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MINUTES of the Prescott Advisory and Appeals Board MEETING held on March 6, 2019 at 1:00pm in
the basement conference room, CITY HALL, 201 S. CORTEZ STREET, PRESCOTT, ARIZONA

I. CALL TO ORDER - Chairman Meads called the meeting to order at 1:04pm

II. ATTENDANCE

MEMBERS STAFF
Robert Betts Michelle Chavez, Recorder
Constance Cantelme Paul Macari, Chief Building Official
Richard Yetman Bryn Stotler, Director of Community Development
Larry Meads (Acting Chair) COUNCIL
George Sheats Steve Sischka

III. REGULAR AGENDA

A. NEW BUSINESS

1. Approve minutes of February 20th meeting :

A motion to accept the minutes of February 20, 2019 was made by Member Sheats. A discussion
occurred and it was decided to change the verbiage on page 3 to “phase the project in” rather than “soften
the rules.”

Member Cantelme described the unique circumstances for historic residential properties and noted some of
the requirements drive folks underground. She queried the board whether a phased or two year plan could
be considered for historic properties when significant changes are required to bring them into code
compliance.

Director Stotler agreed that there need to be additional avenues both in historic commercial and residential
projects, noting the City doesn’t want to discourage businesses and residents from renovation. She stated
she supported the idea of a framework or a plan for completion, which could incorporate agreed upon
milestones like a TCO (Temporary Certificate of Occupancy) does.

Building Official Macari stated he would like to call it something other than a Temporary Certificate of
Occupancy if such a process were developed. It could be called a “phased construction plan” or something
similar. Residents can be assisted by prioritizing the things that are most important to get the permit
approved.
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The Temporary Certificate of Occupancy is available for people who have challenges meeting building
timelines which involve aspects of building completion that don’t have life/safety issues attached. There is
an additional charge for TCO of over three hundred dollars. Residential TCOs require a lot of monitoring by
staff and can become problematic as time goes on. Any new process for phased construction approvals
would need to be designed with those issues in mind.

Discussion continued regarding “as is” homes, various scenarios of building renovations, inspections, etc.

Acting Chair Meads had a question on language regarding Chapter 21 Masonry and Mr. Macari indicated
the language is ok.

Acting Chair Meads had a question on Chapter 30 Elevators, wondering when local hardware and
compatible software becomes available will City of Prescott adopt this section at that time. Mr. Macari
indicated the situation can be resolved with standard operating procedures.

The language change of “phase the project in” was seconded by Member Yetman and the motion to
approve the minutes as amended was approved unanimously.

2. Review of Mechanical, Residential and Electrical codes amended and ready for adoption

Updates to Mechanical Code:
Mr. Macari gave an overview of updates to mechanical codes including grease ducts.

Updates to Residential Code:
Mr. Macari gave an overview of updates to residential code, noting that Chapter 4 – One and two family
dwelling is probably the section of the code that gets used the most.

Member Cantelme asked about Chapter One Scope and Administration, further inquiring if the provisions
mean the Building Official is going to condemn and does the City have the legal ability to do that.

Mr. Macari advised that the provision allows the department the ability to notify that a structure is unsafe to
occupy. Legal condemnation and enforcement is handled in a different department, and the CBO doesn’t
have the authority to condemn.

There was a discussion regarding sprinkler and alarms which are required in any structure over 5000
square feet. This is found in the fire code.

Mr. Macari gave an overview of updates that relate to attic loads, address numbers, and more. The
ordinance(s) are being reviewed for content, punctuation, and the legal department will also look everything
over before it goes to City Council for approval.

Acting Chair Meads stated that they are passing on the intent of the code changes.

Member Cantelme asked if the Council has a bigger understanding of the changes and what the costs
involved with third party certifications, blower door tests are.

There was a discussion of cost additions and subtractions via the recommended code changes.

Councilman Sischka stated he is asked why the City adopted all the codes when a lot of them do not apply
to Prescott. He further stated he is not sure how the City can get beyond that, noting Council doesn’t want to
consistently be confronted with why are things so easy in Prescott Valley and so difficult in Prescott. He
noted that sometimes when he is unable to help someone, making the effort to try makes them feel like the
City cares. He expressed wanting to make it a more customer friendly process. The Council backs up the
department and trusts that they do their due diligence.
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Member Cantelme stated that all contractors want to comply, but that comes with less regulation, not more.
She further stated that the builder doesn’t assume the cost, it gets passed on to the consumer, noting
someone needs to needs to go through the code and see if it’s really needed in Prescott.

Member Cantelme continued, discussing that the City is relying on 3rd party certifications and inspections to
limit liability, and there is a cost to all of this. She feels we are too far along in the process to affect any
change, suggesting that the City find an avenue and analyze what will be done regarding adoption of the
energy codes.

Director Stotler stated the current proposed adoption date of July 2019 is a target, not a deadline. The Chief
Building Official and other building officials from all the jurisdictions in the region have worked on this code
review for many months and the City wants to be in line with the other jurisdictions to make it easier for the
end user. She invited the Board to look at it from the end user viewpoint and if the Board feels strongly
about certain aspects that affect the builders and consumers, give us some bullet points on what we can
change and we’ll review them.

Member Cantelme stated the goal should be to hone the codes and make them better with the regulation we
already have.

Council member Sischka stated that the Council needs to know that the Board has met and come to some
sort of agreement on the pending code adoption, and that this exercise will result in Council knowing what
you have gone through to come to an understanding between the City and the building community.

Director Stotler stated that there are aspects of the code adoption that likely won’t be revealed until the new
codes are being implemented in the field by the contractors, as it is typically feedback from the industry that
alerts us to code issues. She further stated the goal has been to make it simpler and more concise, and
hopefully easier to apply from the City’s side too. She concluded by referencing that this has also been a
collaborative effort across the jurisdictions in the region, and that has never happened before and should be
a great benefit to the local building community.

There was a conversation about energy code costs and input from contractors.  It was determined to put the
energy code on the agenda for the next meeting.

A motion was made by Member Cantelme to add to next meeting agenda: Energy conservation
requirements and anything we have not finished today. Motion was seconded by Member Yetman.
The motion carried unanimously.

The group determined that the next A and A meeting will be moved to March 27th, same time and location.

The group discussed the energy codes and the history of how the City accepted federal funds connected to
an energy conservation project, triggering a requirement to adopt minimum requirement energy codes from
then and thereafter, and later tried to return the funds, to no avail.  There was debate if this is truly a
significant issue for contractors.  Ms. Cantelme and Ms. Griffis, a member of the public in attendance,
discussed doing a survey to determine the feelings in the building community.

Mr. Macari presented on masonry measurement systems, soils, sheet and roofing, chimney, fire places and
barbeques, congregated living, solar thermal, gas, drainage, sheeting, roof shingles, and air testing.

Updates to Electrical Codes:
Mr. Macari stated that the section on tamper resistant receptacles has been deleted in its entirety, by
consensus of the building officials. He referenced that the product was developed due to kids sticking things
in electrical outlets. However, he noted that usability is an issue for the consumer, as they tend to be more
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difficult to plug into and out of, especially for people with arthritis. He noted the amount of people being
electrocuted annually has not decreased significantly.

Acting Chair Meads stated that Prescott Valley’s Advisory and Appeals Board has not yet recommended
inclusion of the tamper resistant receptacles. He further noted that 89% of shock or burn incidents occur
with children. Tamper resistant receptacles provide the best protection, and this is the commentary in the
code book.  Also for a lodging facility, child care center, medical care facilities, hospitals, it is important to
have these.  He stated these are effective and doesn’t want the safety feature removed from code. He
spoke against the removal of this code provision at Yavapai County also and has heard no technical reason
why this should be removed. Mr. Meads then displayed actual models of the outlets, noting some of these
are as little as $1.19 each.  The first time you plug it in, it’s slightly more difficult than a standard receptacle.
The more one uses it, the easier it gets. He feels it is irresponsible not to maintain this code provision.

The members discussed whether to put the tamper resistant receptacles language back into the code.

Member Yetman suggested we move on to something else and come back to it later.

Member Cantelme motioned to table the tamper resistant receptacles to the next A and A meeting.
Member Yetman seconded and the motion passed unanimously.

The group discussed electrical 120 / 240 volt clarifications, and section 90.1A.  Suggestion was made by
Acting Chair Meads to include Article 310.5 instead of deleting it. Mr. Macari will look at it again and may
add it as item D.

For the next meeting it was discussed to add tamper resistant receptacles in dwelling units and energy code
as discussion items and a staff recommended an action item to approve the eight proposed code
amendments.

IV. ADJOURNMENT
A motion to adjourn was made by Member Yetman, seconded by Member Cantelme and
approved unanimously.

Meeting adjourned at 3:31pm

Michelle Chavez, Recorder Larry Meads, Acting Chairman


