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Board of Building Regulations and Standards (BBRS) 
Division of Professional Licensure (DPL) Headquarters 

50 MAPLE STREET 
Milford, MA 

 
1. Chairman, Richard Crowley, opened the regular meeting at approximately 1:12 p.m.   

 
Chairman Crowley took roll call as follows: 

  
Richard Crowley, Chair  √ present   absent 

John Couture, Vice Chair  √ present   absent 

Rob Anderson   √ present   absent 

Kevin Gallagher   √ present   absent 

Cheryl Lavalley    present √ absent 

Kerry Dietz    √ present   absent 

Peter Ostroskey*   √ present   absent 

Michael McDowell   √ present   absent 

Chris Penne    √ present   absent 

Structural Engineer, Open    present √ absent 

Steve Frederickson   √ present   absent

 
* Jen Hoyt (JH) participated as the designee for State Fire Marshal, Peter Ostroskey.   
 

General notes on format of these minutes: 

 Votes are noted as Motion by, seconded by, and whether it was a unanimous or split vote.  

 Agenda topics appear herein as numbered but may have been taken out of order as they appear on 
the meeting agenda. 

 The meeting agenda is listed as EXHIBIT A; others are listed sequentially as addresses during the 
meeting. 
 

2. On a MOTION by Kevin Gallagher seconded by Mike McDowell it was unanimously voted to approve 
the BBRS minutes (EXHIBIT B) for the May 16, 2017 BBRS meeting with the following correction. 
 

 Page 10, item 22 change seconded by Jen Hoyt to seconded by John Couture. 

3. On a MOTION by John Couture seconded by Mike McDowell it was unanimously voted to approve the 
minutes (EXHIBIT C) for the May 11, 2017 BOCC meeting as submitted. 
 

4. Rob Anderson reviewed the schedule relating to the ninth edition code indicating that the amendment 
package is undergoing final legal review and, at this point, it is not certain when the package with the  
Secretary of State (SEC).  Accordingly, a first effective date cannot yet be determined.  However, Rob asked 
Board members to establish that, irrespective of when the code may be filed with the SEC beginning the 
concurrency period, the full force and effect date will be January 1, 2018.  All Board members agreed. 
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5. Rob Anderson indicated that the agenda line in reference to manufactured building regulation revisions 
was held-over from the previous meeting, but nothing new to report, and request for interpretation of 
sprinklers in large, renovated single- and two-family homes will be addressed after issuance of the ninth 
edition of the code since there is language in the ninth edition that may help clarify the matter. 

 
6. On a MOTION by Michael McDowell seconded by John Couture it was unanimously voted to approve 

152 new construction supervisors licenses (CSLs).   
 

7. Rob Anderson introduce the question posed by John Dalton of Grace Company concerning whether, 
according to Table 601 of the IBC, a beam rating must be equal to the assembly rating?  Mr. Dalton 
provided a PowerPoint Presentation (EXHIBIT D) to frame the question and review code requirements.  
It was expected that Mr. Dalton would attend the meeting.  Nonetheless, members quickly reviewed the 
question.  Fire Prevention\Fire Protection (FPFP) Chair, Robert Carasitti, indicated that he thought Board 
members had discussed and decided the matter earlier in the year.  Most Board members agreed that the 
answer appeared to be obvious – yes, the ratings must be equal - and so authorized staff to research the 
history and inform Mr. Dalton of prior actions taken by the Board. 
 

8. Robert Carasitti introduced the request for official interpretation regarding the correct use group 
classification for a cannabis grow facility as defined in his later of March 24, 2017 (EXHIBIT E).  Mr. 
Carasitti made it clear that he was speaking as a private consultant hired to assist with a project in 
Freetown, not as the chair of FPFP.  Tim Keogh and Brian Corr from AmeriCann, the project developer, as 
well as Wayne Benson from RBK Architects were present to answer questions regarding the matter. 
 
Mr. Carasitti framed the question indicating that, at the request of the Freetown building commissioner, 
they sought guidance on the matter.  Mr. Carasitti made it clear that the question concerned only the 
appropriate use group for the grow facility, not production, which seems to clearly fit factory use 
provisions under the code.  Mr. Carasitti compared the cannabis grow process to any other plant or 
vegetable indicating procedures are nearly identical, whether growing cannabis or tomatoes or roses.  
Greenhouses designed to grow these types of plants are classified as Utility Uses (U) under Section 312 of 
the code. 
 
Specifically, Mr. Carasitti continued, Section 312.2 of the Eighth Edition Code identifies that use group U 
includes, among other things, agricultural buildings, barns, carports, grain silos, private garages as well as 
greenhouses.  The section specifies that these occupancies shall be constructed, equipped and maintained 
to conform to requirements that are commensurate with associated fire and life hazards.  Accordingly, the 
buildings will be designed and constructed in accordance with Appendix C of the code, titled Agricultural 
Buildings.   
 
On questions from varied Board members, it was learned that the Freetown facility is comprised of a 
series of stand-alone greenhouses of varying sizes totaling approximately 520,000 square feet altogether.  
The greenhouses are metal frame, glazed structures.   
 
Chief Gallagher indicated that this discussion resembles an appeal hearing as opposed to an interpretation 
of code provisions.  Both Kerry Dietz and Board Counsel did caution that the discussion should not be 
about the specific project but rather, the appropriate use group classification of a grow facility irrespective 
of its location.  Otherwise, the matter does resemble an appeal hearing. 
 
Jen Hoyt expressed that the discussion has major implications for future projects and that by making a 
wholesale determination of a particular use group rather than examining each project as a unique, highly 
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technical facility is limiting.  This type of facility, she continued, poses hazards not only relating to the 
grow process and by-products, but also poses concerning security risks.  Jen advocated for a more 
tempered approach to the matter.  Rather than deciding the matter based on limited information 
presented, we should study the issue and all its complications more closely via a working committee to 
provide better guidance for this and future projects. 
 
Chief Gallagher concurred that, making a decision today, establishes a use group for all future projects 
and, based on limited information provided, was not comfortable making a decision.  He too advocated 
for further study before making a decision. 
 
John Couture indicated that he has a particular expertise in farming, growing and greenhouse facilities 
and, by his estimation, there is a difference between growing tomatoes and cannabis; the process poses 
concerns that should be studied more carefully. 
 
Other Board members disagreed, indicating that, in their minds, the grow facility is a greenhouse like any 
other and should be classified as a U use under the code.  Chairman Crowley indicated that had the 
opportunity to tour a grow facility and, by his estimation, it is clearly a greenhouse. 
 
Annotated change by August 8, 2017 meeting vote. 
Change to designed and constructed as a greenhouse . . . 
 
Following discussion, on a MOTION by Chris Penne seconded by Michael McDowell it was voted in the 
majority to issue a determination that a cannabis grow facility that does not include production is similar 
to any other type of greenhouse and therefore should be classified, designed and constructed as a Utility 
Use Group under the code. 
 
A roll call vote indicated the following members voted in favor of the interpretation: 

 Chairman, Richard Crowley; 

 Kerry Dietz; 

 Steve Frederickson; 

 Chris Penne;  

 Michael McDowell; and 

The following members were opposed to the interpretation: 

 Robert Anderson; 

 Kevin Gallagher; 

 Jen Hoyt; and 

 John Couture. 

The measure was approved on a 5 to 4 vote of members present. 
 
Several documents were distributed to Board members for review concerning this topic including 
greenhouse examples (EXHIBIT F) and Marijuana Facility Guidance Document Based on the 2015 
International Building Code (EXHIBIT G), proposed changes to the International Building and 
International Fire Code (EXHIBIT H). 
     

9. Following the above vote, on a MOTION by Kerry Dietz seconded by Jen Hoyt it was voted in the 
majority to form a study group comprised of representatives from (at minimum): 
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 Building Inspection; 

 Fire Services; 

 Cannabis Growing and Production; and  

 Farm Service Trade. 

 
On discussion, Chief Gallagher questioned what then happens if the study group determines that grow 
facility should be classified in a different use group?  Board members indicated that the interpretation 
made is relevant for the being, but like any provision, may change or be subject to differing interpretation 
in the future if warranted. 
 
A roll call vote indicated the following members voted in favor of the interpretation: 

 Chairman, Richard Crowley; 

 Kerry Dietz; 

 Jen Hoyt; 

 John Couture;  

 Robert Anderson; and 

The following members were opposed to the interpretation: 

 Chris Penne; 

 Steve Frederickson; 

 Michael McDowell; and 

 Kevin Gallagher. 

The measure was approved on a 5 to 4 vote of members present. 
 
Following this discussion, Board members took a short recess from 2:30 – 2:40 p.m. 
 

10. Rob Anderson introduced the request for interpretation concerning requirements for elevator lobbies in 
high-rise buildings submitted by Doug Anderson of Commercial Construction Consulting, Inc. (EXHIBIT 

I).  Mr. Anderson was asked to pose the question and provide what he thought to be the appropriate 
interpretation of the code for consideration by Board members. 
 
Rob Anderson further explained that Office of Public Safety and Inspections staff were discussing certain 
matters relating to elevator modernization projects as well the definition of a high rise building in 
consideration of Massachusetts General Law Chapter 148 §§ 26A and 26A½ as a building “. . . of more than 
seventy feet in height above the mean grade . . . “.  Rob indicated the sections establish requirements for 
automatic sprinklers in both new and existing high rise buildings (referring the reader to the building code).  
In the past, the building code has been modified to coordinate with the Chapter 148 definition as opposed 
to the International Code Council (ICC) definition which states “a building with an occupied floor located 
more than 75 feet above the lowest level of fire department vehicle access”.  Recently, questions have been raised 
as to whether or not the code needs to be revised to reflect the Chapter 148 definition or if Board members 
may choose to retain the ICC definition. 
 
Following discussion, Board members decided to delay making a determination on the request for 
interpretation and elevator modernization projects to allow further review by staff and possibly FPFP 
members and to seek further guidance from legal counsel concerning the definition of a high-rise 
building. 
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11. Rob Anderson introduced the topic of the Building Code Coordinating Council (BCCC) indicating that a 

line was included on the agenda because it was thought that the Department of Public Health (DPH) 
would be submitting revised regulations to the BCCC later in the month which turned out to be false. 
However, Rob took time to explain BCCC for the benefit of newer Board members, indicating that any 
construction code promulgating agency is required to submit regulations to the BCCC prior to issuance.  
BCCC members do not have approval authority over regulation content, but are focused on reducing or 
hopefully eliminating duplication or conflict among construction codes.  The Board of Building 
Regulations and Standards (BBRS) has a sit on the BCCC.  At times, the chair will sit in on meetings.  The 
chair may also designate someone to sit if he is not available.  Often, Rob Anderson sits on behalf of the 
BBRS.  Most often, code promulgating agencies attempt to resolve any and all matters that may be 
considered conflicts and\or duplications whether determined during a meeting or before.  Since the 
BCCC only meets when an agency anticipates promulgating code requirements, its schedule is often 
erratic.  However, when known, Board members should consider and discuss any regulations that may go 
through the process as a matter of procedure. 
 

12. On a MOTION by Michael McDowell seconded by John Couture it was unanimously voted to approve 

renewal of Construction Supervisor License number CS-071356 for Michael Irving beyond the normal 

period due to a medical issue. 

 

13. On a MOTION by Michael McDowell seconded by John Couture it was voted in the majority (8 in favor, 1 

abstention) to approve Richard A. Saalfrank for licensure as a construction supervisor under the average 

passing score exception having met established criterion on exams. 

 

Rob Anderson abstained from the vote. 

 

14. Rob Anderson asked Board members to review the schedule and location for the remaining BBRS meeting 

for the year, agreeing to the following: 

 

 July 11th Meeting Cancelled; 

 August 8th Meeting in Springfield; 

 September 12th Meeting in Boston; 

 October 10th Meeting in Milford; 

 November 14th Meeting\Public Hearing in Boston; and 

 December 12th Meeting in Milford. 

15. On a MOTION by Michael McDowell seconded by John Couture it was unanimously voted to adjourn 
the regular meeting at approximately 3:30 p.m.  

 
EXHIBITS: 

A.  Meeting Agenda. 
B. BBRS Meeting Minutes for May 16, 2017 (Approved with corrections). 
C. BOCC Meeting Minutes for May 11, 2017 (Approved as submitted). 
D. A PowerPoint Presentation submitted by Mr. John Dalton concerning Table 601 of the IBC and 

whether or not a beam rating must be equal to the assembly rating.   
E. Letter from Robert Carasitti of Building, Fire & Access, Inc. dated March 24, 2017. 
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F. Greenhouse examples. 
G. Marijuana Facility Guidance Document based on the 2015 International Building Code. 
H. Proposed changes to the International Building Code (IBC) and International Fire Code (IFC) 

concerning cannabis facilities. 
I. Letter concerning elevator lobbies in high-rise buildings submitted by Doug Anderson of Commercial 

Construction Consulting, Inc. dated June 7, 2017 and support document issued by CODE RED 
Consultants dated June 7, 2017. 


