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NOTE: The Notice and Agenda for the February 28, 2007 meeting of the South Carolina
Building Codes Council were posted in accordance with Section 30-4-80 of the 1976
amended Code, relating to the Freedom of Information Act.

Call to Order
The February 28, 2007 meeting of the S.C. Building Codes Council was called to order at
10:30 AM by Chairman Hodge.

. Approval of Agenda
Chairman Hodge asked for approval of the agenda. Mr. Frank Hill moved to acccept the
agenda as submitted, Mr. Richard Sendler seconded and the vote was unanimous.

. Election of Officers
Chairman Hodge turned the meeting over to Mr. Gary Wiggins for the election of officers.
Mr. Wiggins called for nominations for Chairman. Mr. Ernie Dorsey nominated Mr. Frank
Hodge to serve another term. Mr. Parsons seconded the motion. There were no other
nominations. All members voted in favor.

Mr. Wiggins called for nominations for Vice Chairman. Chairman Hodge nominated Mr.
Greg Parsons. Mr. Dorsey seconded the motion. There were no other nominations. All
members voted in favor.

. Approval / Disapproval of Absent Members
Chairman Hodge asked staff for an accounting of absent members. Staff reported that Mr.
Lloyd Schumann was sick and Mr. William McDowell had personal business. Mr. Hill
motioned that the absent members be excused. The motion was seconded by Mr. James
Ham. The vote was unanimous.

. Approval of Minutes - November 15, 2006 Ad Hoc Meeting
Chairman Hodge asked for any additions or corrections to the November 15, 2006 Ad Hoc
meeting minutes as presented. There being none, Mr. Thomas Brock motioned to approve
the minutes as presented. Mr. Dorsey seconded. The vote was unanimous.

. Approval of Minutes - November 20, 2006 Conference Call Meeting
Chairman Hodge asked for any additions or corrections to the November 20, 2006
conference call minutes as presented. Mr. Sendler had an objection to how the adoption of
the codes and the modifications were done and expressed that the length of time it took to
implement the modifications was too long. Mr. Sendler explained that people out in the
field, responsible for implementing the code changes are confused about the timing of the
adoptions and have problems with the implementation dates. Mr. Wiggins reminded the
members that by statute, the process takes a minimum of eighteen months without
modifications, and as much as three years with modifications.

Mr. Rick Wilson agreed that the adoption process was slow and redundant. Chairman
Hodge recognized Mr. Julian Barton of the Home Builders Association of South Carolina
(HBASC), who stated that a proposed statutory amendment had been drafted to address
the issue. A bill is expected to be introduced today, according to Mr. Barton. Chairman
Hodge asked if there were any other questions. There being none, Mr. Parsons motioned
to accept the November 20, 2006 meeting minutes as written. Mr. Dorsey seconded the
motion. The motion was carried with nine members voting in favor and Mr. Sendler voting



in opposition.

. Chairman Hodge recognized Mr. Scott Richardson, Director of the South Carolina
Department of Insurance. Mr. Richardson commented on proposed legislative
amendments that will focus on property insurance availability along the coast. He
emphasized that it was critical to improve the construction of buildings, and added that it
would be a mistake to decrease the building code requirements. He encouraged the
Building Codes Council to adopt stronger, more disaster-resistant building codes so that
the citizens of the state will see reduced premiums. Mr. Dorsey thanked Mr. Richardson for
coming to the meeting and giving credit to South Carolina for having good Building Codes.

. 2006 International Code Modifications (Exhibit 1)

Chairman Hodge stated that he would read the recommendation of the Code Study
Committee for each proposed modification and give all individuals in attendance the
opportunity to offer a challenge. He then stated that he would call for a single motion to
approve all proposed modifications that were not challenged. Chairman Hodge went on to
say the remaining proposed maodifications would be addressed individually. Chairman
Hodge then read the list of proposed modifications, and the recommendations of the Code
Study Committee. The following proposed modifications and recommendations by the
Code Study Committee were not challenged.

IBC 1014.2 Egress through intervening spaces — recommendation to approve

IBC 1809.2.3.2.2 Design in Seismic D, E or F — recommendation to approve

IFGC 505.1.1 Commercial cooking appliances — recommendation to approve

IRC R305.1(4) Minimum height — recommendation to approve

IRC R311.4.3 Landings at doors — recommendation to approve

IRC R403.1.6 Foundation anchorage — recommendation to approve

IRC R408.4 Access — recommendation to approve

IRC R602.10.5 Wood structural panel sheathing — recommendation to approve

IRC R613.2 Window sill height — recommendation to approve

IRC M1411.5 Insulation of refrigerant piping — recommendation to approve

IRC M1502.2 Duct termination — recommendation to approve

IRC M1502.6 Duct length — recommendation to approve

IRC G2439.5 Clothes dryer ducts — recommendation to deny

IRC P2713.3 Bathtub / whirlpool bathtub valves — recommendation to deny

IRC E3802.12 Arc-fault protection — recommendation to approve

Mr. Thomas Brock made a motion to accept the recommendations of the Code Study
Committee for all proposed modifications that were unchallenged. Mr. Frank Hill seconded
the motion and the vote was unanimous.

The following proposed modifications were withdrawn by proponent
IRC R301.2.1.2 Protection of openings

IRC R310.1 Emergency escape and rescue

IRC R314.5.3 Attics

IRC Table R703.7(1) Stone/Masonry Veneer

IRC P2903.5 Water hammer

Chairman Hodge asked Mr. Wiggins to clarify the adoption process for appendixes. Mr.
Wiggins stated that as of the 2006 code cycle, local jurisdictions no longer adopted



appendixes as needed. He said that responsibility was granted to the Building Codes
Council. He went on to say no appendixes were proposed for adoption, therefore, none
would be considered.

Chairman Hodge stated that he would open each item for discussion and allow all
proponents and opponents the opportunity to be heard. He also asked that the individuals
that desired to speak after the proponent, provide new or additional information and not
rise to merely say “me too.”

After a ten minute break, Chairman Hodge recognized Ms. Lisa S. Jones, from the SC
Department of Natural Resources. Ms. Jones read her letter to Chairman Hodge, dated
February 27, 2007, to be entered into the record (attached to and made part of these
minutes).

Proposed Commercial Code Modifications

Chairman Hodge recognized Mr. Herb Yingling, Chair of the Commercial Code Study
Committee and asked for a report of the committee’s recommendations. Mr. Yingling
submitted a committee summary.

IBC 1704.1 General - Chairman Hodge opened the item and recognized the proponent,
Mr. Yingling. Mr. Yingling submitted an exception to the initial modification stating that code
1704.1 was restrictive and requested to add an exception (4) to page 1. Mr. Parsons
expressed concern about how the criteria for the modification came about and noted that
the study committee initially denied the modification. After some discussion, Mr. Parsons
motioned that the Council accept the study committee’s recommendation to deny the
modification. The motion was seconded by Mr. Dorsey and all members voted in favor.

IFC 906.1 Fire equipment - Chairman Hodge turned the chair over to Vice Chairman
Parsons and expressed his support for the modification as the Building Official for Hilton
Head. Vice Chairman Parsons recognized Mr. John Reich, Deputy Director of Fire and Life
Safety, who spoke in support of the modification on behalf of the National Association of
State Fire Marshals. Mr. Chris Cullum motioned to accept the modification as written. Mr.
Dorsey seconded the motion and all members voted in favor. Vice Chairman Parsons
turned the chair back over to Chairman Hodge.

Proposed Residential Code Modifications

Chairman Hodge recognized Ms. Georgia Toney, Chair of the Residential Code Study
Committee and asked for a report of the committee’s recommendations. Ms. Toney
submitted a committee summary.

IRC 301.1.1 Alternative provisions - Chairman Hodge recognized Ms. Toney who spoke
in favor of the proposed modification. Mr. Gary Ehrlich, National Association of Home
Builders also spoke in favor of the modification. Mr. Brian Pietras challenged the
modification on behalf of the Structural Engineers Association of SC (SEASC). He stated
that the modification was redundant, adds confusion and places unnecessary liability on
the engineer. Ms. Wanda Edwards, Institute for Home Safety also objected stating that the
use of sealed plans over and over again would be in violation of the code. Also opposed to
the modification were Jim Hauser, Charleston Building Association and Cleston Bridges,



Deputy Building Official for Sumter County. Mr. Parsons motioned to deny the modification.
Mr. Gable Stubbs seconded the motion. All were in favor and the motion passed.

IRC 301.2.1.1 Design criteria - Chairman Hodge recognized Mr. Ehrlich who spoke in
favor of the proposed modification. Ms. Toney representing the Charleston Home Builders
Association agreed with Mr. Ehrlich. Chairman Hodge recognized Mr. Pietras, who
objected to the modification. Ms. Edwards expressed concern about the negative effect on
insurance rates and Mr. Jim Hauser, was opposed. There was also concern about the
proponent for the modification not considering the damage of trees falling on homes during
high winds. Mr. Richard Sendler made a motion to approve the proposed modification. Mr.
James Hamm seconded the motion.

There was further discussion from the Council members. Mr. Dorsey stated that he was
concerned about life safety issues as well as insurance increases. He stated that FEMA
was monitoring the issue and asked the Council not to approve the modification. Mr.
Wendell Davis reminded the Council to look at safety first and not money. Chairman Hodge
asked for a vote. Three members voted in favor of the motion and seven members voted in
opposition. The motion was denied.

Chairman Hodge then recognized several members of the audience who questioned the
order of speakers. Chairman Hodge stopped the proceedings and clarified that he would
hear from the opponents first, the proponents second, opponent rebuttals third and
proponents rebuttals fourth. After a short discussion, concerning which viewpoint would be
heard first, Mr. Parsons made a motion to allow the proponents to speak first. Mr. Hill
seconded the motion and the vote was unanimous.

IRC 301.2.1.1 Design criteria - Chairman Hodge recognized Ms. Toney who stated that
adding the text “prescriptive designs and details approved by a structural engineer licensed
in the state” is a method accepted and used by other states. Mr. Ehrlich agreed. In
opposition were Mr. Pietras, Mr. Jim Hauser, Charleston County and Mr. Bridges.
Chairman Hodge asked for additional / new information from the audience and there was
none. Mr. Stubbs made a motion to deny the modification. Mr. Davis seconded the motion.
Nine members voted in favor and one voted in opposition.

IRC 301.2.2 Seismic provisions - Chairman Hodge recognized Mr. Michael Lowman,
Home Builders Association of SC, who emphasized the costly effect the existing code
language would have on homeowners, possibly adding two to four thousand dollars in
material cost increases to the average home. Mr. Doug Smitts, of the Codes Recourses
Committee circulated a letter from FEMA, addressed to Chairman Hodge, dated February
27, 2007. The letter stated that “FEMA believes any amendments to the 2006 International
Code that would diminish seismic, wind or flood protection standards could have significant
implications for programs of interest to FEMA”. The letter is included and made part of
these minutes. Chairman Hodge recognized Mr. John Plisich, from FEMA Region Four in
Atlanta who presented opposition to the modification on behalf of FEMA. Also in
opposition of the modification was Mr. Pietras, Mr. Bridges and Ms. Amanda Loach, SC
Emergency Management Department. Chairman Hodge recognized a rebuttal by Ms.
Toney representing the Charleston Home Builders Association. Ms. Toney stated that the
codes were over designed for what is actually needed. She went on to say the mere threat
of disaster is not enough to ignore the proposed modification. Mr. Perry Moses of the
Home Builders Association in Sumter supported the objection stating that prospective



home buyers are not going to be able to buy with all the extra requirements. Chairman
Hodge also recognized support from Mr. Ehrlich and Mr. Earl McLeod. Mr. Dorsey made a
motion to deny the modification. Mr. Stubbs seconded the motion. The motion passed with
a vote of six in favor and four in opposition.

IRC 301.2.2 Seismic provisions - Chairman Hodge recognized Ms. Toney who stated
residential homes should not be subject to the commercial building code. Mr. Ehrlich
agreed stating; the Building Codes Council seismic map is the only approved map for SC
and does not contain an “E” zone. Chairman Hodge recognized Mr. Parsons who stated, if
the modification is denied, the Council will have to review and adjust the map for the 2006
Code. Mr. Wiggins stated that the Council determines where the boundaries are drawn
based on geographical elements. Chairman Hodge recognized opposition from Mr. Smitts,
Mr. Plisich, Ms. Edwards, Mr. Pietras, and Mr. Hauser. Mr. Sendler made a motion to
approve the modification. Mr. Ham seconded the motion. The motion failed by a vote of
four in favor and six opposed. Mr. Stubbs made a motion to deny the modification. Mr.
Dorsey seconded the motion. The motion passed by a vote of six in favor and four in
opposition.

IRC Table R302.1 Exterior Wall Location - Chairman Hodge recognized Mr. Matt Sigler,
Home Builder and Mr. Julian Barton, Home Builders Association of South Carolina who
submitted a modification to the original proposed modification. Chairman Hodge read the
modification to the audience. Chairman Hodge recognized opposition from the audience.
Mr. Bridges stated that the modification was a zoning issue and should be denied. Mr.
Hauser concurred along with Mr. Reich. Mr. McLeod and Ms. Toney offered a rebuttal and
spoke in favor of the modification. Mr. Stubbs made a motion to deny the modification. Mr.
Brock seconded the motion. The motion passed by a vote of nine in favor and one in
opposition.

IRC R308. 4(5) Hazardous Locations - Chairman Hodge recognized Mr. Sigler and Ms.
Toney who spoke in favor of the modification. Chairman Hodge recognized opposition from
Ms. Nanette Lockwood of Lushia and Mr. Hauser. Mr. Parsons made a motion to approve
the modification. Mr. Gable Stubbs seconded the motion. The vote was unanimous.

IRC R308. 4 (Exception 4) Hazardous Locations - Chairman Hodge recognized Mr.
Sigler who spoke in favor of the modification. He then recognized Ms. Lockwood and Mr.
Bridges who spoke in opposition. There were no rebuttals. Mr. Dorsey made a motion to
deny the modification. Mr. Brock seconded the motion. A lengthy discussion followed with
additional comments from Mr. Sigler opposing the motion and Mr. Boulineau and Mr.
Bridges favoring the motion. Mr. Gable Stubbs made a motion to affirm the denial of the
modification. Mr. Frank Hill seconded the motion. The motion passed with a vote of six in
favor and four in opposition

IRC R309.2 Separation required — Chairman Hodge recognized Mr. Sigler and Ms. Toney
who spoke in favor of the modification. Mr. Sigler provided the Council with an additional
handout with further modifications. Chairman Hodge recognized Mr. Bruce Boulineau, Mr.
Robbie Stevenson, SC Fire Chiefs Association and Mr. Bridges who spoke in opposition.
After some discussion, Mr. Parsons made a motion to deny the modification. Mr. Cullum
seconded the motion and the modification was denied.

IRC R311.6.1 Maximum slope — Chairman Hodge recognized Mr. Sigler who spoke in



favor of the modification. Chairman Hodge recognized opposition from Mr. Hauser.
Following some discussion, Mr. Hill made a motion to deny the modification. Mr. Parsons
seconded the motion and the vote was seven in favor and three opposed.

IRC R318 Moisture Vapor Retarders — Chairman Hodge recognized Mr. Sigler and Mr.
McLeod who spoke in favor of the modification. Chairman Hodge recognized opposition
from Mr. Hauser. Mr. Hill made a motion to approve the modification. Mr. Ham seconded
the motion and the modification was approved.

IRC R319.1.1 Field treatment — Chairman Hodge recognized Mr. Michael Squirewell who
spoke in favor of the modification. Chairman Hodge then recognized opposition from Mr.
Hauser and Mr. Boulineau. Mr. Parsons made a motion to deny the modification. Mr.
Dorsey seconded the motion. The vote was four in favor of the motion and six opposed.
Mr. Cullum made a motion to approve the modification. Mr. Sendler seconded the motion.
The vote was six in favor of the motion and four opposed.

IRC R319.3 Fasteners — Chairman Hodge recognized Mr. Squirewell who spoke in favor
of the modification. Chairman Hodge then recognized opposition from Mr. Jim Hauser. Mr.
Hill made a motion to approve the modification. Mr. Sendler seconded the motion. During
discussion, Mr. Parsons made a motion to amend the motion by keeping the last sentence
in place and adding the words “the minimum requirements of” between “with” and “ASTM.”
The last sentence would then read, “The coating weights for zinc coated fasteners shall be
in accordance with the minimum requirements of ASTM A153.” The motion was seconded
by Mr. Sendler. Mr. Hill agreed to accept the additional language as part of the main
motion. Chairman Hodge called for a vote. The vote was unanimous and the modification
was approved as amended.

IRC R401.3 Drainage — Chairman Hodge recognized Mr. Ehrlich who spoke in favor of the
modification in addition to Mr. Sigler. Chairman Hodge then recognized opposition from Mr.
Boulineau, Mr. Hauser and Mr. Craig DeWitt from Clemson. Mr. Sendler made a motion to
approve the modification. Mr. Van McAlister seconded the motion. Chairman Hodge called
for a vote resulting in two votes in favor and seven in opposition. Mr. Parsons made a
motion to deny the modification. The motion was seconded by Mr. Frank Hill and the
passed with a vote of seven in favor and two opposed.

IRC R403.1.4.2 Seismic conditions — Chairman Hodge recognized Mr. McLeod who
spoke in favor of the modification. Chairman Hodge asked if there was any opposition from
the audience. There was none. Mr. Parsons made a motion to approve the modification.
Mr. Hill seconded the motion and the vote was unanimous.

IRC R404.1 Concrete and masonry — Chairman Hodge recognized Mr. Ehrlich and Ms.
Toney who spoke in favor of the modification. Chairman Hodge recognized Mr. Hauser and
Mr. Bridges who spoke in opposition. Mr. Parsons made a motion to deny the modification.
Mr. Davis seconded the motion. Chairman Hodge called for a vote resulting in two in favor
and eight opposed. Mr. Sendler made a motion to approve the modification. The motion
was seconded by Mr. Ham and passed with a unanimous vote.

IRC R408.2 Openings for under-floor ventilation — Chairman Hodge recognized Mr.
Craig Dewitt who spoke in support of the modification. Chairman Hodge asked if there was
any opposition. There was none. Mr. Parsons made a motion to approve the proposal as



modified by striking item number one. The motion was seconded by Mr. Sendler and the
modification was approved as amended.

IRC Table R502.5(1) Girder & Header Spans — Chairman Hodge recognized Mr. Julian
Barton who spoke in support of the modification. Chairman Hodge asked for opposition
from the audience and heard briefly from Mr. Hauser. Mr. Greg Parsons made a motion to
approve the modification. Mr. Sendler seconded the motion and the vote was unanimous.

IRC Table R703.4 Weather-Resistant Siding — Chairman Hodge recognized Mr. Sigler
and Ms. Lockwood who spoke in support of the modification. Chairman Hodge recognized
Mr. Kevin Bartley, Mr. Hauser and Mr. Doug Smitts who spoke in opposition. Mr. Stubbs
made a motion to deny the modification. Mr. Dorsey seconded the motion and the
modification was denied.

IRC R703.8 Flashing — Chairman Hodge recognized Mr. Sigler who spoke in support of
the modification. Chairman Hodge asked if there was any opposition and heard from Mr.
Roland Temple of PGT, Mr. DeWitt, Mr. Hauser and Ms. Lockwood. Mr. Parsons made a
motion to deny the modification. Mr. Hill seconded the motion and the modification was
denied.

IRC R905.2.7.1 Ice barrier — Chairman Hodge recognized Mr. McLeod who spoke in
support of the modification. Chairman Hodge asked if there was any opposition and heard
from Mr. DeWitt. Mr. Thomas Brock made a motion to deny the modification. Mr. Cullum
seconded the motion. The vote was nine in favor and one opposed.

IRC R907.3 Re-covering versus replacement — Chairman Hodge recognized Mr. Ehrlich
who spoke in support of the modification. Chairman Hodge asked if there was any
opposition and heard from Ms. Lockwood and Mr. Hauser. Mr. Dorsey made a motion to
deny the modification. Mr. Davis seconded the motion and the modification was denied.

IRC E3801.11 HVAC outlet— Chairman Hodge recognized Mr. Sigler who spoke in support
of the modification. Chairman Hodge recognized Mr. Hauser who spoke in opposition. Mr.
Parsons made a motion to approve the modification. Mr. Dorsey seconded the motion and
the modification was accepted.

. Proposed Amendments to Modular Building Construction Act (Exhibit 2)

Chairman Hodge recognized Mr. Wiggins. Mr. Wiggins stated that the amendments were
being proposed by staff because of a developing problem. He went on to explain that the
law requires modular buildings to be sold to consumers by either a licensed manufacturer’s
representative, a SC licensed general contractor or a SC licensed homebuilder. Mr.
Wiggins said that certain manufactured housing dealerships discovered that they could sell
modular buildings if they were owned, at least in part, by a general contractor or
homebuilder. He went on to say that some manufactured housing dealers got the required
license in their own names and offered modular buildings for sale. Mr. Wiggins then said
that other dealers, however, obtained the right to sell modular buildings by offering general
contractors or home builders that join their businesses as one percent partners. Mr.
Wiggins said that the one percent partnership practice allows individuals, whose licenses
were revoked by the Manufactured Housing Board or who could not qualify for a license for
a variety of reasons, including being convicted felons, to operate freely as modular building



dealers.

Mr. Wiggins said, the developing problem, for the most part, involves the “one percent
dealers.” Mr. Wiggins explained that the dealers draw unsuspecting buyers to their lots,
use unlicensed individuals that are not associated with the licensed contractor/builder to
show onsite models, and then take orders for units. He went on to say that various
fraudulent activities occur, including insufficient or completely erroneous down payments;
erroneous salary and financial documents prepared by the dealer for loan qualification and
outright theft of down payments. Mr. Wiggins stated that the contractors/builders also get
into trouble when complaints are lodged against their licenses because of illegal activities
of nonlicensed individuals. Mr. Wiggins said the nature of the proposed statutory
amendment would be to require licenses for retail dealers and sales persons.

Chairman Hodge turned the floor over to Mr. Mark Dillard, Executive Director of the SC
Manufactured Housing Institute. Mr. Dillard agreed that unscrupulous practices in the
modular industry were long-standing issues, but felt that the endorsement of the proposed
amendments was premature. He went on to say that he believed the existing modular
home (factory) sales representative’s license should remain as the only license required for
sales persons. Mr. Dillard said homes sold under a commercial or residential builder’s
license should be the only other licenses required. Chairman Hodge agreed that the
Council needed more information on the subject and tabled the topic for the May 23", 2007
meeting. Chairman Hodge asked Mr. Wiggins to provide a copy of the fourteen (14) point
document of concerns about the proposal, previously provided by Mr. Dillard, to the
Council for review.

Chairman Hodge stated that the Council needed more time to review the subject. He asked
the Council members to review the proposed amendments and to be prepared to discuss
the topic at the May 23", 2007 meeting.

9. Flood Plain Option (Exhibit 3)
Chairman Hodge requested to hold the issue for the May 23", 2007 meeting.

10.Public Comments
There were none.

11. Date of Next Meeting
May 23, 2007

12. Adjournment
5:15 p.m.



PO Box 11329
Colambda, 8C 292111319

QLR South Carolina Building Codes Council

Request for Statewide Code Modification

Jurisdictbon or Creanization:_Horme Builders Association of South Carolina

Representatives Julian Barton  Tite: Director of Government Adffairs

Phone:_(BO3) T71-T408 E-mail:_jberton@hbanfse com e
Sigetgre: Drate; S ~
Code:__Intemational Residential Code Editbon: 2006 Sectiom:_R302 Exterior Wal i

Check One: | | Deleie and sabstituge the following [ | Delete without sebstnution | x| Add the following [ | Modify the
following
Type ar print prapesed modifkcarion. Use sdidivionsl peaes if neccssary. Underline New lanpuacy,  Bife-Farsgl-Beleied-banmmmse-

Add the following new saction. “R302,2 Fero Lot Line Separation, W
recorded casements create 3 non-buildable minimum fire ration distance of at least 10 f n

Remsnm: | | Unoseally Resivictive | | Impractical [ ] Thaeat to Human [njary or Life Safety
Type or print the reason for the proposed modification. Use additional pages if necessary.

If the fire separation disgance berween fwo structures 18 maintained the lod line should be of no consequence
From a performance standpain. it is the aspect of life safety from the spread of fire between buildings that is
the concern of this provision, and not the bocation of the busldings in relation te the lot ine.  Adopting this
langusage will provide builders and homeowners alike with a more practical utilization of cpen space

This ducssicsd iv madye et ol e
Febrrare 28 2007 Ruitdbog Codes Courgll
PTCTEANE A




PO Box 11319
Columbia, 5C 29111-1329

WLR South Carolina Building Codes Council

Request for Statewide Code Modification

Jurisdiction or Organization: Home Bailders Association of South Carolina

Representative: _Julian Barton

Address: Home Builders Association of South Carolina in Columbia

Phome: (303} 771-7408 E-mail:_jbarton(@hbacfsc com
Signptwre: o . Date: February 19, 2007
Code:__International Residential Code  Edition:_2006_Section:_R309 2 Separation required

Check One: [ ] Delete and substitute the following [ ] Delee without substitution [ ] Add the following [ x | Modify the
following
Type or print proposed medificstion. Use additional pages il necessary. Underline Mew language, Lire Phrough-Deleted Langunge

Revise to read as follows: “The garage shall be separated from the residence and its attic area by not less than
Ye-inch (12.7 mm) gypsum board applied to the garage side. (arages beneath habitable rooms shall be
separated from all habitable rooms above by not less than 5/8-inch (15.9 mm) Type X gypsum board or
aqul\fa]em B-SET ion-15-a-flear-cetlineassemb aortine the senaratian-sha

Reason: [ | Unusnally Restrictrve [ ] Impractical [ ] Theeat to Human Injury or Life Safety
Type or print the reason Tor the proposed modification. Use additional pages if necessary.

The SC Builders Association would hike to withdraw proposal “R309.2 Separation required” that was approved
by the 8C Study Committee on January 16, 2007, and submit this proposal in its place. This proposal was
drafted in a joint effort between the SC Builders Association and SC Building Official Association.

This docearment is made part of (he
Feliraary 28, 2007 Building Codes Conncid
minutes per IRC Section RI09.2 Separarion regiired



South Carolina Department of

- Natural Resources

John E. Frampton
Director

- Alfred H. vang

February 27, 2007 Caeputy DHrector ior
Land, Water, and Conservation
Diwision

Mr. Frank Hodge
Chairman, South Carolina Building Code Council
1 Town Center Court
Hilton Head Island, South Carolina 29928

Diear Mr. Hodge:

Attached is a 2002 letter to vou from the Insurance Services office (ISO) that discusses the
relationship between the Federal Emergency Management Agency's Community Rating Systemn
Classification and the Building Code Effectiveness Grading Schedule (BCEGS). We understand
that recent proposals under consideration by the Building Codes Council again bring this
relationship o the fore front.

Before the board recommends modifications to the code we feel that it is important for vou and
other members of the board to understand the impact modifications will have. We have attached
this letter as a reminder of the key issue and to avoid duplication, preferring to focus on the
impact, if the board approves such modifications.

Fourteen (14) of the thirty-three (33) CRS Communities would be negatively affected by code
maodifications. These Fourteen communities have 92,138 flood insurance policies in effect or
49% of the Siate’s NFIP policy base. This change would cause NFIP premiums to increase
anywhere from $73.00 to 8222.00 per policy fannuaily) with a net annual increase of
54,861,558,

As the State coordinating agency {or the Flood Mitigation Programs, which deals with FEMA
on this important program, we recommend that no changes be made that would negatively
impact CRS communities and make flood insurance less affordable to those who need i,

Sincerely,

. [t
.;_:.'r""";-f:,#__ ,}"I g 7'{_6’17

'

Lisa 5. Jones, CF]
State Coordinator
Flood Mitigation Programs

This document is made part af the
Febroary 28, 2007 Building Codes Conncil
meering minures.

Remdiert C Dennis Guilding = 1000 Assemibly 5t ¢ PO Box 167 ¢ Columbia, 5.0, 29202
ECIUAL OPPORTUMNITY AGENCY wowaw, N s gov PRINTED P RECY LET 5B 7%



QLR South Carolina Building Codes Council

PO Box 11329
Columbia, 3C 29211-1129

Request for Statewide Code Modification

Jurisdiction or Organization: Greenville County and with the endersement of BOASC

Representative: Herb Yingling Title: Peputy Building Official/Principal Plan Examiner

Addressy 330 Camperdown Ct, Easley, SC 29647

Phone; $04-300-0633 ) E-mail: kyingling@greenvillecounty.org
- - -

Signature: )(/ I/i_,L, Date: | 1= 28 20046
’ s 7

Codes IMtemational Building Code (IBC) Edition: Section: 1704.1

Check One: | | Delete and substitute the following [ ] Delete without substitution [X ] Add the following [ ] Medify the
‘ Fgl'irlt proposed modification, Use additional pages if necessary. Underine Mew lapgusge. fdno—Thesush-Delesed

(add exception 4 to the 3 existing exceptions)
4. Special inspections are not required for buildings that meet all the following criteria:

a. | story
b, An eave height of 207 or less

d. Building is not classified a3 a category 1] or IV in IBC Table 1604.5
e, Building is a seismic desion category A, B, or C.
f.. Building design requires a @0mph 3 second gust or less per IBC Figure 1609,

Reason: X JUnusually Restrictive [ ] Impractical [ ] Threat o Human Injury or Life
Safety

The IBC eode section requiring Special Inspections (IBC 1704.1) actually as written varies from staie to state when special are
required as it is based on when a Design Professionals involvement is required, which varies from state to state, SC is on the more
restrictive side of when a design professional s required, which is not being challenged.

Buildings that meer the & criteria above have relatively small occupant loads, relatively small in area and Beight, are not essential
facilities, are nol hazardous Fcilities, are located in areas that have minimal wind loads, and alse located in areas that have
miinimak seismic activity,

This change will not exempt the inspectors from the Jocal jurisdictions from requiring soil reports, specific enginesring reports, ete.
when the inspection exceeds the department’s capabilities.,

The change will exempt the owner from hiring a Design Professional in Responsisle Charge to manage the special inspections i
he/she so chooses for these smaller projects located in areas with minimal seismic and wind reguirements.

Fhis decsrsent &5 made pavt of the
February 28, 2007 Building Codes Councif
meering min ey,



ETRUCTURAL TESTS AMD SPECIAL INSPECTIONS

SECTION 1703
APPROVALS

1703.1 Approved agency. An approved agency shall provide
all information as necessary for the building official 1o derer-
mine that the ezency meets the sppliceble roquircments,

703,11 Independent. Anapprovad agency shall be objec-
tive and competent. The agency shall also disclose possible
conflicts of interest 5o that objectivity can be copfirmed.

1703.1.2 Egquipment. An approved apency shall have ade-
quite equipment (o perform required tests. The equipment
shall be periodically calibraned,

170313 Personnel. An approved agency shall employ
experienced personnel educated in conducting, supervising
and evaloating lests andfor inspections,

1703.2 Written approval. Any matenial, appliance, equip-
ment, systern or methed of construction meeting the require-
ments of this code shall be approved in writing after
satisfaciory completion of the required tests and submission of
reguired test reports.

17033 Approved record. For any material, appliance, equip-
ment, system o method of construction that has been
approved, a record of such approval, including the conditions
and YWimitations of the approval, shall be kept on fils in the build-
ing official’s office and shall be open to public inspection at
appropriale times.

1703.4 Performance. Specific information consisting of test
peports conducted by an spproved testng agency in accordance
with standards referenced in Chapter 35, or other such informa-
tion as necessary, shall be provided for the bulding official to
determine that the material meets the applicable code require-
ments,

1703.4.1 Research and imvestigation. Suificient technical
data shatl be submitted o the building official to substanti-
ate the proposed use of any material or assembly. I it 15
determined that the evidenece submitted is satisfactory proof
of pedformance for the use infended, the taoilding official
shall approve the use of the material or assembly subject to
the requirements of thiz code. The coses, reports and ivesti-
gations required under thess provisions shall be paid by the
permit applicant.

1703.4.2 Research reports, Supporting data, where neces-
sETY 10 assist in the approval of materials or sssernblies not
specifically provided for in this cods, shall consist of valid
research reports from approved sources,

1703.5 Labeling. Where matenials or assemblies are required
by this cods to be labeled, such materials and assembiies shall
he labeled by an epproved agency in accordance with Section
1703, Products and materials reguired to be labeled shall be
labeled in sccordance with the procedures set forth in Sections
1703.5.1 through 170353,

1703.5.1 Testing. An approved agency shall test 2 represen-
tative sampls of the product or material being labeled to the
relevant standard or standards, The approved apgeney shall
mainiain a record of the tests performed. The record shall
provide sufficient detail to venfy compliance with the test
standdard.

323

1703.5.2 Inspection and identification. The appooved
sgency shall penodically perform an nspection, which
shall be in-plant if necessary, of the product or material that
is to be labeled, The inspection shatl venfy that the lebeled
product of material 15 represeniarive of the product or mate

vizl tesed.

170352 Label information. The label shall contain the
manufacturer’s of distributor’s identification, moded sim-
ber, serial nomber or definitve information deseribing the
product or matenial’s performance charscleristics and
approved agency's identification,

17036 Heretofore approved materials. The use of any mats-
nal already fabncated or of any construction already eracted,
which conformed to requirements or apprerals herstofire in
effect, shall be permitted to continue, if not detrimental o life,
health or safery 10 the public.

1703.7 Evaluation and follow-up inspection services. Where
structural components or other items regalated by s code are
aot visible for inspection after completion of a prefabricated
assembly, the perrnit applicant shall submit a report of 2ach
prfabricated aswembly, The report shall indicare the complete
details of the assembly, including a description of the assembly
and it cornponents, the basis upon which the asgembly isbeing
evaluated, test results and simdlar informanon and olber data as
necessary for the building official to determine conformance to
this code. Such a report shall be approved by the building offi-
cial.

1703.7.1 Follow-up inspection. The permit applicant shall

provide for speeizl inspections of fabricated items inacoor-
dance with Section 7042,

1703.7.2 Test and inspection records, Copies of necssary
test and inzpection records shall be filed with the building
official.

SECTION 1704
SPECIAL INSPECTIONS

1704.1 General. Where application is made for construction as
descnbed in this section, the owner o the registered design
professional m responsible chargs scting a3 the owner's agent
shall ernploy one o more special inspectors to provide ingpec-
tiems during construction on the types of work listed under Sec-
tion 1704, The special inspector shall be a qualified peron whe
shall demonstrate competence, to the satisfaction of the boild-
ing official, for inspection of the particelar type of consirction
of operation requiring special inspection. Thess Inspections
are in addition o the inspections specified in Section [09.
Exceptions:

1. Speeial inspections are ot required for woek of a
minor nature or as warranted by condition: in the
jurigdiction as approved by the building official.

2. Specialinspections are not required for building com-
ponents unlsss the desipn involves the practics of pro-
fessicnal engineering or architecture as defined by
applicable state statutes and regulations governing

the professional registration and centificationof eagi-
meers or architects.

2006 INTERKATIONAL BUILDINS CODE®



3. Unless otherwise required by the building official,
gpecial inspections are not required for ocoupancies
in Group R-3 as applicable in Section 101.2 and oceu-
pancies in Group U that arc accessory to 2 residenial
cceupancy including, tut not limited to, those Bsted
in Section 312.1.

170411 Statement of special inspections, The permit
applicant shall submit a statement of special inspections
preparcd by the registered design professional in responsi-
ble charge in accordance with Section 106, as a condition
l for permit issuance. This statement shall be in accordance
with Section 1705,

Exceptions:

1. A staiement of special inspections is not required

for structurss desioned and constructed in aceor-
| dance with the conventional construction provi-
zions of Section 2308,

2. The statement of special inspections is permitted
tey bee prepared by a qualified person approved by
the building official for construction not designed
by a registered design professional,

1704.1.2 Report requirement. Special ingpectors shall
keep records of inspections. The special inspeceor shall fur-
mish inspection reports to the nilding official, and 1o the
registered  design professional in responsible charge.
Reports shall indicate that work ingpected was done in con-
formance to approved construction documents. Discrepan-
cies shall be brought to the Immediste attention of the
contractor for comection. I the discrepancies are not cor-
rected, the discrepancies shall be browght o the sttention of
the building official and 10 the registered design profes-
sional in responsible charge prior to the completion of that
phase of the work. A final report docamenting reguired spe-
cial inspections and correction of any discrepancies poted in
the: inspections shall be submitied at a point in time agresd
upon by the permit applicant and the building official prior
10 the start of work.

17042 Tnapection of fabricators. Where fabrication of stroe-
tural load-bearing members and aszemblies is being performed
an the premises of a fabricator's shop, special inspection of the
fabricated items shall be required by this sectien and as
required elsewhere in this code.

1704.2.1 Fabrication and implementation procedures,
The special inspector zhall verify that the fabricator main-
tains detailed fabrication ind quality control procedurss that
povide a basis for inspection control of the workmanship
and the fabricator's akility to conform to approved constroe-
tion decuments and referenced standards. The special
inspector shall seview the procedures for completeness and
adequacy relative to the code requirsments for the fabrica-
tar's seope of work,

Exceplion: Special inspections as required by Section
1704.2 shall mot be required whers the fabricator is
- approved in accordance with Section 704,22,

2006 INTERMNATIONAL BUILDING CODE®
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170422 Fabricator approval, Special  inspections
required by this code zre not required where the work i
done on the premises of a fabricator registered and approved
to perforn such work withovt special inspection. Approval
shall be based upon review of the fabiricater's written proce-
tharal and quality control manuals and periodic auditing of
fabrication practices by an approved special imspertion
sgency. Al completion of fabrication, the approved fabria-
tor shall submit a certificate of compliance w the building
official szaring that the work was performed in accordanes
with the approved construction documents.

1704.3 Steel construction. The special mspections for stesl
clements of buildings and swructures shall be as required by
section 1T04.3 and Table 1704.3,

Exceptions:

1. Special inspection of the steel fabrication proces
shall mot be reqoired whese the fabricator does nat
perform any welding, thermal culting or heating aper-
ation of any kind as part of the fabrication process. n
such cases, the fabricator shall be required to submita
detailed procedurs for material control that demaos-
strates the {absicator’s ability 1o maintain snitalde
records and precedures sockh thar, ar any time during
the fabrication process, the material specification,
grade and mill test reports for the main siress-carrying
elements are capable of being determined,

2. The special inspector need not be continuously pro-
ent during welding of the following items, provided
the materials, welding procedures and gualifications
of welders are verified prior o the start of the wark:
perindic ins pections are made of the work in propress;
and a visual inspection of &l welds is made pricr o
completion or prior o shipment of shop welding,

2.1. Single-pass fillet welds not exceeding f,, inch
(7.9 ) in size,

22 Floor and roof deck welding,

2.3, Welded stds when used for stoctural din-
phragzm. '

24 Welded sheet steel for eold-formed sies]
framing members such as studs and joizes,

2.5, Welding of stairs and railing systems,

704.3.1 Welding, Welding inspection shall be in comgli-
ance with AWS D1 1. The basis for welding inspector quali-
featien shall be AWS D11

1704.3.2 Details. The special inspector shall perform an
ingpection of the steel frame to verify complisnce with he
details shown on the approved construction docwmens,
such as bracing, stiffening, member locations and proper
application of joint details st each connection,

1704.3.3 High-strength bolts. Instaflation of high-strength
Boits shall be penodicelly inspected in accordance with
AISC specifications.



TI0ETA - 170441

sermbly is being evaleated, tesl results and similar information,
and other data oz necessary for the bulding official 1o d=termine
comformance to this eode. Such areport shall be approved by the
nlding official.

% As an afternative to physical inspection by the building
official in the plant or incation where prefabricated com-
ponents are manufacturad, such as moduiar homes,
trusses, efc., the bublding official has the aption of ac-
cepling an evaluation report from an approved agency
detaifing such inspections.

1703.7.1 Follow-up Inspection. The permit applicant shall pro-
vide for special inspections of fabricated items in accordance
with Section 1704.2.

% The owner is required to provide special inspections of
fabricated assemblies at the fabrication plant in accor-
dance with Seclion 17042, -

1703.7.2 Test and inspection records. Copies of necessary test
and inspectton records shell be filed with the building official.

< All testing and inspection records related to a fabricated
assambly must be filed with the building official 2o as to
maintain a complete and legal record of the assembly
and erection of the building,

SECTION 1704
SPECIAL INSPECTIONS

17041 General. Where application is made for construction as
deseribed in this section, the owner or the registered design pro-
fessional in responsible charpe acting as the owner's agent shall
employ one or more special inspectars to provide inspections
during construction on the types of work listed under Section
1704, The special inspector shall be a qualified person whe shall
demaonstrate competence, to the satisfaction of the building offi-
cial, for inspection of the particular type of construction or oper-
ation requining special inspection. These inspections are in
addition to the inspections specified in Section 1089,
Exceptions:

1. Special inspections are not required for work of a mi-
for nature or &5 warrated by conditions in the jurisdie-
tiom as approved by the building official,

2. Special inspections are not required for building com-
ponents soless the design involves the practice of pro-
tessional engmeering or architecture as defined by
spplicable state statiutes and regulations governing the
professional registration and certification of enginesrs
or architects.

3. Unless atherwise required by the building official, spe-
cial inspections are not required for occupancizs in
Giroup R-3 as applicable in Section 101 .2 and occupan
cies in Group Uthat are accessory 1o & residential ocou-
pancy inchuding, but not limdeed 10, those listed in
Section 312.1.

4 Thez permit applicant s responsible for hiring the special
inspecior and must incur all associated cosls, Accord-
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ing to Section 1051, the permit applicant may be the
owiner or authorized agentin connaction with the project
ises Section 10581 for further deteils),

Exceptions to the requirement for special inspections
are minger work and work nat required to be designed or
sealed by a registered design professional, as requ-
lated by the jurisdiction in which the project is lecated.
Occupancies in Group R-3 or U that are accessary to an
R-3 occupancy are typically not required to be designed
by & registerad design professional; however, this is no!
true inall cases, with Group R-3 and accessory Group LU
occupancies being specfically excluded.

It should be noted that Exception 1 does not mean
that the inspections listed are nol required, It only
maans that they are not required to be made by 3 spe-
cial inspector. Additionally, Exception 1 refers to “condi-
tions in the jurisdiction” as a possible exception. The pri-
mary “condition” envisioned is one in which the
junsdiction has the resources and skills to perform the
inspection tasks, instead of a special inspector. This ex-
ception should not be interpreted as one that can be in-
voked by the permit applicant. A local jurisdiction should
not be obligated to invoke this exception. The purpose
of this exception is merely to allow jurisdictions 1o con-
tinue doing inspections if they so desire.

Exceplion 2 eliminales the spacial inspaction recuire-
ment for projects where a design professional is not re-
quired. The type of projects that do not require a design
professional varies from state 1o stats.

1704.1.1 Building permit requirement. The permit applicant
shall submit a statement of special inspections prepared by the
registered design professional in responsible charge in accor-
dance with Section 106.1 a8 a condition for permit issuance.
This statement shall include a comiplets list of materials and
waork requiring special inspections by this section, the inspec-
tons to be performed and a list of the individuals, approved
agencies or firms intended to be retained for conducting such in-
Spections,

+ The applicant must submit for approval a detailed out-
line of the special inspection program,. Including the
building plans and specifications, before issuance of the
building permit. This seciion places the hurden of idsnti-
fying which materials, components and work require
special inspections on the permil applicant. This de-
tailed outling, or statement of spacial inspections, is re-
quired to be preparad by the registered design profas-
sional responsible for the buiding or structure. This s
because the special inspections staterment relates di-
rectly io the construction and design documents, which
are the responsibility of the registered design profes-
sicnal.

This section also delails the areas to be addrassed in
the stalement. A complete list of matedals and work re-
quiring special inspections, the types of inspections and
inspection agencies or firms must be provided to the
building official. The qualifications and credertials of
such individuals, agencies or firms should be submitted
for review by the building official,

003 INTERMNATIONAL BUILDING CODE® COMMENTARY
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TABLE 15045
OCCUPANCY CATEGORY oF PUILDI MGS AND OTHER STRUCTL RES

; DOCUPANCY | |
CATEGORY | _ NATURE OF OCGUPANGY S
i':gul!fjlngz end other structres thal repressnot a low hazaed w homan 1ife i the svent of failure. mchuding bae ned limied 1
ta i
E" Agrculiveal faciliies. |
i®  Certain temporacy facifities.
e PeiRE SlOERZE fRibities, S - ; - -
1 Buildings and other stractares except thase Hsted in Ocoupancy Cate gories L [ and [V ) __:
Buildings and ather siractures thal represent a substantial hazard 1o human life in the event of failure, including tut oot |
fimited 1o
* Caovered simctures whose primary otcupancy s public assembly with an oocupant kad greser than 300
* Builiings and other sirectores with elementary school, secendary schonl or day care facilities with an occupmEnt load
greater than 250,
* Buildings snd other stisetnres with an accnpant load greater than 500 for collepes or adult education Eacilities,
m * H{‘glth cars facalities wilh an cocupant Woad of 50 or mors resident paliznts, bot nel having surgery or emergency teatment
facilities.
* Jails and detention faciliges,
*  Any other oceopancy with an accupant boad grester than 5,000, i
*  Power-generating stations, water treatment for poaable water, waste water treatment Faeilities and other pablic uoliy Ta-
| cilities nod included in Occupancy Catepory IV,
* Buildings and other siractores not inclided in Occopancy Category IV comaining sullicient quantities of texic or exploe
sive subslances to be dangerous to the poblic if released, N
Buildings and other strociures designated as sseential facilities, ineloding ot ned Smited o
* Hospitals and eaher healith care facilities having surgery or emergency treatment facilities.
= Fire, rescoe and police siations and emergency vehicls parapes. i
* Designated carthquake, hoicane or oher emergency shelters.
* Designated emergeacy proparedness, communication, and operation centers and other facilities required for emergency
TEEpCMAE,
v i* Power-gencrating stations and other pblic wility facilities required as emergency backup facilities for Docupaney Cate-
o pory BV stmctires,
* Gtmctures contgining highly loxic materials ss defined by Section 307 whees the quantity of the material exceeds the ma
smum alfowable quaniites of Teble 307.1.{27. |
* Aviution centrol wowers, sir traffie control cenders and emergency sircrafi ha AT,
*  Buildings and other strociuses having critical national defense functions,
L]

Water treatment facilities required to maintain water pressure for fire suppression,

2006 INTERMATIONAL BUILDING CODE™
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3.1.v, for the top 100 feet (30 480 mm) (v,
methodh.

R aiu"':., Tor the top 100 fect (30 480 mm) (M
methodh.

3.3. N forcohesionless zoil layers (P =200 in
the top 100 feet (30 480 mm) and aver-
age, 5, for cohesive soil lavers (P7 = 20

in the top 1060 feet (30 480 mm) ( s
method),

1613.5.6 Determination of seismic design category,
Oecupancy Catepory L 1T or [ sbectures located where the
imapped speciral response acceleration parameter ai |-sec-
ond petiod, 5, is greater than or equal to 0.75 shall be
assigned Lo Seismic Design Category E. Occupancy Cate-
gory IV structeres located where the mapped speetral
responss geccloration parameter at 1-second period, 5, is
greater than or equal to 0.75 shall be assigned to Seismic
Design Category F ALl other structures shall be assigned to
a seiomic design catepory based on their accupaney cate-
gory and the design spectral response acceleration coeffi-
cients, Sy, and 8, deiermdned in accordance with Section
F613.5.4 or the site-specific procedures of ASCE 7. Fach
tuilding and structure shall be assigned to the more severs
seismic design category in accordance  with  Table
161356011 or 1613.5.6(2), imespective of the fundamentz)
period of vibration of the srracture, T

TABLE 1613.5,6(1)
SEISMIC DESIGN CATEGORY BASED ON
SHORT-PERIDD RESPONSE ACCELERATIONS

|- GCCUPANCY CATEGLRAY
..... WALUE OF 5, Lol e I w
Spe <0167y A A 1A
D.167g < Spp < 133g B | B L
033858050z | © | © D
050 = 8,0 D D o

TABLE 1613.5.6(2)
SEISMIC DESIGN CATEGORY BASED ON
1-5ECOND PERIOD RESPONSE ACCELERATION

i— . i CUCUPANCY CATEGOHRY o
I vmors, i " LA
| Sy<0osg | A A A
L 0067855, <0133 | B B C |
| D3gss,<0iy | ¢ | ¢ | b
0.208 % 5y, D b | b
A06

1613.5.6.1 Alternative seismic design eategory deter-
mination. Where 5, iz lesz than 0,75, the seismic desian
category 5 permitied to be determined from Table
1613.5.6(1}) alone when ail of the following apply-

LoIn esch of the two orthogonal directions, the
approsimate fondamentel pedod of the smctre,
T, in each of the two onhogenal directions deter-
mined in sccordance with Section 12.8.2.1 of
ASCE T, 15 less than 0.8 T determined in accor-
dance with Szetion 1145 of ASCE 7.

L=

. In each of the two orthegonal directions, e fun-
damental period of the sraciare nsed 10 caleulate
the story doft is less than T,

3. Equation 12.8-2 of ASCE 7 is nsed {0 determine
the seismic response coefficient, £,

4. The diaphragms are rigid as defined in Section
12.3.1 in ASCE 7 or for diaphragms that are flexi-
ble. the distance between vertical elements of the
seismic-force-resisting system docs not exceed 40
feer (12 192 mm).

1613.56.2 Simplified design procedure, Where the
alternate simplified design procedure of ASCE 7 isused,
the seizmic design category shall be determined in accor-
dance with ASCE 7.

L6136 Alternatives to ASCE 7, The provisions of Section
1613.6 shall be permitted as altemnatives to the relevant provi-
zinns of ASCE 7.

1613.6.1 Assumption of flexible disphragm. Add the fol-
lonwing text at the end of Section 12.3.1.1 of ASCE T

Diaphragms constructed of wood structural panels or
untapped steel decking shall also be permiteed 1o be ideal-
ized as flexible, provided all of the following conditions are
et

L. Toppings of concrete or similar materials ame not
placed over wood structura] panel diaphragms except
for nonstructoral wppings 1o greater than 1/, inches
(38 mm} thick,

2. Each line of vertical elements of the lat
eral-force-resisting system complies with the allow-
able story drift of Table 12.12-1.

3. Vemical elements of the tateral-force-regigting sysem
ape fight-framed walls sheathed with wood structeeal
panels rated for shear resistance or steel sheets,

4. Portions of woeod stuctural panel disphragms that
cantilever beyond the vertical elements of the lar-
eral-force-resisting system are desigred in accor
dance with Section 230525 of the Tutermaional
Budlding Code.
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FIGURE 1613,5(1}—continued
MAXIMUNM CONSIDERED EARTHOUAKE GROUND MOTION FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES OF
0.2 SEC SPECTRAL RESPONSE ACCELERATION (5% OF CRITICAL DAMPING). SITE CLASS B
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FIGURE 1613.5{Z}—continued
MAXIMUM CONSIDERED EARTHOUAKE GROUND MOTION FOR THE CONTERMINOUS UNITED STATES
OF 1.0 SEC SPECTRAL RESPONSE ACCELERATION (5% OF CRITICAL DAMPING), SITE CLASS B
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L, 00{40)
yz 100{45)

110(43)
g
* 120{54)

. : AT 130(58)
T : by

140(63)

ii 130(58)

NE 06 smen 140(63) 140{63)

150(67)
i1 Special Wind Region
100(45) [1430(58)

Location Vm mfs

110{49) 120(54) Hawsail 105 Ph E:m )
: Puerto Rico ' 145 [65)
Guam 170 (76)
Virgin Islands 145 (65}

American Samoa 125 (56)

Nofas:

1. Values are nominal design 3-second gust wind speeds in miles per hour {ms)
at 33 ft (10 m) above ground for Exposure & category,

2. Linear interpolation between wind contours is permitted,

3. Islands and eoastal areas outside the last contour shall use the last wind speed
contour of the coastal area,

4. Mountainous terrain, gorges, ocean promontories, and special wind regions
© shall be examined for unusual wind condifions.

FIGURE 1600—continued
BASIC WIND SPEED (3-SECOND GUST)
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COUNTY OF GREENVILLE
Herb Yingling, CBO, MCP, CFM
Principal Plan Examiner/ Deputy Building Official
Codes Enforcement
301 University Ridge, Greenville, SC 29601
{BE3}4ET7-7070

PROPONENTS OF SC AMENDMENT 1704.1 AND SC AMENDMENT 1704.1 VERSION 2,
DRAFTED AND SUBMITTED BY HERB YINGLING, REPRESENTING THE

BUILDING GFFICALS ASSOCIATION OF SOUTH CAROLINA
January 10, 2007
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IL5 Degeartooent of Homelam Secarity
00 Street, 5W
Whshinglom, D0 20472

FEMA

February 27, 2007

Frank P. Hodge

Chairman

South Carolina Building Codes Council

O!‘iﬂ Town Center Court . This document is made part of the

Hilton Head Island, South Caroling 29628 February 28, 2007 Building Codes Council
mteeting minues,

Dear Mr. Hodge:

Thank you for your electronic mail (email) dated February 6, 2007, In your emai)
inquiry, you conveyed your concemns with proposed amendments to the South Carolina

Building Code that are less stringent than the 2006 International Code,

FEMA believes any amendments to the 2006 International Code that would diminish
seismic, wind or flood protection standards could have significant implications for
programs of interest to FEMA. These include the implementation of Federal Executive
Orders relating to the National Earthquake Hazards Reduction Program (NEHRP) and the
insurance industry Building Code Effectiveness Grading Schedule (BCEGS) rating of
South Carolina communities. The effects of a modified BCEGS rating will resultin a
refrograde of South Carolina communities participating in the National Flood Insurance
Program (NFIP) Community Rating System (CRE), resuiting in higher flood insurance
costs in certain communities. This letter clarifies the importance of adoption of the 2006
International Code without amendments that would weaken the seismic, wind or fload

resistant provisions,

In regard to weakening the seismic requirements of the South Carolina Building Codes,
this issue was discussed in a letter dated February 21, 2001, sent to Mr, Gary Wiggins,
former Director of the South Carolina Building Code Council. The letter described the
very real and significant risk from earthquakes in South Carolina. [ am enclosing & copy
of the letter for vour reference, To illustrate this problem, FEMA's Extimared Annualized
Earthquake Losses for the United Stater (FEMA-366), which was developed using the
FEMA HAZUS loss estimation program, shows the City of Charleston ranked m the top
ten urban areas most vulnerable to carthquake damage. The letter also emphasized
FEMA's comeern that a State building code without adeguate seismic provisions would
not meet the intent of Federal Executive Order 12699, “Szismic Safety of Federai and
Federally Assisted or Regulated New Building Construction,” The deletion or weakening
of any of the selsmic provisions from a State building code could potentially impact the
construction of new buildings owned, leased. constructed, assisted (through loans, grants,
or guarantees of loans), or regulated by the Federal Government,

The February 21, 2001, letter also included information describing the impact and
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consequences of the South Carolina Bulding Code Council taking action o enact a
moratoriem on the enforcement of wind-borme debris provisions then being considered.
Your inguiry made reference to a proposal by the South Carolina Home Builders
association te “re-instate the section that will allow partially enclosed structures as an
option for protection of openings.” The concerns expressed in the February 21, 2001,
letter regarding the wind-borne debris provisions are equally as important for re-instating
partially enclosed design as an option. FEMA supports the International Residential
Code requirement eliminating the option 0 design residential structures as partially
enclosed buildings. Allowing partially enclosed design of resident:al structures without
wind-horne debris protection completely invalidates the protection of the building
envelope and leaves both the occupants and contents of that building defenseless against
the worst affects of the storm.  In addition, a study conducted by the Institute for Business
and Home Safety stated that for an additional cost of from 0.3% to 4.0% of the initial
construction cost, losses can be reduced from between 8% to 54%. This study was hased
on five representative residential coastal buildings studied at four different sites located in
wind exposure classification C. Similarly, the proposal to raise the wind speed threshold
for which high-wind design requirements apply from 100 mph to 110 mph is not advised.
Raising the threshold to 110 mph will result in structures heing built without high-wind
design features in locations having winds between 100 and 110 mph. This change in
threshold will significantly increase the risk to those structures that would otherwise be

protected,

The CRS plays an important role in FEMA's integration of flood insurance and flood
loss mitigation, with the implementation of the NFIP. The CRS is a unique incentive
program that uses flood insurance premium discounts to encourage commumities to go
beyond the minimum Federal NFIP standards for reducing potential losses to lives and
property. CRS has become a model for local government, public and private
involvement in all-hazard community preparedness and mitigation. Nowhere is its
success better exemplified than in the CRS encouragement of all-hazard building codes.

Many communities join the NFIP without having a building code. However, it is
FEMA's experience that communities with strong all-hazards building codes have more
effective programs and are more disaster resistant. Accordingly, FEMA supports
adoption of the International Codes Series (1-Codes) or eguivalent, which takes into
aceount multiple-hazards in order to support disaster-resistant communities” ability to
withstand all hazards, FEMA s ultimate goal is to save lives and protect property by
encouramng community adoption of these codes. Considerable taxpayer funded disaster
assisfance can be avoided through community adoption of the [-Codes,

FEMA supports the adoption and enforcement of "disaster-resistant” building codes,
which form a cormerstone of effective mitigation. "Disaster resistant” means the
provisions are consistent with the minimum requirernents of the NFIP. are substantially
equivalent to the 2000 or 2003 editions of the National Earthquake Hazards Reduction
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Program Recommended Provisions for Seismic Regulations for New Buildings and Other
Structures (FEMA 3681360 or FEMA 450), and reflect the current state-of-the-art
engineering requirements for wind, such as those requirements in the ASCE 7 standard.
Currently, the I-Codes and the NFPA 5000 Building Code without amendments, meat
these criteria.

The direct benefit of FEMA's support for all hazards mitigation is the avoidance of future
increased costs to the Mational Flood Insurance Fund and taxpayer disaster assistance, for
preventable damages. When a building "envelope” is punctured, causing severe damage
by windbome debris or improper construction techniques, disaster costs are borne by our
citizens, government agencies and private insurers. Therefore, while the CES 13 pomanly
flood focused, it is interwoven and linked to FEMA's all-hazard mitigation emphasis. To
highlight thiz ermmphasis, the CRS added credits for building codes and enforcement, as
determned by the insurance industry Building Code Effectiveness Grading Schedule
developed and managed by Insurance Services Offices, Inc. (150). Moreover, in 1999 at
the recommendation of experts, CRS added the requirement that a CRS Class 7 or hetter
community must demonstrate that it has a program to reduce risk through the adoption
and enforcement of an all-hazards building code as demonstrated by receiving an 130
BCEGS rating of at least Class 6.

FEMA understands there are many CRS communities in South Carolina that are within
areas identified as having windborne debris nsk.  Twelve of the 32 South Carohna
communities participating in the CRS have a CRS Class 7 rating or better, and currently
receive a premium discount of up to 25%. I am enclosing a list of the 12 communities for
your reference, When these communities are visited on their normal 3 or § vear cyele
visit, CRE procedure requires that the latest BCEGS classification will be applied to their
prading, However, due to the CRS prerequisite, FEMA cannot provide communities with
increased CRS discounts for adoption of less than the full I-Codes, specifically for
dropping critical parts such as the windbome provisions of [-Codes. Remowving these
provisions, will result in an increased risk to South Carolina citizens and their property.
Therefore, these 12 CRS communities will eventually regress to the BCEGS classes that
reflect the non-adoption of the windbome debris and seismic standards. Like other
grading svstems, 1t 1€ also within current CRS palicy to revise the score of any
community shouid it become clear that they are not implementing any activity for which
they receive credit. The case could be made to process these 12 communities at one time,
as the revised BCEGS scores are final. The lack of adoption of the full 1-Codes will mean
increased risk to coastal properties and the loss of certain premiwm discounts to NFIP
policyvholders

Please kesp FEMA advised of any actions taken by the South Carofina Building Code
Council which would necessitate a modification of the current CRS classes for South
Carolina communities.
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If wou need additional information or assistance, please contact Bill Lesser of my
siaff by telephone at (202 646-2807.

Sincerely,

David 1. Maurstad

Director
Mitigation Division

Enclosures {2)

cc:  Major Phillip May, Regional Director, FEMA Region IV
Brad Loar, Chief, Cormmunity Mitigation Programs Branch, FEMA Rewion TV
Lisa Jones, NFIP State Coordinator, South Carolina Department of Natural

Resources
Tammie Dreher, Earthquake Program Manager, South Carolina Emergency

Management Division
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August 2, 2002

Mr. Frank Hodge

Hilton Head Island - Building Department
One Town Center Court

Hilton Head [sland, SC 29928

Dear Mr. Hodge:

This is in response to questions raised about the relationship hetween a community's Building
Code Effectiveness Grading Schedule (BCEGS) elassification and their Community Rating
System (CHS) classification.

IS0 participates in numerous information services for property and casualty insurers, two of
which are |S0's BCEGS program and the Federal Emergency Management's (FEMA)
Community Rating System (CRS) used by the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP). The
BCEGS program is an insurance rating and underwriting tool. The basic concept is that
structures in jurisdictions, which adopts and rigorously enforces the latest unmodified building
codes: utilizing trained and certified personnel, should demonstrate more resilience to natural
disasters.

/The ISO BCEGS classifications in the CRS analysis of a community reflect the quality of the
adopted bunlding ¢odes and their enforcement. The CRS rule is that “before a community can be a
class 7 or better, it must have received a BCEGS class 6 or better for both commereial and
residential property, Further, to obtain a class 4 or better in the CRS a community must have
obtained a BCEGS class 5 or better. The CRS procedure also credits a community up to 60
points for having a BCEGS classification ofé or betler,

150} has filed premium discounts with state insurance regulators for both residential and
commercial property for the various BCEGS classifications. Each insurer has the opportunity to
use these advisory discounts in a manner that best fits its marketing and underwriting strategies
for non-flood insurance coverage. FEMA has developed premium credits that apply to flood
insurance purchased through the NFIP for each improved class achieved in the CRS.

ifferent issues and groups may combine 1o cause a community to delay in adopting or cause
modifications o the tatest mode] codes. Additionally, a community may need time o review the
impact of code changes prior to adopting them as law. The BCEGS program recognizes delays in
code adoplion as a necessary companent of the approval process, However, where those delays
cause the building code in use to be over S-vears old, or the latest code is modificd to weaken the
intent for structural mitigation of natural hazards, the BCEGS classification begins to be

adversely impacted.

The modifications being made to the to 2000 edition of the IRC have been determined 1o
significantly weaken the intent for structural mitigation of natural hazards for which South
Carolina has a known history. The natural hazard mitigation modifications te the IRC have
reduced il to the equivalent of the 997 edition of the building cods, Therefore all BCEGS
classification evaluations made in impacted jurisdictions of South Carolina this vear will be less
favorable due 10 modifications to the most current code edition

The process of creating Country wide refative classifications thar are valid in every individual
jurisdiction requires the use of national recognized standards as benchmarks. In evaluating

This docament i made pare of the
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building codes 180 uses the latest edition of the International Family of Codes as that
benchmark. The BCEGS program deveiops its relative classifications by comparing the existing
condition 10 benchmarks; developing a spap shot in time of the code enforcement activity and
the support the community gives to that activity, When code adoptions are delayed or
modifications reducing hazard mitigation provisions are adopted the code will not score as well
when compared to the benchmark and that will be reflected in the classification.

1SO will continue to develop accurate classifications reflecting the unmodified adeption of the
maest modem building codes and the aggressive enforcement of those codes. Less favorable
classification will highlight the sitwation building officials face and hopefully encourage more
timely building code review and adoption.

The direct impact of a lower BCEGS Classification on a community's CRS Classification will
usuafly be recognized either at the time of the next cycle verification visit or it a community
wishes to make a modification to improve it's CRS Classification. In cither case, the evaluation
under the CRS will take into account the corrent BCEGS Classification when veritying the final
eredit points applicable for that community, It should be noted that the CRS also provides
schedule verification visits at anytime when it lzarns of problems in a community that shed
doubt on whether it is fully implementing its activities applicable 1o it's current CRS
Classification. Given the change in the BCEGS classification; [SO would be requested o verify
a community's current program without waiting for either the community to make a modification
or the next scheduled cyele verification visit, All effected communities adopting the building
code including the moratorivms should expect that their CRS classification would be no more
favorable then a class 8. CRS classifications adjustments will be made in accordance with the
rules in the current CRS Coordinaters Manual.

We thank you for vour support of the BCEGS and the CRS programs. We hope vou have a better
understanding of the issues surrounding classifications, and we look forward to working together
to enhance building code adoption and enforcement throughout the country.

If we can be of any further assistance in this matter, please do not hesitate to contact me at #317-
B48-1898.

Sincerely,

William L. Trakimas, CFM
Flood Technical Coordinator
[ IS0, Inc.
FEMAFIMA HO
FEMA Region 1V
SC State NFIP Coordinator
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Mr. Frank Hodge

_f

Chairman, Seuth Carolina Building Code Council | Town Center Court
Hilton Head Island, South Carolina 29928

Reference: Federal Emergency Management Agency’s (FEMA) Position On Current IRC Moratoria

Dear Mr. Hodge:

Om July 23,2002, Mr. Tim Baker of the South Carolina Department of Insurance requested in writing, that
FEMA attend the August 28, 2002, meeting of the South Carolina Building Code Council. The intert was for
FEMA 1o clarify the potential consequences of the South Carolina Residential Building Code moratoria on the
enforcement of seismic and wind-borne debris provisions that went into effect on July 1.2002. At that meeting,
we verbally presented the various ramifications to the council. Below, these points are summarized in writing:
certain detailed information is new.

1. Executive Order {ECY) 12699 requires that all new, federally owned, leased, regulated, or assisted
buildings must be designed and constructed using a building code that meets specific eriteria.. Federal
agencies are only permitied to use model building codes that have been determined 1o be substantially
equivalent 1 a recognized seismic standard, which at this time are the 1997 and 2000 editions of
FEMA's National Earthquake Hazards Reduction Program (NEHRP) Recommended Provisions.. At
this time, the 2000 | Codes meet these criteria.. However, when the South Carolina Residential Code
went into effect on July 1,.2002, with the moratorium in place, that code was no longer substantially
equivalent to the 1997 or 2000 editions of the NEFHRP Recommended Pravisions. Therefore, it does
not meet the requirements of the Executive Order with which federal agencies must comply. This issue
was already addressed in a letter from FEMA to Mr. Gary Wiggins of the South Carolina Building
Code Council, dated February 21, 2001,

2. Housing leans received through various federal agencies may be impacted by the moratoria due to the
requirements of EO 12699, Enforcement is up 1o each individual federal apency.

3. The Mational Floed Insurance Program (NFIP's) Community Rating Svstem (CRS) and 1S0's
{Insurance Services Office) Building Code Effectiveness Grading Schedule (BCEGS) programs will
be negatively allected by these moratoria, This was addressed in an August 7, 2002, letter from 150 to
vou, as the Director of the Department of Building and Fire Codes for the Town of Hilton Head Island,
South Carolina. 180 deseribes the impact of the current moratoria on the CRS and BCEGS programs
and howw they inter-refate. Ultimately, increased NFIP food insurance premiums can be expected in
certain communitics, while several specific CRS credits will either not be available or will be
significantly reduced as a result of the moratoria, Currently ten South Carolina communities will
experience increased flood insurance rates due to these moratoria that will result in policyholders
paying an estimated 1.6 million in increased premiums per annum,
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4. FEMA is clearly on record as supporting the adoption and enforcement without amendments, of
‘Disaster-Resistant’ building codes which we regard as a cornerstone of effective mitigation. "Disaster
Resistant” means, the provisions meet the minimum requirements of the NEIP, are substantially
equivalent to the 1997 or 2000 editions of the NEHRP Recommended Provisions published by FEMA,
and reflect the current state-of-the-art engineering requirements for wind, such as those found in the
ASCE 7 standard. Currently, the International Code Series (1 Codes) and the new NFP A 5000
Building Code (National Fire Protection Association), without amendments, meet these criteria,

3. FEMA strongly supports the use of wind-bome debris protection in high wind areas, as defined in the
2000 | Codes. A recent study published by the Institute for Business and Home Safety shows that for
an additional cost of from 0.5% to 4.0% of the initial construction cost, losses can be reduced from
between 8% to 54%. This study was based on five representative residential coastal buildings studied
at four different sites located in wind exposure classification C, The moratoria will reduce protection
1o both citizens, and their property, in the state of South Carelina.

6. Interms of the affect on post-disaster funding, while there would be no affect on any immediate
response funding, there could be an impact on recovery funding. FEMA regulations require that a
community use whatever code was in place at the time of the disaster to re gulate post-disaster repairs
and reconstruction. Should the community have any additional requirement or desire to rebuild a
structure 1o new code level, FEMA would only provide funding to the level of the code in place at the
time of the disaster. This could result in a differential that would be the responsibility of the
community or the owner, For example, if an earthquake struck South Carolina today, FEMA would
only provide resources based on the code in place at the time of the disaster. However, under
EOQ12699, the grant recipients would be required to rebuild to a code that met the intent of the
Executive Order, which would be the 2000 T Codes or the National Fire Protection Assaciation 000
Building Code. Thus, the recipients would be responsible for all differential costs between the two
‘editions’ of the | Codes,

Thirteen years ago Hurricane Hugo hit South Carolina resulting in 21 deaths and catastrophic damage and
losses that exceeded $7 Billion in the US. The State of South Carolina has a golden opportunity to better
protect its communities, citizens and guests by committing to "Disaster Resistant” residential construction.
This can be done through lifting the moratoria on enforcement of the wind and seismic sections in question, in
the International Residential Code.

If you need further help or guidance, please contact me at (770) 220-3416 or brad. Joar@ fema, gov.

Sincerely,

ONQH%N\

Brad Loar, Chief
Commumnity Mitigation Programs Branch
Federal Insurance and Mirtigation Division
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February 27, 2007

0
Mr. Gary Wiggins, CBO EUIE&LEEE@ES
s Building Codes Council OPEDACS
PO Box 11329
Columbia, SC 29211-1329

Fe:  The South Carolina Building Codes Council
Dear Mr. Wiggins:

South Carolina is among very few states in the U.S. that have borh a major hurricane risk
and a significant seismic nsk to homes and businesses. Therefore, the American Insurance
Association {ALA) is concerned that the South Carolina Building Codes Couneil is considering
steps to amend the 2006 edition of the International Residential Code (IRC) in a way that would
weaken provisions that are designed to provide full protection against hurricanc force winds in
South Carolina’s coastal counties and seismic requirements in areas of the state suhject fo
moderate earthquakes. AlA represents home and commercial property insurers in South
Carolina that write more than $567 million in premiums, or 30.4%; of the total property
msurance market,

Provisions of the International Building Code (TBC) and its counterpart for homes
{International Residential Code) represent the best and most current technical knowledge on
how to best build homes that will withstand hurricane force winds and seismic activity. The
provisions enacted also reflect analysis and debate among all the various interest groups
impacted by building codes, Code provisions therefore should not be adjusted or weakened
without strong compelling evidence, especially in areas subject to catastrophic hurricanes and
seismic aclivity,

Since hurricanes are South Carolina’s most frequent and obvious risk, we are most
concerned about provisions that would allow builders to choose whether or not to include wind
borne debris requirements such as storm shutters and wind resistant glass in South Carolina’s
highest wind zones. While the attempt to include or substitute strong enginecring desion
provisions as an alternative to keep the basic frame and roof structure intact when doors or
windows fail is laudable, such a strategy still falls short of necessary hurricane protection for
consumers. When doors or windows fail, extensive amount of rain and subsequent moisture

will certainly breach the home causing extensive damage to contents, nsulation, electncal



systems and walls coverings. Such damage will likely make a home unlivable for an extensive
amount of time until repairs can be made and cause substantial insurance losses. In contrast,
stirong wind borne debris protections make it far more likely that damage is minimized and the
homeowners can remain living in the family home, reducing displacement and impacts on the
larger community.

Because of the ever increasing numbers of Americans and South Carolinians that want o
retire, live, and build along the coast coupled with a 20-year period of intense and frequent
huwrricane activity, insurance availability and alfordability ave key concerns of many states in the
Southeast and Gulf regions of the United States. As such, this is not a good time to enact
provisions which weaken building codes. Adhering to and embracing the 2006 IRC provisions
requiring wind borne debris protections for South Caroling’s high wind regions is proactive step
the Building Codes Council can take to help foster insurance availability, safer homes
communities, and coastal areas that recover faster after hurricanes, We therelore urge the
Council to keep intact wind borne debris protections in the 2006 Souih Carolina adoption of the
IRC.

Sincerely,

. Vg _;,1
"Ir " f-?f%.,‘_h_\_ M/J'lr" F S A
I

Raymond G, Farmer
Assistant Vice President

ces Ann Roberson
Frank Hodge



