
R ecently named ICC 
CEO, Mr. William J. 

(Bill) Tangye, age 57, of 
Mountain Brook, died Sat-
urday, June 01, 2002. The 
Funeral Mass was be held 
at 10:00 am on Tuesday, 
June 4th, at St. Paul's Ca-
thedral Catholic Church 
with burial at Ridout's 
Southern Heritage Ceme-
tery in Pelham, Alabama. 
The family received 
friends  at Ridout's Valley 
Chapel in Homewood. Mr. 
Tangye is survived by his 
wife, Elaine B. Tangye; 
three sons, James Cole 
Tangye, William Patrick 
Tangye (Susan) and Benja-
min McKean Tangye 

(Continued on page 8) 

A  federal report on 
the collapse of the 

World Trade Center fo-
cuses on preventing fu-
ture hijackings rather 
than efforts to improve 
building safety. The 
study was written in con-
junction with the Struc-
tural Engineering Insti-
tute of the American So-
ciety of Civil Engineers.  
Federal Emergency 
Management Agency 
(FEMA) recommends no 
changes in building 
codes but calls for new 
training to save lives of 
rescue workers in future 
terrorist attacks.  
The best way to guard 
against another large 
scale building collapse is 
best accomplished by 
keeping hijackers off 
airplanes by applying 
resources to aviation and 

other security measures 
rather than to hardening 
buildings against airplane 
impact 
The study described the 
incredible devastation 
cause by the jet-fuel fires 
in the World Trade Center 
(WTC) Towers:  
"As the burning jet fuel 
spread across several 
floors of both buildings, it 
ignited much of the build-
ings' contents, causing si-
multaneous fires across 
several floors of both 
buildings. … The large 
quantity of jet fuel carried 
by each aircraft ignited 
upon impact into each 
building. A significant 
portion of this fuel was 
consumed immediately in 
the ensuing fireballs.”  The 
report states that the re-
maining fuel “is believed 
to have flowed down 

FEMA, ASCE Report on WTC  

SPECIAL POINTS OF 
INTEREST:  

NAHB withdraws from 
NFPA 5000 development 
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Brant Receives Ohio IAEI President’s Award 

B oard of Building 
Standards Executive 

Secretary, John W. Brant, 

received the President’s 
Award at the April 2002 
Annual Meeting of the 
Ohio Chapter of the Inter-
national Association of 
Electrical Inspectors.   
Mr. Brant was selected for 
his participation in and 
contributions to the Ohio 
Chapter of IAEI.   
He was recognized for his 
participation in the imple-
mentation of Ohio’s first 
model-code-based Ohio 

Basic Building Code, for 
development of legisla-
tion and implementation 
of rules for the certifica-
tion of local boards of 
building appeals, for 
implementation of the 
certification program for 
building department per-
sonnel, and for oversee-
ing the ongoing support 
of certified building de-
partments and certified 
personnel through the 

use of Board financial 
resources to support code 
education and training in 
Ohio.  He has regularly 
provided legal and code 
seminars for many Ohio 
organizations. Mr. Brant, 
an attorney,  came to the 
Board as Executive Sec-
retary in 1979 and served 
until 1991. He returned 
as Executive Secretary in 
1995 and currently 
serves in that position. 

 

In Memoriam -  
William J. “Bill” 

Tangye 
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NAPOLEON - A local contractor 
“has seen what happens when 
homes aren't built to code”, the 
T o l e d o  B l a d e  r e p o r t s . 
“He has seen fires, foundation 
cracks, and floods.” 
As reported in the last edition of 
the BBS NEWSLETTER, a resi-
dential advisory committee was 
created by the state legislature and 
appointed by the Director of the 
Ohio Department of Commerce to 
recommend a residential building 
code that could be used in Ohio. 
Lucas County chief building offi-
cial, John Walters, a member of 
the Ohio Residential Advisory 
Committee, said he believes the 
creation of a statewide residential 
building code would help solve 
these problems  
The deputy director of the Ohio 
Municipal League said his organi-
zation doesn't object to a code that 
would make homes safer but 
would oppose legislation that re-
quires mandatory enforcement. 
The executive director of the Ohio 
Home Builders Association said a 
statewide code would be a benefit 
to contractors who work in differ-
ent jurisdictions. 
David Ledvinka, a member of the 
Ohio Board of Building Standards 
and Executive Director of the 
Ohio Council of the National In-
stitution of Building Sciences, 
said “Recommending the code 
isn't the tough part; it's getting it 
passed into law.”  
There have been ongoing efforts  
by the construction industry and 
the enforcement community dur-
ing several session of the legisla-
ture to establish a statewide resi-
dential code. 
LONDON - The 12th District 
Court of Appeals upheld the ter-
mination of a city building in-

spector.  
After being fired on 4 June 1999, 
the inspector  filed a lawsuit  for 
wrongful termination, seeking puni-
tive damages, compensatory dam-
ages, and reinstatement to his job. 
Losing at the common pleas level, 
the inspector appealed but the ap-
peals court agreed with the city. 
The dispute began when the inspec-
tor (who performs zoning, building, 
and electrical inspections) refused 
to approve a street lighting project, 
passing the matter on to an electri-
cal safety inspector. He was subse-
quently fired. 
After the inspector was fired, the 
city entered into a contract with an 
engineering firm to handle inspec-
tions for the city. Later, an individ-
ual was hired to fill the position. 
CANTON - The Stark County 
Building Department offices, lo-
cated at 1727 Mahoning Rd. NE, 
are reported to be in a state of seri-
ous disrepair. 
Gutters are  loose, space is cramped, 
carpeting is worn out, shelving sag, 
duct tape patches doors, an air con-
ditioner looks like it’s ready to fall 
out of a window,  lines of people 
stretch outside with construction 
season in the spring, the lobby fits 
only two people, paint is peeling off 
parts of the exterior, tires are stored 
in a work area, and a fire escape is 
used for smoking breaks, but the 
county can’t afford to construct a 
new office for the Building Depart-
ment.  
The commissioners plan to place a 
sales tax on the November ballot in 
an attempt to generate funds to ad-
dress the problems but the tax might 
not generate enough revenue. 
TOLEDO - The president of Toledo 
City Council raised the issue of in-
spections in a last-ditch effort to 
save a 115-year-old building. Ques-

In the News Around Ohio 
tions were raised about missing in-
spection notes used to declared the 
building a public hazard and a sub-
ject to demolition. 
The president has stated that he re-
peatedly asked for a copy of the in-
spector’s notes to determine how the 
building was inspected  
It was reported that the department is 
still looking for the inspection report.  
The department has reported that a 
parapet wall has separated from the 
roof, floor joists have dangerously 
deteriorated and subsequently or-
dered repair or demolition within 10 
days. 
The criticism was based upon it was 
felt that the inspection was inade-
quate because the inspector did not 
visit all parts of the building. 
The county commissioners voted to 
sell the property to an individual who 
plans to tear it down and use the 
space for another purpose. 
COLUMBUS - Labor representatives 
lobbied county officials for stricter 
regulations on contractors. They 
cited use of illegal immigrants, child 
labor, and failure to pay state-
mandated wages. 
Franklin County commissioners, re-
cently adopted "quality-contracting'' 
rules and Columbus City Council 
had a first reading on its own ver-
sion.  
Under such rules, contractors must 
provide health insurance, pensions to 
employees, guarantee they meet 
training requirements, and must 
prove they comply with safety rules 
and workers' compensation laws.  
There are some who believe there is 
evidence that when such rules are put 
in place union contractors usually 
enjoy a commanding edge in win-
ning contracts. 
COLUMBUS - The Ohio Supreme 
Court decided that the city of Canton 

(Continued on page 8) 
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Most Common Electrical Items Missed in Plan Review 

D uring a training class for 
state Electrical Safety In-

structors (ESI), held earlier this 
year, we asked the assembled 
ESIs to list those problems that 
they see in the field that are 
missed in plan review.  After 
completing their lists of prob-
lems, they were summarized in 
tabular form as shown below.  

The items were assigned a point 
value depending on the ranking each 
inspector gave each item.  Then, the 
point values were totaled for each 
item that the inspectors listed.   
As can be seen below the top five 
most missed items are: 
1. Grounding requirements on 

building electrical service 
2. Missing exit or egress lighting  

3. Providing restrike lighting 
4. Incorrect conductors or ser-

vice conductors 
5. Incomplete fire alarms infor-

mation or none provided 
Building departments should use 
this information to correct their 
plan review for electrical items 
that may be missed in their 
plan review process. 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 Score Rank 

Ground Requirements on Services 1 1 1 1 1   3  2, 4 1 3, 4  1  98 1 
Panel Schedule & Load Calculations 2 2              16 8 
Roof Top Receptacle & Lighting 3 4              10 10 

Disconnect Required for Signs 4               4  
Existing Electric & Panels 5               2  
Fire Alarms Not Complete or Not on Plans (incl. A-4) 6 6    1, 4     5 6    24 5 
Exit or Egress Lighting Missing 7    4    2, 3 3 3, 4 1 4  3, 4 58 2 
Wrong Size Conductors/Service Conductors  3   2 2  1   2 5    42 4 
Location of Panels  5              2  
Emergency Remote Heads on Exterior of Building  7    3        3  12 9 

Specification of Wiring Method Used  8  4        8  4  8  
Ductwork Over Panels & Gear   2             8  
Piping Over Panels & Gear   3             6  
H.V. Switch Gear Rooms & Egress   4             4  
L.V. Switch Gear Rooms & Egress   5             2  
Plan Approval 8 1/2 x 11 Akin to Back of Pack   6             0  
ADA Requirements (electrical)   7             0  
GFCI Requirements    2     4   7   2 20 7 

Sprinklers in Electrical Rooms (Protection of Equip.)    3            6  
Emergency/Egress/Exit Req.-Battery or Gen/Occupancy    5            2  
Riser Diagrams Incorrect 90% of the Time     3  1      3   22 6 

Complete Layout of Hazardous Locations       2       6  8  
Grouping of Disconnects        2        8  
Restrike Lighting         1   2 1 2 1 46 3 
Bonding Gas Piping & Water Lines          1      10 10 

Fixture Fastened to Ceiling             2   16 8 

Sizing of Overcurrent Protection              5  2  

MOST COMMON ELECTRICAL ITEMS MISSED IN PLAN REVIEW  
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O n May 8, the 
Ohio Supreme 

Court rendered its decision in the 
case of Canton v. Ohio. This deci-
sion has major implications for 
the manufactured housing indus-
try within the State of Ohio be-
cause cities can constitutionally 
limit the placement of such units 
within their geographical bounda-
ries through zoning regulations. 
Justice Lundberg Stratton speak-
ing for the court’s majority (6-1) 
said that Section 3781.184 (C) & 
(D), “which attempts to limit the 
ability of political subdivisions to 
zone their communities as they 
see fit, strikes at the heart of mu-
nicipal home rule: the orderly 
planning of a city.”  
During the 1980s there were nu-
merous cases in Ohio that dealt 
with the right of a political subdi-
vision to regulate the placing of 
manufactured housing units 
through zoning. To clarify the 
zoning situation was the major 
reason that S.B. 142 was enacted 
in 1999. 
S. B. 142 consisted of two parts. 
First in paragraphs A and B of 
Section 3781.184, R.C., the Gen-
eral Assembly recognized the pre-
emption that was established by 
the Federal government over 
manufactured housing in 1976 
and said that the U. S. Department 
of Housing and Urban Develop-
ment’s regulations shall be the 
exclusive construction and safety 
standards for manufactured hous-
ing in this state. To achieve this 
recognition each unit must have a 
permanent label or tag affixed to 
it. The Board of Building Stan-
dards has recognized the General 
Assembly’s legislative pro-
nouncement by the adoption of 
Rule 4101:1-1-01.2 Exception 7. 

Exception 7 basically recognizes 
the federal preemption of the 
regulation and inspection of 
manufactured housing.  
Paragraphs C and D of Section 
3781.184 forbid political subdi-
visions from barring manufac-
tured homes from areas where 
other single-family homes were 
permitted by the local zoning 
provisions. The second part of 
the act which sought to limit the 
right of all political subdivisions 
to zone the placement of manu-
factured houses has now been 
declared unconstitutional as it 
relates to municipal corporations. 
The court did not specifically 
address the issue as it relates to 
county and township zoning. 
In conclusion neither the Ohio 
Board of Building Standards nor 
a local political subdivision can 
regulate the construction of a 
manufactured home. The Su-
preme Court has upheld the Gen-
eral Assembly’s recognition of 
the federal preemption of the 
regulation and inspection of 
manufactured homes, but de-
clared unconstitutional the at-
tempt to limit the power of a mu-
nicipal corporation to zone 
manufactured homes from single 
family residential areas. What is 
not clear is did the Supreme 
Court also find unconstitutional 
the right of the General Assem-
bly to place limitations on the 
right of counties and townships 
to zone manufactured homes . 
The most important part of the 
decision, however, is the 
Court’s new test for what con-
stitutes a general law for pur-
poses of the home-rule. The 
Court established a four part 
test to determine whether a 

statute is a general law. First, the 
court will look to see if a statute 
is part of a statewide and com-
prehensive legislative enact-
ment. Second, the statute must 
apply to all parts of the state and 
operate uniformly through the 
state. Third, the statute must set 
forth police, sanitary, or similar 
regulations, rather than purport 
only to grant or limit legislative 
power of a municipal corpora-
tions to set forth police, sanitary, 
or similar regulations. Finally, 
the court said that the statute 
must prescribe a rule of conduct 
upon citizens generally. 
In applying this test, the major-
ity of the court found that R. C. 
3781.184 (C) and (D) were not 
part of a system of uniform 
statewide regulation of manu-
factured housing because the 
statute did not operate uniformly 
throughout the state, and the 
statute only purported to limit 
the legislative power of munici-
pal corporations to enact police, 
sanitary, or similar regulations. 
The court also found that the 
statute failed to prescribe a rule 
of conduct upon citizens gener-
ally. As a result, the limitations 
placed on the zoning powers of 
a municipal corporation were 
unconstitutional because the 
statute violated Section 3, Arti-
cle XVIII of the Ohio Constitu-
tion. The court also concluded 
that R. C. 3781.184 (A) and (B) 
remain constitutional and that 
local governments do not have 
the authority to regulate the con-
struction of manufac-
tured homes.  

Legally Speaking — John Brant 
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supervision of the boiler by a licensed 
steam engineer.  Obviously, from an 
owner's perspective, fiscally the better 
choice when selecting a boiler would be 
a boiler that is exempted from the li-
censed steam engineer supervision re-
quirement.  At the request of owners, 
therefore, design engineers would his-
torically specify boilers to meet this 
threshold.  As a result, manufacturer's, 
over the years, have chosen to market 

their products in this way and unfortu-
nately, have incorrectly identified and 
advertised these boilers as "Ohio Spe-
cials". 
The ORC does not mention the term 
"Ohio Special".  However, a Board of 
Building Standards (BBS) rule, Ohio 
Administrative Code section 4101:4-1-
01 (DD), defines an "Ohio Special" as "a 
boiler or unfired pressure vessel which 

does not fully comply with code 
requirements, but has been ap-
proved for use in Ohio by special 
action of the board under section 
4104.02 of the Revised Code or 
permitted for use by the board of 
building appeals under section 
3781.19 of the Revised Code."  This 
is the legal definition of an "Ohio 
Special".  One of my primary re-
sponsibilities, as the Board's staff 
engineer, is to review the specifica-
tions, drawings, calculations, and 
testing reports for these unique non-
code complying boilers and vessels 
proposed for use in Ohio.  After 
reviewing the design documents, I 
make a recommendation to the 
Board and they make the decision 
as to whether to approve the boiler 
or vessel for use in Ohio.  These 
vessels aren't very common.  Most 
vessels used in Ohio meet the refer-
enced ASME Boiler and Pressure 
Vessel standards and come com-
plete with an identifying ASME 
stamp on the vessel.  In contrast, the 

(Continued on page 11) 

W HAT'S SO SPE-
CIAL ABOUT 

OHIO SPECIALS?  In the last issue 
of the BBS Newsletter, I focused on 
the jurisdictional issues associated 
with boiler inspections and code en-
forcement.  This article will, again, 
address an issue related to boilers and 
pressure vessels; the so-called "Ohio 
Special".  There seems to be consid-
erable misunderstanding in the engi-
neering community and the boiler 
industry about exactly what is an 
"Ohio Special". 
  Looking at industry catalog cut 
sheets for boilers, you would likely 
conclude that the boiler manufactur-
ing industry has defined an "Ohio 
Special" as those boilers that do not 
exceed 360 square feet of heating 
surface.  This area threshold was 
derived based upon language in the 
Ohio Revised Code (ORC) section 
4739.04, which states that a boiler of 
less than thirty horsepower (a horse-
power being defined as 12 square 
feet of boiler heating surface) would 
be exempt from the requirement for 

W HO CALLS THE 
BOARD? 

Of the many services provided by 
the Board of Building Standards, 
one of the most important is re-
ceiving and answering the thou-
sands of questions on the building 
code we get each year.  The 
Board’s staff works diligently to 
researching and providing answers 
to questions from a broad spectrum 
of individuals including owners, 
design professionals, contractors, 
manufacturers, attorneys, building 
department personnel, the press 
and, yes, even politicians.  Not 
only does this activity keep us hop-
ping, it forces us to constantly edu-
cate ourselves and to reconcile 

subtle and not so subtle differ-
ences in the code. 
If we had to categorize the various 
types of phone calls, emails and let-
ters we get each year, I guess there 
would be quite a number of them.  
Here are just a few: 
1) Individuals want us to “overrule” 

the building official.  This is not 
our function, nor is it within our 
authority. The building official 
has the final authority to interpret 
the code. If there is a difference of 
opinion, we always encourage the 
owner to work with the building 
official or to appeal to the Ohio 
Board of Building Appeals 
(OBBA) or to the local certified 
board of building appeals (BBA), 
if there is one. This relates to item 

number 2. 
2) Individuals wants to schedule an 

appeal hearing with us.  We 
have to inform them we are not 
the OBBA.  We usually refer 
the caller to either the OBBA or 
to the local certified BBA. 

3) Individuals want a building code 
“interpretation” for a particular 
project.  This is not our func-
tion, nor is it within our author-
ity.  While, as individual staff 
members we can offer an opin-
ion, we cannot speak for the 
Board for both practical and 
legal reasons (see Ohio Revised 
Code section 3781.10 for the 
duties of the Board).  Also, we 
do not have perfect knowledge 

(Continued on page 10) 

Getting Mechanical - Debbie Ohler 

Around the Code World with Mike Brady 

This is the legal definition of 
an "Ohio Special".   



BBS N EWSLETTER PAGE 6  

proficiency and professionalism 
within the profession, and to fa-
cilitate reciprocity and portability 
of credentials throughout the 
world.  
The single program will build on 
ICC’s Certified Building Officials 
(CBO) certification which is a 
credential for demonstrating an 
individual’s expertise in adminis-
tering a building department 
thereby protecting the public by 
regulating construction. The pro-
gram will provide national and 
international recognition by offer-
ing one source for eligibility, test-
ing and certification maintenance, 
as the Certified Building Official 
(CBO) program has done for dec-
ades. 

While additional details describ-
ing the comprehensive nature of 
this future service will be devel-
oped in the coming months, an 
ICC certification task force with 
representation from BOCA, 
ICBO, and SBCCI agreed on sev-
eral key points:  

1. The single certification pro-
gram will offer an assort-
ment of options that are re-
sponsive to states, local juris-
dictions and individual mem-
ber needs. Categories will be 
discrete in the requirements 
for certification and repre-
sent code occupations within 
the code profession. ICC will 
begin issuing certifications 

(Continued on page 7) 

T he International Code Coun-
cil (ICC) announced plans to 

consolidate the certification ser-
vices offered by or on behalf of 
the Building Officials and Code 
Administrators International, Inc. 
(BOCA), International Conference 
of Building Officials (ICBO), and 
Southern Building Code Congress 
International, Inc. (SBCCI). ICC 
plans to implement a single pro-
gram under the auspices of the 
ICC to replace the testing and cer-
tification services that are cur-
rently separately offered by ICC 
and its statutory members. 
The goal of the ICC Certification 
Program is to ensure the public 
health and safety through a system 
that measures ongoing knowledge 

W hile it may not effect certi-
fied building departments, 

it is advisable to be aware of a new 
law in Ohio that your municipality 
may be faced with in the future. 
What is “Safe havens for New-
borns”? 
Not all women who get pregnant 
are ready to raise a child. Some-
times they see no options except to 
abandon the baby. Safe Havens 
provides a new option. It allows a 
birth parent to leave a newborn 
infant (less than 72 hours old) 
with: 

− A medical worker in a hospi-
tal; 

− A medical worker at a fire de-
partment or other emergency 
service organization; or 

− A peace officer at a law en-
forcement agency. 

If the infant is left with a person at 
one of these places, and has not 
been abused, the parent will face 
no legal consequences for making 

this choice. 
Who can take a newborn to a 
Safe Haven? 
The birth parent (mother or father) 
can take a child to a Safe Haven. 
The law provides protection from 
prosecution only for the child’s 
parents. 
Does the birth parent have to 
call before taking an infant to a 
Safe Haven? 
No. A birth parent may take a 
newborn to a Safe Haven at any 
time until the child is 72 hours, or 
three days, old. 
What information will the birth 
parent have to provide? 
The birth parent is not required to 
provide any information, includ-
ing his or her name. However, it 
would help the baby if the birth 
parent chose to provide basic 
health information. The birth par-
ent will be offered a form to guide 
them in providing the most impor-
tant health information. 

ICC and Consolidation of Certification Services for Code Professionals 

What happens next? 
If the baby needs medical attention, 
it will be provided. The professional 
staff person who accepts the baby 
will contact the county children ser-
vices agency; and the baby will be 
placed in an adoptive home. There 
are many families who want to 
adopt a baby. 
When a parent cannot care for an 
infant, leaving the baby at a Safe 
Haven may be the best choice for 
the child. If the birth parent is not 
sure about this decision, an adoption 
social worker can help by providing 
information on available options 
and services for birth parents and 
their babies. Information is also 
available by calling: 

HELP ME GROW 
1-800-755-4769. 

Any birth parent who wants to raise 
a baby but doesn’t know how, may 
also call the Help Me Grow hotline 
to get information about caring 
for and raising children. 

Safe Haven For Newborns: a New Ohio Law 
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T HE OBC - What’s Differ-
ent for Accessibility? 

 

AN OVERVIEW OF WHAT 
HASN’T CHANGED?   
For those designers, contractors, 
and code enforcement profession-
als who were already familiar 
with the access provisions in 
Chapter 11 of the OBBC (and the 
related Americans With Disabili-
ties Act Accessibility Guide-
lines—ADAAG—sections) for 
common and public use areas, 
functionally, nothing much has 
really changed.  You will, how-
ever, find a much changed Chap-
ter 11 in the 2002 OBC.  The 
scoping provisions (what has to 
comply) that you had to search so 
hard for in ADAAG, are now 
listed in Chapter 11 much like 
other code chapters.  The standard 
we use to determine the compli-
ance criteria for public and com-
mon use areas remains the 
ADAAG.  To assure everyone 
uses the proper version, we’ve 

added, by rule, the US Depart-
ment of Justice website address to 
Chapter 35 (section 3501.3, http://
w w w . u s d o j . g o v / c r t / a d a /
stdspdf.htm, this is where you can 
download a free, correct version 
of the Guidelines).   
The other thing that hasn’t 
changed, is that building depart-
ments still do not enforce the 
Americans with Disabilities Act 
(known as the “ADA”).  In Ohio, 
building departments, enforce the 
OBC’s accessibility provisions 
located in Chapter 11. 
WHAT HAS CHANGED? 
Where four or more dwellings, 
used as residences, occur in a 
structure (apartments, town-
houses, condominiums, etc.) and 
the dwellings are not exempted 
(see the exceptions in Chapter 11, 
similar to the exceptions in the 
old code), the interior of the units 
must comply with the Type-A or 
Type-B requirements in ICC/
ANSI A117.1-98.   

Making it Accessible - Jan Sokolnicki 
Type-A units are required in R-2 
buildings with more than 20 
units.  Two percent (2%) of the 
units must be designed to meet 
the Type-A criteria (with details 
similar to ADAAG accessible 
features rather than the minimal, 
adaptable features we were famil-
iar with in the Fair Housing Act 
Guidelines—FHAG).   
In addition to any required Type-
A units, other dwellings (where 
the FHAG units used to be re-
quired in the OBBC) must be 
Type-B units.  The difference 
between the (OBBC) old FHAG 
requirements and the Type-B 
criteria is subtle but distinctive:   
• Expanded detail and condi-

tions allowed for the path 
through the unit, also, the path 
is not allowed through baths, 
closets, etc. 

• Threshold height limited to 
½” max. (FHAG ¾”)  

• Additional limitations, by ref-
(Continued on page 8) 

based on the ICC exams by 
August 2002. Examinations 
offered by other venders and 
determined to be comparable 
will be recognized for a limited 
period of time. 

2. Transition guidelines will en-
sure that existing statutory 
member certifications, which 
are considered to be current, 
will be accepted in the new 
program.  
Individuals who have renewed/
maintained current certification 
under the BOCA National 
Codes, SBCCI Standard Codes 

(Continued from page 6) or ICBO Uniform Codes 
will be brought into the pro-
gram by January 2003 as 
ICC “legacy code” certifi-
cation holders. Certificate 
holders must comply with 
ICC renewal requirements 
by July 2004. Certificates 
achieved by passing exams 
that are not considered 
equivalent to the ICC exams 
will denote the “legacy 
code” that is the basis for 
the certification. 
Individuals who have not 
maintained their certifica-
tions will be held in the ICC 

system as inactive. “Catch 
up” provisions, to be deter-
mined, will be available for 
six years. After six years, 
those certifications will be 
dropped from the database. 
Individuals who have 
earned certifications under 
the International Codes in 
the last three years will re-
new their certifications 
when they expire and will 
receive ICC certificates. The 
renewals will be processed 
under ICC requirements to 
be developed covering con-

(Continued on page 11) 

Consolidation of Certification Services  
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can bar manufactured homes from 
its city limits.  
It decided that part of a 1998 state 
law that regulated trailer parks is 
unconstitutional because it in-
fringed on the Ohio Constitution's 
provisions that give municipalities 
exclusive jurisdiction to make 
their own governmental decisions.  
In 1998, Canton amended its city 
code to prohibit manufactured 
homes in the city but the Ohio 
Legislature enacted a law that pro-
hibited municipalities from stop-
ping manufactured homes from 
being placed in areas where single-
family homes were permitted.  
The only exception allowed land-
owners to prohibit manufactured 
homes through deed restrictions.  
In its decision, the Supreme Court 
further established a four-prong 
test to determine if a state statute is 
a general law.  
COLUMBUS—Franklin County 
court blasts the Ohio School Fa-
cilities Commission contract proc-
ess. 
Common Pleas Judge Jennifer L. 
Brunner ordered the state and a 
Darke County school district in, in 
a 68-page opinion, to cancel a con-
struction contract and either award 
the contract to the lowest bidder or 
rebid the work. 
The Ohio School Facility Com-
mission (OSFC) Director said 
Monday that OSFC was working 
with Attorney General Betty D. 
Montgomery’s office to decide if 
an appeal would be filed.  
Senator Michael Shoemaker (D-
Bourneville), a non-voting OSFC 
member has scheduled a news 
conference for Tuesday to discuss 
the lawsuit.  
The Court found that the OSFC 

(Continued from page 2) 

(Continued on page 11) 

O n April 17th, the National 
Association of Homebuild-

ers (NAHB) formally withdrew 
from the development work of 
the new NFPA 5000 Building 
Code.  
In a letter to National Fire Pro-
tection Association (NFPA) 
President and Chief Executive 
Officer, George D. Miller, 
NAHB questioned the benefit to 
public health and safety of devel-
oping a second set of national 
building codes to compete di-
rectly with the International Code 
Council's family of codes.  
It was noted that NAHB policy 
supports the concept of a single 
coordinated set of national model 
building codes that includes 
housing affordability as a major 
determinant in its development.  
Further, it expressed concern that 
the critical issue of housing af-
fordability is being ignored in 
favor of property protection in 
the development of NFPA 5000.  
For these reasons, NAHB re-
signed its membership from the 
NFPA Technical Committees 
responsible for development of 
NFPA 5000. This action is lim-
ited to NFPA 5000. NAHB plans 
to continue its current level of 
participation in the other NFPA 
codes and standards. If you have 
any questions regarding this ac-
tion, please contact Ed Sutton of 
NAHB staff (800-368-5242, 
or esutton@nahb.com).  

News In Ohio (cont.) NAHB Withdraws 
from NFPA 5000 

(Audrey); daughter, Cayce Belle 
Tangye; mother, LaRue McKean; 
sister, Jeri McMillan. Mr. Tangye 
earned his BS in Civil Engineer-
ing from California Polytechnical 
Institute in 1967. He was a mem-
ber of NWTF. He served as the 
President of the International 
Code Council, CEO of the South-
ern Building Code Congress Inter-
national, and was appointed by 
United States President Ronald 
Reagan to the Architectural and 
Transportation Barriers Compli-
ance Board in July '85. The family 
requests memorials be sent to the 
William J. Tangye Scholarship 
Fund at Southern Building Code 
Congress International, 900 Mont-
clair Road, Birmingham, Alabama 
35213 or to the Lance Armstrong 
Foundation (www.laf.org ). 

(Continued from page 1) 

In Memoriam -  
William J. “Bill” Tangye 

erence to ANSI sect. 404 
− Operable devices required to 

be accessible 
− Clear floor space required ad-

jacent to laundry appliances 
− Expanded detail and condi-

tions provided for bathrooms 
– listed in 2 options 

− Lavatory requirements to be 
adaptable 

− Additional detail/requirements  
for kitchens. 

We are planning to release a  BBS 
MEMO in a question answer for-
mat soon that will cover just ac-
cessibility issues.  The items that 
will be covered will be based on 
the greatest problems areas, and 
questions we’ve received from 
you and others over the past 
year.  

(Continued from page 7) 

NOTE: As of this printing, and 
after a quick check of  the NFPA 
and NHBA websites, there is no 
NFPA or NAHB web posting of 
this development.   Stay tuned. 
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6. 2002 NEC ANALYSIS OF 
CHANGES 

7. ASHRAE 90.1-1999(IP) 
8. A S H R A E  9 0 . 1 - 1 9 9 9  

USER’S MANUAL 

9. NFPA 13  HANDBOOK 
10. NFPA 72  HANDBOOK 
11. 2000 INTERNATIONAL 

ENERGY CONSERVATION 
CODE 

12. 2000 INTERNATIONAL 
FUEL GAS CODE 

13. 2000 INTERNATIONAL 
RESIDENTIAL CODE 

14. ASCE 7  - MINIMUM DE-
SIGN LOADS 1998 

15. SEISMIC DESIGN PA-
RAMETERS CD V3.10 

B OARD HELD TRAINING 
ON NEW CODES AND 

STANDARDS TO CERTIFIED 
BUILDING DEPARTMENTS.  
The Board of Building Standards 
has again assembled important 
codes and standards which have 
already been distributed to over 
half of the 228 certified building 
departments throughout the State.   
Steve Regoli of the Board staff 
provided two hours of training on 
the codes and standards to repre-
sentatives of each certified build-
ing departments attending a ses-
sion.  The training and publication 
distribution included the following 
technical documents listed below:   
1. OHIO BUILDING CODE 

2002   VOL. 1 & 2 
2. OBC/OBBC CHAPTER ONE 

COMPARISON TABLES 
3. OVERVIEW OF THE OHIO 

BUILDING CODE 
4. 2000 IBC COMMENTARY 

VOL. 1 & 2 
5. 2 0 0 2  N F P A - 7 0  N E C /

HANDBOOK 

Training News—Billy Phillips 

6606 Tussing Road 
P.O. Box 4009 
Reynoldsburg, Ohio 43068-
9009 

Ohio Board of Building Standards 

S P E C I A L  O F F E R :  

Now available on the BBS Web Site are all docu-
ments formerly available only on the BBS FaxBack 
Service.  Got to http://www.com.state.oh.us/
ODOC/dic/dicbbsfaxback.htm to get all the docu-
ments, forms, BBSMemos, opinions, etc., through 
the new BBS Web Document Catalogue! 

BBS 

Phone: 614-644-2613 
Fax: 614-644-3147 

Comments and suggestions:  

Name 

Address 

Phone 

Reader Comment Form 
Information provided on 
the BBS Web Catalogue: 

Please send us any comments or questions you 
would like to have answered by the Board or its 

staff in an upcoming issue. Great 

O.K. 

It was a good try but 
I’ll stay with the 
FaxBack Service. 

Was the training on codes 
& standards and the 
documents you received 
helpful? (See above) Send 
us your comments. 

Yes 

No 

BBS has little to do with 
publishing of the codes 
but wants to know: have 
you had problems? 

Yes 

No 

Have an idea for an article 
or would like to submit an 
article (fill out comment 
section with idea) ? 

Yes 

No 

16. ASCE 24  - FLOOD RESIS-
TANCE DESIGN & CON-
STRUCTION 

17. A N S I   A 1 1 7 . 1  - 
GUIDESLINES FOR ACCES-
SIBLE & USEABLE BUILD-
ING & FACILITIES 

18. CURRENT ADAAG  
19. IRC,  IFGC, & IECC CODE 

TABS 
The technical documents were pur-
chased by BBS and one set is being 
distributed, AT NO COST, to each 
certified building department that 
attends one of the scheduled meet-
ings.  The Board was able to secure 
an average discount of over 45% un-
der list price.  The total package cost, 
if purchased individually, would cost 
approximately $1,200.00. The build-
ing department 3% assessment fund 
has been used to purchase these tech-
nical documents.  
A make-up class will be scheduled in 
the future for those departments 
whose building officials were not 
able to attend on the initial training 
dates. 

CODES AND 
STANDARDS 

TRAINING AND 
DISTRIBUTION  
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3 June—ESI exam adminis-
tered; BBS standards distribu-
tion/training. 

5 June—BBS standards distri-
bution/training. 

28 June—Board of Building Stan-
dards Conference Meeting. 

30 June—Last day to submit con-
struction documents using the 
OBBC for code compliance. 

1 July—OBC, OMC, OPC only 
applicable codes to be used for 
compliance in Ohio. 

4  July—Independence Day. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

9  August—Board of Building 
Standards Conference Meet-
ing. 

Board Calendar—FY 2002 

of the situation.  It is not possible 
or practical, for example, to  look 
at a full set of plans or photos  
while we try to address their con-
cerns (Note: This is not an invi-
tation to send us plans!  We 
don’t do plan examinations). 
Sometimes, this type of request 
is followed by the request de-
scribed in item # 4. 

4) Other individuals want an 
“interpretation” concerning the 
same problems for the same pro-
jects described in item number 3.  
This time, the situation is por-
trayed a little differently than  
the previous persons described.  
These individuals are usually on 
the “opposite side of the fence” 
and they sometimes consciously 
or unconsciously describe the 
situation in a way that is de-
signed to extract a different an-
swer. Sometimes this goes undis-
covered because a different staff 
member receives this request. 

5) I n d i v i d u a l s  r e q u e s t  a n 
“interpretation” from a different 

(Continued from page 5) 

staff member because it turns out 
they didn’t get the kind of an-
swer they wanted from another 
staff member.  Sometimes peo-
ple “shop for answers” until they 
get the one they like.  

6) Product sales reps request that 
we call particular building de-
partments to “clear the way” for 
the introduction and acceptance 
of their particular products or 
materials.  The typical answer is: 
If the product or material is cov-
ered by the code or by a refer-
enced standard and is listed or 
labeled for its particular use, then 
appropriate documentation 
should be submitted with the 
construction documents to the 
building department. 

7) Individuals representing clients 
want us to find out what the 
building code requirements for 
stair guards were in 1963 or 
1989.  It is our job at this point to 
discover not the date of construc-
tion, but the date the plans were 
submitted to the building depart-
ment for approval.  This is be-
cause the code edition existing 

on the date of submittal is what 
regulates the design and con-
struction of these projects.  
Since the code can sometimes 
change between these two dates, 
the answer can have a profound 
effect on the outcome of the 
case. 

8) Individuals want us to “do 
something” about shoddy work 
on their homes.  We usually try 
to establish whether or not their 
dwellings are covered by OBBS 
rules and, if not, to refer them to 
their local building departments 
for answers. 

9) Individuals tell us they received 
a “building permit,” but inspec-
tors stopped their jobs because 
they didn’t have building per-
mits.  After asking some ques-
tions (and usually, after making 
a few phone calls), we find out 
the “building permits” were is-
sued by the local zoning depart-
ment.  To make matters worse, 
the local zoning department is 
representing itself as a “building 
department.”  We often have to 
inform the individual that what 

(Continued on page 12) 

Around the Code World  

Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri Sat 

      1 

2 3 4 5 6 7 8 

9 10 11 12 13 14 15 

16 17 18 19 20 21 22 

23 24 25 26 27 28 29 

30       

J u n e  2 0 0 2  
Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri Sat 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 

7 8 9 10 11 12 13 

14 15 16 17 18 19 20 

21 22 23 24 25 26 27 

28 29 30 31    

J u l y  2 0 0 2  
Sun Mon Tue Wed Thu Fri Sat 

    1 2 3 

4 5 6 7 8 9 10 

11 12 13 14 15 16 17 

18 19 20 21 22 23 24 

25 26 27 28 29 30 31 

A u g u s t  2 0 0 2  
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director had no authority to ap-
prove contracts on behalf of the 
OSFC and that the state has never 
had a school construction contract 
approved by the voting members 
of the OSFC as required by law.  
The law requires the affirmative 
vote of two members for approval 
of any action taken by the commis-
sion.   
There are three voting members 
(the director of Administrative Ser-
vices, the director of the Office of 
Budget and Management, and the 
superintendent of public instruc-
tion or a designee) and four non-
voting General Assembly mem-
bers. 
The decision stated that “the defect 
in the approval process by the 
OSFC is so substantial that the ba-
sic integrity of the OSFC and its 
operations are threatened…Nearly 
two billion dollars of public money 
have been distributed through 
more than 1,700 contracts for the 
construction and renovation of 
schools throughout the state of 
Ohio, not one of which has been 
approved by the vote of the com-
mission. The final word on all of 
these contracts has lain with one 
individual, who is not a public offi-
cer, has not taken an oath of office, 
nor is bonded.” 
The OSFC Director downplayed 
suggestions that the court ruling 
would jeopardize the entire OSFC 
program and the Governor’s $10 
billion initiative. He said there 
have been less than 10 contracts in 
about 1,800 that did not go to the 
lowest bidder. 
We will endeavor to  update you 
on this decision if the OSFC de-
cides to file an appeal of 
the ruling. 

(Continued from page 8) years of collective experience 
the ICC’s statutory members 
have in providing professional 
certification programs and offers 
verification of continued com-
mitment to protect the public 
health, safety and welfare by 
regulating construction. Offer-
ing and maintaining a compre-
hensive certification program 
demonstrates a firm commit-
ment to the public, and to the 
code enforcement profession. 
The International Code Council 
is dedicated to continue a pro-
gram that has such an important 
positive impact on professional-
ism in the code enforcement 
profession and the preservation 
of the public health, safety 
and welfare.  

result of one term used in two dif-
ferent ways.  One definition is a 
legally adopted definition and the 
other has evolved over time and has 
become an acceptable industry 
term. 
House Bill 428, which recently 
passed in both the Ohio House of 
Representatives and the Ohio Sen-
ate, will undoubtedly cause this 
issue to be a topic of industry dis-
cussion again.  As part of the bill, 
ORC Chapter 4739 relating to 
steam engineers and boiler opera-
tors will be repealed and some of 
the existing 4739 language will be 
amended and merged into the chap-
ter of the ORC that addresses boil-
ers (ORC 4104).  Hopefully, these 
proposed changes in the legislation 
will cause the industry to take a 
renewed perspective on how they 
choose to advertise their products.  
My desire would be for them 
to use a marketing term other 
than "Ohio Special".    

"Ohio Special" projects are pressure 
vessels that are typically used in 
highly specialized, sometimes pro-
prietary, industrial manufacturing 
processes such as high-pressure 
isostatic pressing.  These vessels are, 
generally, very unique in their design.  
They do not qualify for the ASME 
stamp because of some unique feature 
that does not comply with code.  In 
most cases, the manufacturer of the 
vessel has specified a material that 
has not yet been recognized or ap-
proved by ASME for use.  Other com-
mon reasons for an "Ohio Special" 
approval have been alternate testing 
methods, new innovative design tech-
nologies that haven't been introduced 
into the code yet, or re-rating the ves-
sel for a higher operating pressure.  
After the Board has approved the use 
of the vessel, the manufacturer is re-
quired to stamp the vessel with an 
"Ohio Special" stamp.    
The misunderstandings are clearly a 

(Continued from page 5) 

tinuing education, registra-
tion, and fees.  

3. The certification program 
will be overseen by the ICC 
Board for International Pro-
fessional Standards (BIPS), 
and its expert committees 
with input from user advi-
sory groups. 

4. An International Registry of 
Certified Professionals will 
be created and posted on 
ICC’s website. This will en-
able current certified profes-
sionals a means of obtaining 
reciprocity and recognition 
in jurisdictions across the 
country.  

The ICC Certification Program 
builds on the one hundred ninety 

(Continued from page 7) 

Getting Mechanical  

Consolidation of Certification Services  News In Ohio (cont.) 
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based on legitimate issues and we 
do our best to answer each of them.  
We sometimes can’t get the answer 
right away and, in these cases, we 
research the issues and get back to 
that person as soon as possible.  
The board staff members also con-
sult with each other on an almost 
continuous basis, not only to get 
information, but also to maintain 
consistency in our answers to the 
public.  We are not the only source 
for answers to your questions.  
Other good sources include BOCA 
and many of their publications in-
cluding their commentaries and 
interpretations.  Also, the ICC pub-
lishes the results of their code hear-
ings and the reasons why code 
changes were approved.  If you 
want to know the reasons or intent 
behind certain requirements in 
the code, these documents are 

Phone: 614-644-2613 
Fax: 614-644-3147 

Email: dic.bbs@com.state.oh.us 

Using Technology to Support 
the Enforcement and Building 

Communities. 

WE’RE ON THE WEB AT: 
http://www.com.state.oh.us/

ODOC/dic/dicbbs.htm 

Mailing Label Here: 

they actually have is a zoning per-
mit, which is not a substitute for the 
required approval from a certified 
building department. 

10) Individuals tells us building offi-
cials (or worse, building inspec-
tors) have given them “verbal” 
orders to make certain changes, 
but refuse to give them written 
orders.  At this point, we usually 
call the building departments to 
try to rectify the situation.  Sec-
tions 113 and 114 of the OBC re-
quire that all orders be in writing. 

11) Individuals inform us they have a 
correction letter from their local 
fire department requiring them to 
make changes to their plans.  We 
discover the fire department is 
using non-certified personnel to 
do sprinkler plan examinations 
and then we find out it’s “okay” 

(Continued from page 10) with the local building department 
because their plan examiner 
“doesn’t do sprinkler plans.”  Can 
anyone guess what’s wrong with 
this picture? 

12) Individuals want to know what 
the code says about exit signs.  
Some happen to be registered de-
sign professionals, so we ask 
them if they have a copy of the 
building code in their offices.  
They often reply: “No, but we 
might have an old BOCA code 
lying around here somewhere.”  If 
you’re going to be in the game, 
know the rules. 

These examples are not intended to 
convey the impression that all our 
inquiries are from persons with nefari-
ous intent or that ignorance reigns in 
the design and enforcement communi-
ties.  The truth is that most of the 
phone calls and letters we receive are 
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