 of the IECC. The proponents want to offer two options 
for the workgroup’s consideration. This proposal is necessary because the Virginia Existing 
Building Code (VEBC) regulates reroofing and roof repair under Section 307. The International 
Existing Building Code (IEBC) requirements for energy conservation were inadvertently lost 
when the requirements for reroofing and roof repair were moved to a separate section. This 
proposal corrects this oversight and clarifies the intent of the VEBC that roof replacements 
comply with the requirements of the IECC. Additionally, this proposal matches the format used 
for describing other energy conservation requirements in the VEBC. This familiar format will 
make the code easy to use and understand for both users and code officials. Importantly, this 
proposal does not create any new requirements for reroofing, including roof recovers or roof 
repairs. This clarification is important because roof replacements provide a cost-effective means 
for increasing the energy efficiency of existing buildings. Replacing a typical existing roof with 
an energy code-compliant roof reduces whole building energy use by an average of 5.7% 
(https://www.polyiso.org/resource/resmgr/report/bayer_report.pdf). The energy efficiency 
requirements for roof replacements have been part of the IECC and IEBC for many cycles. This 
proposal will clarify existing VEBC requirements for roof replacements and help promote a 
greater level of compliance. This proposal will increase Resiliency 
 
Comments: 
Mr. Mang provided an overview of their proposals. 



Mr. Gordon cannot support moving this proposal forward as consensus at this time because they 
are still polling membership, it is not our recollection that these provisions were inadvertently 
lost in the 2015 VEBC. 

Mr. Clark agreed with Mr. Gordon’s concerns. 

Mr. Payne pointed out that Virginia added exceptions specifically for roofing. He would oppose 
how the proposal is written because now there are chapters in the ICC dealing with existing 
buildings. He suggested that they meet with the energy advocates to resolve. 

Ms. Davis questioned if the energy subgroup meeting can help resolve this. 

Mr. Witt pointed out that the individuals needed might not be in attendance of that meeting. He 
stated that the intent of the existing building codes is to rehabilitate, not bring up to existing 
building codes and this proposal contradicts that. 

Ms. Davis agrees with Mr. Witt and stated that Virginia has to decide what the intent of the 
existing building codes. 

Mr. Payne has an issue with the partial repairs because roof replacement is a final term. 

Mr. Mang stated there will be increased cost to bring up to code level. 

Mr. Lacey stated that there is already language like that in the energy conservation code and 
suggested bringing the energy conservation code and existing building code together. 

Mr. Clements pointed out the purpose of the code is to lower the bar because it cost too much so 
we can’t raise the bar. Virginia has already decided that what is altered is okay. 

Mr. Beahm suggested having a separate subcommittee that consist of existing building, energy, 
and patrons against it. 

Mr. Mang stated that further discussion on boundaries is needed and this is an energy issue. 

Mr. Clements pointed out two issues, what does the code require/where will it go and what’s the 
technical stuff. 

Tabled (both proposals) 
 
 
EB501.1 

Proponent: Kenney Payne, kpayne@moseleyarchitects.com 
 
Reason: The language in the first sentence reflected the 2012 definition of "repair." When the 
definition of "repair" changed in 2015, this language should have been deleted. Chapters 7 
(change of occupancy) and 8 (addition) have no bearing on repairs and should have only 
referenced Chapter 6 (alterations) which would have been consistent with the old 2012 VRC 
language that referenced just alterations - and not a change of occupancy or addition.  

Exception: This chapter deals with "repairs" not "alterations;" so the alteration language is being 
proposed to be deleted. The deleted language remains for alterations under VEBC 601.1, 
Exception 4. 



Comments: 
Mr. Payne provided an overview of proposal. 
 
Consensus for Approval 
 
 
EB601.1 
Proponent: Kenney Payne, kpayne@moseleyarchitects.com 
 
Reason: General: The proposed language mimics the same language that was used in the 2012 
VRC and should have been used for the 2015 VEBC as well. Also, all of Chapter 9 (historic 
buildings) applies, not just one section in Chapter 9. Exception 4: Chapter 6 and the exception 
deals with alterations - not repairs. VEBC Section 501.1, Exception already deals with repairs. 
Thus, "repairs" should be deleted here. 602.1: The proposed revision to 601.1 above would 
already address alterations to historic buildings, thus making the need to repeat that information 
unnecessary under 602.1. 
 
Comments: 
Mr. Payne provided an overview of proposal. 
 
Consensus for Approval 
 
 
EB601.4 
Proponent: Eric Lacey, eric@reca‐codes.com 
 
Reason: The purpose of this proposal is to clarify the applicability of the energy code 
requirements to existing buildings in the context of an alteration. This will eliminate a conflict 
between the Virginia Existing Building Code (VEBC) and the Virginia Uniform Code, 
simplifying compliance and enforcement. It will also reduce energy costs for building owners 
and improve energy efficiency and resiliency in existing buildings. This proposal makes two key 
changes. First, it eliminates a Virginia-specific exception to the energy conservation 
requirements of Chapter 13 of the Virginia Construction Code (VCC) for certain building 
envelope alterations. This exception can be misinterpreted to cover a broad range of alterations, 
and conflicts with the energy code's specific efficiency requirements for existing building 
alterations. Second, the proposal adds references to the IECC's provisions for existing residential 
(R503) and commercial (C503) building efficiency. It also clarifies that unaltered portions of the 
building need not comply with the current energy code requirements. 
 
Comments: 
Mr. Lacey provided an overview of proposal. 
 
Mr. Payne disagrees with proposal and doesn’t see where it states the thickness of the windows 
in Chapter 5. 
 
Mr. Lacey responded that the information is in exception #2. 
 
Mr. Payne disagrees with that response 
 



Mr. Gordon disagrees with proposal and suggest that it is rolled over to the other discussion. He 
states that the code has been to encourage rehabilitate at a low bar and this will counter that. 
 
Tabled 
 
 
EB603.4.5 
Proponent: Kenney Payne, kpayne@moseleyarchitects.com 
 
Reason: When we purged provisions that read "where approved by the _____ official" from the 
2012 VRC to create the 2015 VEBC, we missed this one. In Virginia, because of our "Uniform 
Statewide" building code, everyone is allowed to utilize all exceptions and exemptions unless 
specifically granted such authority to the LAHJ by Chapter 1 of the VCC/VEBC or by state 
amendment. 

Comments: 
Mr. Payne provided an overview of proposal. 
 
Consensus for Approval 
 
 
EB904.10.1 
Proponent: Kenney Payne, kpayne@moseleyarchitects.com 
 
Reason: In historic structures, unless the guard(s) itself is being altered, the existing guard(s) 
should be deemed acceptable. This approach is consistent with allowing other existing elements 
to remain as is and still be deemed acceptable: 904.3, 904.5, 904.9, and 904.10.2. As currently 
written, it may be interpreted that one can leave the guards "as is" as long as it involves a repair. 
How would this be interpreted if alterations were involved? Since there was no reference to 
602.2, we must have meant to remove the existing guards and provide new guards that fully 
comply with the VCC. I do not believe this is the intent - especially given all of the other 
components that are allowed to remain - including means of egress, stairway railings, and guard 
openings. 
 
Comments: 
Mr. Payne provided an overview of proposal. 
 
Consensus for Approval 
 
 
EB1401.6.1 
Proponent: Kenney Payne, kpayne@moseleyarchitects.com 
 
Reason: When we do a state amendment, we consistently try to change references to the "I-
Codes" to the "Virginia" codes; otherwise, it may be interpreted that we meant to send them to 
the IBC and not the VCC (that might include state amendments). This proposal simply tries to 
maintain that consistency. 

Comments: 



Mr. Payne provided an overview of proposal. 
 
Consensus for Approval 
 
 
PM302.5 
Proponent: Gregory Revels,  Greg.Revels@henrico.us 
 
Reason: The proposed changes are recommended to bring the Virginia Maintenance Code in 
agreement with the Code of Virginia, Federal Housing standards and Virginia Department of 
Health regulations. Section 36-99(A) of the Code of Virginia specifically requires that the 
Virginia Uniform Statewide Building include provisions necessary to prevent overcrowding, 
rodent or insect infestation, and garbage accumulation. Federal housing standards administered 
by the Department of Housing and Urban Development prohibit insect and rodent infestations in 
low- and moderate-income housing that is federally subsidized. The Virginia Department of 
Health further prohibits infestations in hotel and motel properties as a condition of issuing annual 
lodging permits. The proposed language extends protection from infestations to non-subsidized 
and short term rental properties on all other rental and long term housing occupancies. The last 2 
sentences added at 302.5 are proposed to be consistent with 309.1. 
 
Comments: 
Mr. Revels provided an overview of proposal. 
 
Mr. Gordon has issues with specific language, “adjacent premises” because it might not 
adversely affect the property. He would like to review this further with proponent. 
 
Tabled 

 

PM304.1 
Proponents: Teresa Gerber, gerbert@chesterfield.gov; Ronald Clements Jr 
clementsro@chesterfield.gov 
 

Reason: This proposal deletes "health, safety, or welfare" as this is addressed in Section 102.1. It 
also deletes "sanitary" based on the commentaries of the IPMC, which use sanitary as a reference 
to rubbish and garbage on the exterior of a structure. 

Comments: 
Ms. Gerber provided an overview of proposal. 
 
Consensus for Approval 
 
 
PM603.7 
Proponents: Teresa Gerber, gerbert@chesterfield.gov; Ronald Clements Jr 
clementsro@chesterfield.gov 
 



Reason: This adds the ability to address fuel oil and propane tanks, including the delivery 
system from the tank to the equipment or appliance. 
 
Comments: 
Ms. Gerber provided an overview of proposal. 
 
Mr. O’Connor has an issue with this addition because it causes unintended consequences, for 
example, who is going to maintain compliance. 
 
Mr. Gordon has an issue with this addition because it’s already addressed in the fire code.  He 
stated that someone could contact the Fire Marshalls office if they have a tank maintenance 
issue. 
 
Mr. Witt stated that the fire codes doesn’t reference single family dwellings and suggested that 
maybe the proponent can work with individuals that have concerns with the language about who 
is responsible and clean up the language to cite the person that is in responsible charge, be it the  
homeowner or whoever is responsible for building. 
 
Ms. Hale disagrees with the comment about single family homes being referenced in the fire 
codes. 
 
Mr. Clements pointed out that the maintenance code states that the owner is responsible for 
maintaining the entire building and every system in it. He’s not sure what unintended 
consequences would arise. 
 
Tabled 
 
 
FP1031.2.1 
Proponent: Richard Witt, wittr@chesterfield.gov 
Reason: Security devices that affect the means of egress require a building permit per VUSBC 
Section 108.1 and approval by the Building Official, not the Fire Official. The Fire Official is 
required to notify the Building Official if such devices are discovered upon inspection. 
 
Comments: 
Mr. Witt provided an overview of proposal. 
 
Mr. Witt pointed out that USBC requires a permit if you alter the means of egress in an existing 
building. 
 
Mr. Miatico stated he is not able to find how a building official would get to a security device 
and asked Mr. Witt if he would walk through how a building official gets to a security device. 
 
Mr. Witt responded that according to the USB section 108.1 “a permit is needed” when you 
affect the means of egress, this would affect the means of egress and a permit would be required. 
He also stated that the building official has to make a decision after the permit on security 
devices. 
 



Mr. Miatico stated that currently the USBC has no enforceable provisions on security devices, 
only lock and latch systems. There are types of devices that do not require installation.  He 
further questioned does it fall under the lock and latch system and pointed out that a building 
official would refer to the security device section of the IFC which requires the approval of the 
fire official. He stated this needs further discussion because the ICC’s interpretation of a security 
device is more inclusive than just locking type devices. He also feels that to state all security 
devices is going to be problematic. 
 
Mr. McGraw described some types of devices and stated that there is no construction or 
alteration to utilize/install them and no permit would be required. 
 
Mr. Revels stated that everything described by Mr. McGraw is an alteration to a means of egress 
and requires a permit. 
 
Ms. Hale stated that she agreed with Ms. Davis opening suggestion that this be tabled for 
discussion by the school safety sub-workgroup. 
 
Tabled 
 
 
IB420 
Proponent: DHCD Staff, sbco@dhcd.virginia.gov 
 
Reason: Ensure that a path exists for approval of intermodal freight containers as building 
components in industrialized buildings. 
 
Comments: 
Ms. Davis provided an overview of proposal. 
 
Mr. Grumbine questioned if it states what an accredited 3rd party service evaluation is. 
 
Ms. Davis explained that ICCS, NTS or ones that have testing laboratories where they visit sites 
and against the certain evaluation criteria. Whoever is able to provide accreditation against their 
criteria. 
 
Ms. Davis questioned if a definition is needed for “accredited 3rd party evaluation service”. 
 
Tabled 
 
 
IB260 
Proponent: DHCD Staff, sbco@dhcd.virginia.gov 
 
Reason: To ensure that panelized construction is not excluded from the regulations and allow for 
reasonable application of registration seal fees. 
 
Comments: 
Ms. Davis provided an overview of proposal. 
 



Mr. Payne questioned if there is a reason to use “finished floor area” instead of just “floor area”. 
 
Mr. Reynolds suggested deleting the word “finished”. 
 
Ms. Davis informed attendees that DHCD is considering proposing an increase in the cost of 
industrialized building seals (section D). Will bring back as a separate change at a later date. 
 
Consensus for Approval with Amendments 
Amendments 

 Strike the word “finished” 

 
 
MH10 
Proponent: DHCD Staff, sbco@dhcd.virginia.gov 
 
Reason: This will ensure the installation is in compliance with the federal installation standards. 
 
Comments: 
Ms. Davis provided an overview of proposal. 
 
Mr. Grumbine suggested that certificate or form number be a mandatory referral. 
 
Ms. Davis stated it’s not a requirement of law yet and requiring a specific form could become 
problematic any time the form is updated. 
 
Mr. Linderman observed that all acronyms are spelled out at first use or defined. 
 
Consensus for Approval with Amendments 
Amendments: 

 Spell out or define all acronyms (DPOR, MHC) 

 
 
MH60 
Proponent: DHCD Staff, sbco@dhcd.virginia.gov 
 
Reason: This will ensure the installation is in compliance with federal installation standards. 

Comment: 
Ms. Davis provided an overview of proposal. 
 
Mr. Witt has an issue because it will hold up occupancy waiting on paperwork. He suggested to 
provide a copy to owner and maintain a copy, to eliminate waiting to get into a home. 
 
Mr. Brown pointed out that that specialty licensed manufactured home installers must be used 
for all installations according to HUD regulations. This change would make sure an appropriate 
person was identified up front to eliminate issues with improper installations. 
 



Mr. Witt is comfortable with installer instead of building officials, building officials do not want 
that responsibility of certificate. 
 
Mr. Beahm pointed out that it’s a destroyable document and will become a nuisance.  
 
Mr. Brown suggested adding “and” so someone gets a copy and it’s not mandated. This is to 
protect the home owners that are doing it on their own. 
 
Mr. Beahm suggested dealer’s office of who sold the home is where it should be kept. 
 
Mr. Brown suggested amending to require an installer to provide a copy of the certificate to the 
owner prior to issuance of a CO and to the building official when requested.  This would give 
localities the option of requiring prior to CO but require the owner is getting it at minimum. 
 
Tabled 
 
 
 
Additional Issues Discussed: 
  

1. Accessible parking requirements, VCC section 1106.2 and table 1106.1 
 Conflicting or duplicated requirements for “R”  

2. Swimming pool 
 International Swimming Pool and Spa code used to have definition for swimming 

pool in Chapter 2 that only included pools designed for use with circulation 
pumps, eliminating smaller kiddie pools. 

 2015 code  description of a swimming pool was moved to Chapter 1 in ISPSC 
 No limitations now in USBC 

3. Fire service access lobby elevators 
 The USBC deleted the general elevator lobby section 
 The FSA elevator lobby section references the deleted general section for 

construction requirements. 


