
GOVERNMENT OF THE DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
CONSTRUCTION CODES COORDINATING BOARD 

 
Minutes of March 18, 2010 

10:00am to 12:00pm 
941 North Capitol Street, NE 

DCRA Director’s Conference Room 
Suite 9500 

Washington, DC 20002 

 

Members Present  Chairman: Gerald Keys 
Bob Hershey  Alex Berley (via phone) 
Marc Fetterman  Members Absent: 
Ethan Landis  Jill Stern 
Curtis Clay  David Hollinger 
Rabbiah Sabbakhan   
Herbert Taylor   
Don Masoero   

 

Call to Order 
Meeting called to order at 10:09am with Rabbiah Sabbakhan absent as he went to his office to 
retrieve some pertinent documents.   

Reviewing of Meeting Minutes 
At 10:10am, group began reviewing the minutes from the January 27th meeting and the special 
meeting on March 9th. Gerald Keys noted that he had a change for the minutes of January 27th 
regarding a motion made by Jill Stern.  Via phone, Alex Berley requested a revision for the 
minutes of the special meeting. On the second to the last page, he’d like to change the timeline 
for Cindy Verbeek to 5 weeks instead of 3 weeks and her place of employment is not accurate.  

Hershey would also like for his name to be moved from absent to present.  Would also like for a 
sentence to be stricken from the second page of the special meeting minutes regarding his 
statement “we need to have varied opinions”.  Will strike from the minutes. 

At 10:22am, the group was still reviewing the minutes.   

At 10:24am, Masoero requested a copy of the work flow document. 

Motion 
At 10:25am, Masoero made a motion to accept the minutes with changes.  Fetterman seconded.  
Ayes have it. 

Fetterman made a motion to accept the minutes for January 27th with the changes. Taylor 
seconded the motion. Ayes have it. 



Errata Review 
At 10:26am, Keys presented the Errata document to see if anyone had changes that they’d like to 
make.  Fetterman stated that he doesn’t have any desire to work on them, but some of the issues 
are fairly minor, so he’s willing to go ahead and start the process.  Keys stated that he’d spoken 
to DCRA legal staff and told them that most of the changes that may need to be made are things 
like spelling errors, typos, etc.  Says that the legal department would like for the group to review 
them.  Would like to take a look at the suggestions and take a vote and move forward.  Says that 
once the board votes on it, it goes through the legal process to make the changes.  Informed the 
group that OAG would advise them on the process.  Stated that he didn’t see it going before the 
Council.   

Fetterman stated that in other TAGs that he’s a part of, they’ve been discovering other errors.  
Wonders whether it’s easier to just have the TAGs make the changes or highlight them as they 
come across them.  Keys stated that it’s a judgment that they can make at the TAG level.  Stated 
that if they are minor changes (typos, spellings), they should go forward with the code change, 
but more serious issues need to be presented quickly due to enforcement issues.  If a Notice of 
Violation of Infraction goes out and it sites faulty code, it could become invalid. 

At 10:31am, Keys mentioned that item 5 on the Errata excludes a large portion of the fire code 
by mistake.  Stated that he doesn’t think it needs to be open today, but he wants the group to be 
considering it.   

Motion 
At 10:32am, Masoero made a motion that it be entertained by the board at this time.  Fetterman 
seconded it.  Masoero stated that he has gone through them and he supports them all and he does 
agree that it could be negatively affecting enforcement—namely in chapters one and nine.  
Suggested that the TAGs make the changes as they go through and that the Attorney General’s 
office should validate any changes.  Says that once it goes to public register, it’s automatically 
approved and entered into law. 

At 10:37am, the ayes have it. 

Keys stated that he’d be willing to make copies for anyone who requested a copy (of the Errata). 

At 10:38am, Keys began discussion of the Errata.  Says that he’d identified some minor 
problems and submitted them for change and that’s why his name occurs three times in the 
document. 

Fetterman wanted to know whether item 6 was passed by the BCAC.  Says that the BCAC 
wouldn’t have carried an item forward without voting and he doesn’t recall voting on it.  Says 
that if it wasn’t formally approved before, it shouldn’t be adopted now.  Masoero says that if it 
isn’t in the DC Register, it’s not law. It’s not a part of the code.  Suggested a motion to send it to 
the TAGs for review.  Wants the legislative staff at DCRA to search the Register to determine 
for sure whether it’s published there. 

Motion 
At 10:44am, Masoero made a motion that item 6 be forwarded to the DCRA legislative staff for 
review to see whether it’s been published to the Register and whether it’s a regulation.  Would 



also like to forward to the Accessibility TAG for further vetting and consideration as a part of 
the 2009 regulations. 

Sabbakhan seconded the motion.  

Curtis Clay wanted to know whether the board needed to make a determination as to whether it 
should be considered by the TAG.  Stated that procedurally, he wondered whether it was going 
to the TAG in a proper fashion.  Masoero says that the issue was brought forward by someone 
who stated that it was included in the 2003 code, but not in the one published afterwards.  Wants 
to know why and how it was excluded.  Masoero stated that he thinks it should be vetted by the 
TAG if it was once included in the code.  Landis wanted to know whether there had been calls 
from disability groups to include it in national standards.  Landis also wanted to know whether 
there is a way to allow for a business establishment to recognize their clientele and offer 
handicap spaces based upon such.  Masoero reiterated that he thinks the issue should be vetted 
further by the Accessibility TAG.  Sabbakhan says that he agrees because it is about more than 
just parking spaces. 

Keys stated that his inclination is that it’s not included and Masoero is correct, it should be given 
further consideration by the TAG. 

The ayes have it. 

At 10:52am, Clay stated that he had a question about item 1. Wanted to know whether they are 
two separate documents.  Masoero explained the issue to him. 

Motion 
Masoero made a motion to accept item 1 of the Errata. Clay seconded the motion. The ayes have 
it. 

Masoero asked for a quick explanation of item 2 before a motion is made.  Keys explained the 
item to the group.   

At 10:57am, Masoero explained that the agency position was that if it (a change in the code) 
wasn’t accepted by ICC, DCRA would not accept it either.   

Motion 
Masoero made a motion that item 2 in the Errata be approved as corrected. Fetterman seconded 
the motion.  The ayes have it. 

Motion 
Masoero made a motion that in item 3, the word “is” is missing, but he’d like to accept it once 
the change is made.  Landis seconded the motion. The ayes have it. 

At 11:00am, Masoero says that he was unsure about who made the changes or suggestions for 
item 4.  Keys pointed out that there is a footnote to the item.  Masoero says that he’s concerned 
that a designer might get confused by what the item is telling him or her to do.  Keys attempted 
to clarify the issue.  Masoero stated that his understanding is that it’s a relative humidity issue 
and he thinks the group needs to find out for sure before they make a determination.  Keys again 
attempted to clarify the issue.   



Motion 
Masoero made a motion that item 4 be forwarded to the Energy TAG for further consideration.  
Hershey seconded the motion.  Ayes have it. 

Motion 
In item 5, Masoero made a motion that item 5 be accepted as an Errata change. Taylor seconded 
the motion.  Ayes have it. 

Motion 
At 11:07am, Keys moved on to the bylaws for voting members.  Wanted to know whether the 
group wanted to take it off the table for consideration. Masoero made a motion to do so. 
Fetterman seconded and the ayes have it. 

Motion 
Keys moved to article 4, section 2 to see whether the group accepts the language in the TAG 
voting member verification.  Masoero made a motion to accept it and Fetterman seconded. 

Clay requested that the revised and approved language be sent to the group as quickly as 
possible.  The ayes have it. 

New Business 
At 11:11am, under new business item 6, Keys directed the group to a one page document that 
was drafted in response to article 4 section 2a regarding code change proposals.  Keys stated that 
a member of the public questioned the procedure.  Keys read the language in the code, then 
stated that proposals submitted to the TAGs do not have to immediately come to him.  Says that 
the TAG chairs are making decisions at the TAG level, so he’s informing the group that they do 
have the right to proceed as it is their judgment call.  Says that once a proposal goes into a code 
change document, that’s when it comes to him.  Stated that in the case of the member of the 
public who brought the issue forward, the judgment will now be up to the TAG chairs as to 
whether they want to make it a code change proposal.   

At 11:17am, Masoero stated that he’d found a document that stated that the CCCB should send 
items to the TAGs.  Fetterman stated that what Keys stated regarding work flow was the way that 
the BCAC functioned with great success. Keys stated that when he gets a code change proposal 
on the form, he’ll make the final decision as to whether it will go forward.  Stated that he feels 
this format gives the TAG chairs the ability to make decisions and he’s all for them having 
flexibility.   

Landis pointed out that the CCCB still would have to vote on any matter. 

TAG Updates 
At 11:24am, Keys asked for updates from TAG chairs if they’d like to offer any.  Sabbakhan 
reported that the Building code TAG had a meeting on Monday, the 15th of March.  Says they 
discussed the IBC and were able to divide the chapters up, giving each member a portion to read 
(2-3 chapters) and review. They will each offer reports on April 5th at 2pm in DCRA’s new 
building.  Stated that his group discussed the necessity of sharing information with the other 
TAGs.   



At 11:27am, Hershey reported that the Energy TAG met March 12th and they divided up their 
chapters for review. They will meet again April 2nd in DCRA’s new building.   

Offered Craig Robert Channel of AOBA as an addition to the TAG. Fetterman seconded the 
motion.  Berley wanted some information on his background.   

Fetterman gave some details.  Berley stated that he thinks the Energy TAG needs someone who 
has a specific expertise in Energy.  Fetterman stated that he thinks as a building manager, 
Channell would have to have Energy experience.  Berley wanted to know whether there was 
anyone else under consideration who has a specialized background in Energy.   

Masoero stated that he understands where Berley is coming from.  Berley stated that he 
maintains his concern that the TAG needs to have technical experts in sufficient quantity.  States 
that he will vote against the property manager because he doesn’t think they have enough 
representation from the technical side.  Landis says that he thinks a building manager would have 
enough experience.  Masoero stated again that he does have concerns as well.  Ayes have it, 
Berley opposed.   

Masoero suggested that they try to recruit TAG members from Pepco, Washington Gas, BGE, 
and etcetera.  Says that this may help alleviate some of Berley’s and his concerns.  Says that guys 
from those companies are working on federal mandates and may have a more ready knowledge 
of how the system works and be able to more easily make suggestions. 

Fetterman stated that he’d call a contact that he has for consideration as a member in Hershey’s 
TAG. 

At 11:40am, Fetterman offered a report on the Electrical TAG.  Says that they’ve had their 4th 
meeting and they are working their way through the code with great success. Next meeting is 
March 31st at 1:30pm.   

Masoero reported that he didn’t have a Mechanical and Fuel Gas meeting because he forgot to 
tell everyone, but they’ll have a meeting next week.  Elevator TAG meets next week as well.  

Landis reported that the Green TAG met on Tuesday, March 16th. They are reviewing 189.1 and 
a cursory review of ICC version one.  Version two, the complete version, won’t be approved 
until 2012.  Says that they are developing a work plan because one of the members is putting 
together a presentation that offers a side by side comparison. Will be presented at meeting on 
April 21st.   

At 11:46am, Sabbakhan wanted to know whether there was an update on getting a consultant to 
do a comparison.  Landis stated that Keys was looking into a grant to be able to fund the hiring 
for such a position.  Fetterman wanted to know if it’s possible to have an engineer who is 
actually doing a lot of building work presently.   

At 11:49am, Landis pointed out that Hershey has been present at two of the Green TAG 
meetings and expressed a desire to be a VP.  Keys pointed out that there isn’t an allowance for 
VPs in the TAGs.  Landis then decided to put Hershey forward as a voting member.  Keys 
pointed out that Hershey would have to complete an application as part of the formality.  Landis 
made a motion that Hershey be accepted. Fetterman seconded the motion.  Ayes have it. 



TAG Nominations 
At 11:52am, Keys moved on to nominations that have been put forth by Sabbakhan as members 
of his Building TAG: 

Joe Winters 
John May Lee 

Says that they are both very interested and have a wealth of insight to offer. Made a motion that 
they be added as voting members. Fetterman seconded the motion. Ayes have it. 

Motion 
At 11:54am, Clay stated that he’d have to remove Keith Nelson from the Accessibility TAG.  
Mr. Nelson says that his time is too constrained due to his work on another TAG. Masoero 
seconded the motion.  Ayes have it. Tuesday, March 23rd, 4pm next meeting at the Reeves 
Center for the Accessibility TAG. Reported that he plans to distribute chapter 11 of the latest 
version of DCMR 12 to his members at the next TAG.  Stated that he hasn’t had a chance to 
speak with the Office of Disability Rights to see if they can recommend someone to the TAG, 
but he’d try to touch base with someone there again soon. 

At 11:59am, Mr. Taylor reported that the Fire Life Safety TAG met on March 11th and he 
presented the work plan that’s been approved by the board.  Members volunteered to take on 
various chapters in the IBC.  They will make their suggestions and then forward them on to the 
Building TAG for review before sending to Keys.  Next meeting is March 25th at 1pm at 441 4th 
Street in Rm. 1112.  April 8th and 22nd will be their next meetings.  

 At 12:04pm, Berley stated that the Structural TAG has been making great progress through 
their conference calls. Says that they are going through the items fairly quickly.  Their next 
meeting is Thursday, in person.  Residential TAG is moving much more slowly because the first 
couple of items each needed at least 15 minutes of discussion.   

Fetterman stated that some of the sections on earthquake readiness are not as easy to understand 
as they have been in the past.  Berley stated that his group is looking into the accurate 
information for snow loads and such.  Berley stated that there is a map with contour lines that 
makes it fairly easy to determine which wind zone the District is in.  For snow and seismic, 
they’ll be getting back to the group.  Same for frost depth. 

At 12:10pm, Fetterman, who is not chair of the Existing Building TAG, but who is a member, 
reported that the next meeting is March 25th at 441 4th Street.  Masoero wanted to know why the 
meetings are being held in locations other than at DCRA.  Keys pointed out that attempts are 
being made to have the meetings at DCRA, but there are occasions when it can’t happen and the 
requirement is to have them near public transportation.  Keys informed them about the Google 
calendar on the CCCB page. 

Fetterman mentioned that the Issues and Policies TAG will have their next meeting on March 
30th at 2pm. 

Meeting adjourned at 12:13pm 


