L. Baker has

recently retired from the position of

on strator of the Building Codes Division, Oregon Depart-
e of Commerce. This division regulates amusement rides,
? and pressure vessels, mobile homes and recreational vehi-
lectrical, elevator, plumbing, structural and mechanical
duct tions.
on” Baker is the Western Regional Chairman of the National
976, Fulerence of States on Building Codes and Standards, and is
1sin, e executive committee. He is a member of a special NCSBCS
' ttee to the Federal Government on Codes
ember of the National Fire Protection Association, Mr
57 ger also belongs to Mobile Homes and Recreational Vehicles,
" getrical Section of the National Fire Protection Association,
ide Panel 19 for the National Electrical Code, Technical Stand-
5-9, § Committee of the International Association of Plumbing and
fchanical Officials, and the Underwriters Lahoratories Elec-
16 il Council,
? frior to becoming codes administrator, Mr., Baker served as
fictor of the Safety Division, Department of Commerce: he
t of {8 spent 21 years with the State Bureau of Labor in the Eleo.

=], Elevato
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fEgon.,
the recent meetin
aker was honored
zation.

r, Mobile Homes and Apprentice Divisions, He has
i been a vocational instructor in electricity and codes in

of NCSBCS in Monterey, California,
y being given a life membership in that

, Icept
of Supervision

KEY CONCEPTS OF-OREGON BUILDING
' REGULATION SYSTEM

Remarks

All codes related to building con-
struction under one agency
Establish basic goals

Unit policy

Remove conflicts

fiform Model Codes
latewide
um-Maximum

Local government may not raise
or lower standards without cause

¥l Administration
Lty First option
Lunty Second option

2te regulates what is left,
: unregulated counties
'd unregulated cities

n those counties

Retained

Including unregulated cities within -

its boundaries

. peation Program
.Percent surcharge on
tmits ’

For training, development and co-
ordination. Goal is uniformity of
interpretation and the protection of
the public

Building officials, inspectors, and
plans examiners by July 1, 1977

To collect building information

1%y Conservation

Thermal insulation now only for
residential occupancies
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OREGON'S EXPERIMENT IN
'STATEWIDE CODE UNIFORMITY

By Harry 1. Baker

We are saddened to hear that this fine and courageous gerntleman,
Harry L.: Baker, passed away on December 3. He will be greatly
missed by his many ICBO friends and colleagues—FEditor

. Oregon has been recognized for its leadership and
performance in a number of areas including: environ-

~meéntal protection, the Bottle Bill, fire reporting system,

-interstate highway system, land use planning, and "(most
recently) energy policy. While these issues were in the
spotlight, a quieter revolution was underway in building
regulation.

History

Prior to 1971 the State of Oregon had electrical, boiler,
elevator and mobile home codges, with inspection and
permit systems. There was also a state plumbing code
with a small staff which assisted local government, but
with no permit or inspection service. The State Fire
Marshal had adopted portions of the Uniform Building
Code as the Fire and Life Safety Code and was reviewing
plans under these regulations.

Most large cities had codes for construction, and a few
had adopted mechanical codes, At the state level, several
of the system codes, which. we now call specialty codes,
were enforced by different arms of state government:
plumbing by the Health Department; electrical, boiler
and elevator by the Bureau of Labor; fire and exiting
requirements by the State Fire Marshal. Some local
governments regulated the structural and mechanical
systems. Through this piecemeal approach, some dupli-
cation occurred; goals were different, and there was no
continuity of policy. The state codes were minimum,
and local government was allowed to increase standards
at will. Since there were no state structural or mechani.
cal codes, cities and counties usually adopted the Uni-
form Building Code, but amended it either up or down
at their discretion. Except for the largest cities, there
was little regulation of mechanical systems. Fifty-three
different variations of the Uniform Building Code were
alleged in the Portland metropolitan area, and sixteen
counties and many small cities had no codes.

Legislation was introduced in 1971 proposing a unified
code program. The bill was not adopted, but existing
state code-enforcing bodies were brought together in the
Department of Commerce in two ivisions, the Fire
Marshal's office and the Safety Division. The Safety
Division included the electrical, plumbing, boiler and
elevator functions.

In the 1973 legislature the effort for a statewide build-
ing code was renewed and subse uently passed by a
vote of 84 to 6. Key concepts incluged in this legislation’
are a statewide uniformity; adoption of model codes;
state building code composed of specialty codes, ie.
structural, mechanical, electrical, plumbing, boiler, ele-
vator; local enforcement, entire state covered by a crazy-
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ABRIDGED ORGANIZATION CHARTS Si—lOWING

L UNIFICATION OF BUILDING REGULATION IN THE STATE OF OREGON %,
1971 ’ State ]i:ire -t Workmens Comp. Tk
| Bureau of Labor | | Health Dept. [ | MarshalsOffice Accident Prev, pf /\J
other functions ket

1

L 1
Electrical || Boiler Elevator ‘ Plans Review Regulation of -
Regulation || Regulation | | Regulation Fire & Life i Amusement Rideg

- Safety
Mobile Home * | Plumbing
Regulation Regulation
1972 : | Dept. of Commerce | v
[ ‘ i :
| Safety Div. | ! Other Functions | St. Fire Marshal's OfFic
Electrical | j Elevator E Mobile Home Plans Review &
Regulation 'I Regulation | i{ Regulation Fire and Life Safety
| Regulation t
Boiler  Plumbing \ Amusement
Regulation Regulation Rides
1974 { Dept. of Commerce |
k .

[ Building Codes Division | | Other Functions | [ st. Fire Marshal's Office.] 3

[ B L ] ;
Electrical Elevator i|| Mobile Home & Pre-Fab i Structural/
Regulation Regulation |, Regulation Mechanical

. Bl
Boiler Plumbing ‘ | Amugement Rides Plans Review
Regulation -Regulation ! Regulation All Systems
- FIGURE 2

AUTHORIZED STAFFING LEVEL

Section Auth, Staff Staff Empl'd.
Administrative ... .4 iiiiiiianinn 4
Ellecu];ical ......................... g?‘?, ?z
Plumbing ..........c.civiiiiiia, P
Struc/Mech ...t 65 _ 23 LUMBING
Mohile Homes ...oooviieninirannans 13 13
Boiler .....cvviveiriiiiiiniiniin, 17 15 BOILER
Elevator ........... e eeienecenans 6 6
Amusement Rides .......... ...t i o PREFAB &
— —_ MOBILE
.......................... 165 108 HOMES

Totals
“E]ectncal staff administers this program.

FIGURE 3

ELECTRICAL

MODEL CODES ADOPTED
WITH AMENDMENTS

Specialty Code Model Code i

Boiler ASll\g%& Pressure Vessel Code STRUCTURAL 1 recor

Electrical NEC 1971

Elevator ANSI A 17-1 1971

Mechanical UMC 1973

Plumbing UPC 1973

Structu.ral & Fire & Life Safety* UBC 1973

Mobile Homes ANSI A 1181 Th

#State Fire Marshal adopts portions. TOTAL BUILDING CODE ‘ €
MADE UP OF SPECIALTY CODES . Loc

Cerl

FIGURE 5 FIGURE 4
BUILING STANDARD‘S:




MALHEUR

KLAMATH

County Names

e

Electrical Code¥®

_lectrical Code is a state program ex-
feept in Portland, Salem, Eugene,
iSpringfield, and Medford.

Legend:

It fabric of enforcement; certification of building
pectors and officials by July- 1, 1977; a training pro-
m financed by a 1 percent surcharge on all building
its; structural and mechanical codes enabled, in-
ding an ambitious time schedule to implement them;
tudy program for identifying and resolving conflicts
th existing statutes and administrative rules and statis-
al records systems. Another bill provided for a plumb-
. permit fee and inspection system. Comparisons of
ization charts of 1971, 1972 and 1973 are shown
Figure 2. Figure 3 shows budget and manpower.

ith this background, we will now explore:
1. The concept of code uniformity
2. Local administration
Certification and training

OVEMBER-DECEMBER, 1975

FIGURE 6

Plumbing Code

Structural/Mechanical Codes

Local Administration
State Administration
Mixed Local and State Administration

Code Uniformity

The Oregon State building code is composed of the
combined specialty codes as shown in Figure 4.

Figure 5 shows the status of this effort, Note all codes
are based on the pationally recognized model codes.
Latest adopted is the 1973 Uniform Plumbing Code.
The looseleaf edition of the Uniform Building Code was
used, and the Uniform Mechanical Code and Uniform
Plumbing Codes were made looseleaf by shearing the
back binding and punching holes for placement in ring
binders.

Amended pages to the UBC, UPC, and UMC were
printed on yellow paper and cut and punched to fit
the looseleaf model codes. Yellow pages were used to
alert anyone using the document that “some” deviation
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existed on that page from model codes. The goal is to
eliminate yellow pages over the coming years by sub-
mitting the code amendments to ICBO and IAPMO, or
by reevaluations of amendments. '

Amendments to the Uniform Building Code deal with
statutes, administration, definitions, deletions of Chapter
70 and chapters on elevator and boiler regulation cov-
ered by existing law, inclusion of fire and life safety
provisions, addition of a chapter on energy conservation,
and expansion of Chapter 50, regulating prefabricated
construction. Another I3 pages are snowload graphs for
each Oregon county. The result was 100 yellow pages
of changes in the 700 pages in the Uniform Building
Code. Many of these pages are pure UBC with the
exception of one or two sentences.

The Oregon State building code has been referred
to as a minimum-maximum code. In other words, not
only does the code establish minimum standards for
local government, it also establishes the maximum limits
local government may impose. There is a provision that
a city or county with a unique condition may request
State sanction of a local amendment. Several of these
amendments have been proposed to the structural code,
and the ten-man policy E;).:)ard which reviews them has
sent most of these requests back to the communities for
justification. The statute also allows such amendments
to be effective statewide. Proposals pending are FHA
truss standards in lieu of those found in the Uniform
Building Code Standards; a section on historic buildings;
a chapter on security to make new structures less vulner-
able to burglary; and refined insulation requirements.

Local Administration

All of the State is under the state building code; how-
ever, the code may be administered by city, county or
state. Under this system a city may administer the state
building code. If it elects not to do so, and a surrounding
county has elected to enforce the code, the county en-
forces within the nonparticipating cities. If both the
city and county elect not to enforce the code, the State
assumes the obligation. ‘

By May 1 of each year, each city and county must
report its option on enforcing the state codes to become
effective the next July 1. Theoretically, under this system
the responsibility could shift each year, but practically
it will stabilize after a few years.

As of this writing, 22 counties {61 percent) of 36 in
the State were going to administer tlllje Structural and
Mechanical Specialty Codes. Two counties are having
the state do the larger structures, and they are inspecting
one- and two-family dwellings; and 12 counties (33 per-
cent) are leaving enforcement to the state. Of 231
incorporated cities in the State, 123 (53 percent) have
their own programs; 63 (27 percent) are administered
by another city or county. The remaining 45 cities (20
percent) are enforced by the state without a contract.
Figure 9 shows distribution of enforcement option by
city size. Figure 6 shows Oregon county names and
geographic distribution of who is enforcing the specialty
code in each county.

The bar graph in Figure 7 shows that most of the
State’s poinulation is regulated under the structural/
mechanical code by local %?vemment, while a signifi-
cant portion of the area of the State is controlled by the
State Building Codes Division.
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Local Mixed
56% }10% |
Control by Population
Local
95.5%

FIGURE 7 structn
2hits issued

rmit wo

OREGON COUNTIES RANKED IN
DESCENDING ORDER

Rank County Popula.®® | County

1, Multnomah ....... 560,000 Multnomah ......

2. Lane .....iviunvne 227,200 Washington ......

8. Clackamas ........ 178,400 Marion ..........

4, Washington ....... 178,300 | Clackamas .......

5 Marion ... ......... 147,200 Benton ..........

6. Jacksom .......... 100,100 | Yamhill .........

7. 1701+ RN 75,450 Palk ............

8, Douglas .......... 73,950 Lane ....cocvnnnn

9, Bentonr ........... 59,800 | Columbija ........

10, *Co0S v ovvviiannnn 57,300 Jackson .........
11, Klamath .......... 51940 | "Coos ...........

12. Umatlla ......... 45450 | Clatsop ......... buildin
13, Yamhill ........o. 42,190 | Linn ,........... supply-
14. Josephine ......... 38,500 Lincoln ......... dt )
15. Polk ............ 87,060 | *Hood River ...... ‘ e s
16. Deschutes ........ 33,800 Tosephine ........ i recognit
17. Columbia ......... 30,070 Tillamook ained en
18. Clatsop -.-....... 28,800 Douglas

19, Lincoln .......... 26,100 | *Umatilla

20, *Malheur .......... 23,380 Deschutes

2}, Union ............ 20,680 Union ...........

22. *Wasco ......ieeen 20,520 | *Wasco ..........

23. Tillamook ........ 18,400 Klamath .........

924, *Baker .........-- 15,200 Curry ......eovnn

25, *Hood River ...... 13,540 | defferson ........

28, Curry ....ccoovnvne 13,300 | “Baker ........... :

27. Crook ....ovvvvnnn 10,610 Crook ...........

28, {Jefferson ......... 8,080 | *Sherman .........

29, °Grant . .....000u.n 6,910 { *Malheur ........

30, Hamey........... 6,900 | *Morrow .........

31, $hake ............ 6,740 | *Wallowa ........ ]

32. *Wallowa ......... 6,210 | *Gilliam - ........-.

38, *Morrow ........-. 4,320 | *Grant ...........

34. *Sherman 2,100 | *Wheeler .........

85, ®*Gilliam ..,........ 1,980 | tLake ............

86. *Wheeler ......... 1,820 | Hamey ..........

See Figure 6 for county locations.
‘?Sotructural and Mechanical Code administered by the St
Tegon. by
}State has responsibility for Structural and Mechanical Codé
except 1- and 2-family dwellings. :
##Oregon Blue Book 1972 population estimates.

: FIGURE 8

Figure 8 shows the counties ranked by total populatior
and population per square mile in descending order
Counties administered by the State are indicate
an asterisk. Those counties with shared local and’S
responsibility are shown with a dagger (1) sign.
that counties served by the State are those with -
total population and persons per square mile. Spa
populated areas have chosen state regulation rather
establishing their own programs. Due to the small |
lation and large travelpdistance, code administration,
the Fastern Oregon counties is much more expel
than more populated western counties. This situatio
test the mettl?a of State staff to provide effective in:
-tion service at a reasonable cost: ‘

LATHIN
2801 W
Los An
D. YICT

BUILDING STANDARDS



Certficatidn and Traming

sals by July 1, 1977. A method of certification has not
et been determined. The three ICBO. chapters in the
ttate of Oregon have recommended the adoption of
[CBO certification examinations.

| Many Oregon inspectors are participating in the ICBO
ertification examination, anyway. Latest figures show
gregon inspectors have 4 58.5 percent passing rate, com-
ared to 43.8 percent for the rest of the participants,
pcluding the Oregonians. We suspect this 15 percent
figher passing rate shows intense motivation due to
pending Oregon certification.

Related to certification is a 1 percent surcharge on
all structural, mechanical, electrical and plumbing per-
mits issued in the State of Oregon. In other words, a $10
pemit would actually cost $10.10. The additional 1
percent fee is remitted to the State by local governments
md placed in a fund to support develepment of training
pograms. As soon as the criteria for certification are
gtablished, classes will be arranged through the state’s
qommunity colleges to train building inspectors and
ilding officials, Due to certification, we believe many
mall communities will discontinue their single-man or
part-time building inspector and contract with or turn
nspections over to larger agencies. :

In the short time the state building code has been in
dfect, there has been an increase in the salaries paid
to building inspectors. It is not clear whether this is
4 supply-and-demand phenomenon caused by counties
md the state bidding for employees, or whether this
i recognition by local govemments of the value of their
ained employees. -

The statute requires certification of all Building Offi- -

Future

Due to economics and certification standards, we -

foresee that the number of jurisdictions administering
building codes will decrease in Oregon. The remaining
entities will be financially stronger. There will be fewer
building department personnel, but better qualified,
full-time employees in western Oregon. Most cities over
5000 population will continue code programs. The county
becomes key code agency for s‘machities in the western
third of the State. The State of Oregon will be the prime
administrator of codes in the sparsely populated eastern
two-thirds of the State.

DISTRIBUTION OF OREGON CITIES
BY POPULATION AND LEVEL OF
GOVERNMENT PROVIDING BUILDING AND
MECHANICAL INSPECTION SERVICE

o , No. of Cities Served By
Population Range - No. Jurisdiction Class
(modified log Oregon County/Contr. L
scale) . - Cities City™ City State
0-49 ‘ 1 1 - —
5-9.9 1 - - 1
10-48.9 1 - — 1
50-99.9 4 — 1 3
100-499.9 61 12 24 25
500-995.9 45 19 17 9
1,000-4,999.9 78 53 20 5
5,000-9,999.9 18 16 1 1
10.000-49,999.9 19 19 - —
50,000-99,999.9 2 2 - —
100,000-499,995.9 1 1 - -

231 123 63 . 43
53% 27% 20%
*Tncludes all cities indicating they have a building official.
FIGURE 9

FOR ACCURATE TECHNICAL INFORMATION ON

STEEL STUD FRAMING, LATHING AND PLASTERING ...

C‘aII your nearest 'memb'er of the
WESTERN CONFERENCE OF LATHING
& PLASTERING INSTITUTE, INC.

FURRING & LATHING INFORMATION BUREAU LATHING INSTITUTE OF ORANGE COUNTY
- Post Office Box 6448

Santa Ana, California 92706

JACK L. CLARK, DIR. (714) 531-1278

PACIFIC BUREAL FOR LATHING & PLASTERING
905 Umi Street, Room #303 :
Honolulu, Hawali 96819

DON MORGANELLA, DIR. (808) 847-4321

PLASTERING INDUSTRY TRUST FUND
OF CENTRAL CALIFORNEA '
54646 East Balch Avenve

Fresno, California $3727

3127 Los Feliz Boulevard
los Angeles, California 90039
WALTER F. PRUTER, DIR. (213) 660-4644

LATHING & PLASTERING INSTITUTE OF
NORTHERM CALIFORNIA

. B7 Jack London Square
Qakland, California 94607

SACRAMENTO YALLEY BUREAU FOR
LATHING & PLASTERING

3122 'O Street

Sacramanto, California 95816
AMTHONY P. SCHIRO, DIR. (916) 451-1879

SAN DIEGO LATH & PLASTER INSTITUTE
3443 Camino Del Rio Squth, Suite 106

San Diego, California 92108 :
ROBERT McCABE, DIRECTOR {714).282-5959

ROBERT G. DICKSON, DIR. (415) 7632717

LATHING INSTITUTE OF SOUTHERN CALIF.

2801 West Temple Street
Las Angeles, California 90026
D. VICTOR SALEEBY, DIR, {213) 387-5161

YINCENT H. PASCOE, Rep. {209} 255-39%0

PLASTERING INFORMATIOMN BUREAU
3127 Los Feliz Boulevard

Les Angeles, Califernia 90039

). R.'DICK' GORMAN, DIR. (213) 663-2213

SOUTHERN NEVADA LATH & PLASTER -
INSTITUTE

219 W, Colorado Avenve
Las Vegas, Nev. 89102
Contact: Jerry Berry {702) 385-3549

HOVEMBER-DECEMBER, 1975

53




