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WELCOME,  INTRODUCTIONS

Chai rman Rodr iguez ca l led the meet ing to  order  and br ie f ly
d iscussed the out l ine  and ob jec t ives o f  the meet ing.

AGENDA REVIEW AND APPROVAL

Mr.  B la i r  conducted a  fac i l i ta ted rev iew o f  the  agenda.   (See
Fac i l i ta to r ’ s  Repor t  Attachment. )

Mr .  Wigg ins  entered a  mot ion  to  approve the agenda.   Mr .  L ipka
seconded the mot ion.   Vote  was unan imous.   Mot ion car r ied.

CHAIRMAN RODRIGUEZ RECOGNIZED SHIRLEY COLLINS

Chairman Rodr iguez in t roduced Shi r ley Col l ins ,  the Chief  o f  the
Bureau o f  Mi t iga t ion.   He exp la ined that  the DCA has been rear ranged
and now fa l ls  under  th is  bureau.   He asked Ms.  Col l ins  i f  she would l ike to
address  the  Commiss ion .

Ms.  Col l ins  br ie f ly  addressed the Commiss ion.   She s ta ted that  she
had at tended meet ings yesterday and was becoming very invo lved.   She
of fered her  apprec ia t ion for  the work  o f  the Commiss ion and s ta ted the
she was here to  serve.

Chai rman Rodr iguez thanked Ms.  Col l ins and s tated that  the
Commiss ion was look ing forward to  work ing wi th  her .

REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF DECEMBER 11  &  12 ,  2000
MEETING MINUTES

Mr.  D’  Andrea entered a mot ion for  approva l  o f  the minutes.   Mr .       
L ipka seconded the mot ion.  Vote  was unanimous.

REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF COMMISSION’S  UPDATED 
WORKPLAN

Mr.  B la i r  conducted a  fac i l i ta ted  rev iew o f  the  Commiss ion ’s
Updated Workp lan ,  re ferenc ing  pages 14-19 o f  the  Agenda Packet .   (See
Fac i l i ta to r ’ s  Repor t  Attachment. )
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Mr.  Shaw stated that  he bel ieved that  i tem “R”  would requi re not  on ly
the Commiss ion set t ing  up procedures,  but  a lso  the loca l  munic ipa l i t ies
creat ing boards.   He fur ther  s ta ted that  there would be l imi ted t ime to
work wi th  that .   He suggested that  perhaps th is  i tem should be moved up
in the schedule to  ear l ier  th is  year .

Mr .  B la i r  noted that  suggest ion and s ta ted that  he would p lan to  p ick
that  up at  the next  meet ing.  

Mr.  Dixon s tated that  the new boards,  which the local  jur isd ic t ions
have to  set  up,  are  countywide boards requ i red for  loca l  ju r isd ic t ions to
implement  loca l  amendments .   He fur ther  s ta ted that  those boards are set
up by in ter - loca l  agreement  and the Commiss ion would  not  set  gu ide l ines
for  them.  He cont inued that  establ ishment  of ,  the convent ional  local
Board o f  Ru les  and Appeals  which hears  appeals  o f  the Bui ld ing
Of f ic ia l ’ s  dec is ions  remains  a  loca l  au thor i ty  and the  Commiss ion  does
not  have the author i ty  to  estab l ish  cr i ter ia  for  those types o f  Boards o f
Appeals  e i ther .   He expla ined that  on the workp lan the re ference is  to  the
appeals  process the Commiss ion wi l l  use when there is  an appeal  o f  a
loca l  dec is ion  d i rec ted  to  the  Commiss ion .

Mr .  Shaw s ta ted that  there are a  great  number  o f  munic ipa l i t ies  that
current ly  do not  have a Board of  Rules and Appeals .   He fur ther  s tated
that ,  because those munic ipa l i t ies  do not  have those Boards,  they may
decide there is  a  need for  one af ter  they understand what  the procedure
of  the  Commiss ion is  on hear ing appea ls  f rom those boards.   He
cont inued that  i t  would  take those munic ipa l i t ies  some t ime to  assemble
those i f  they choose to  have a Board o f  Rules and Appeals .

Mr .  B la i r  s ta ted that  th is  issue would be cons idered fur ther .   He
cont inued wi th  the fac i l i ta ted rev iew of  the Updated Workp lan.

Mr .  L ipka entered a  mot ion to  approve the workp lan.   Mr .  D ’  Andrea
seconded the mot ion.   

Mr .  Wigg ins o f fered comment  that  he had prepared a le t ter  to  send
to a l l  c i t ies  in  h is  county  regard ing the countywide compl iance board.   He
expla ined that  the in tent  of  the le t ter  was to prov ide awareness that  a
countywide rev iew board would  be necessary  in  order  to  adopt  loca l
amendments.   He s ta ted that  the Centra l  F lor ida Chapter  o f  the Bui ld ing
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Of f ic ia ls  Assoc ia t ion,  h is  loca l  chapter ,  had a lso rece ived the le t ter .   He
fur ther  s ta ted maybe other  count ies had used a s imi lar  le t ter .   He
repor ted that  Ms.  Schmi th  had rev iewed the le t ter  for  legal  suf f ic iency.  
He cont inued that  the League of  C i t ies  was in terested in  making the le t ter
ava i lab le  to  the i r  c i t ies .   

Vote to  approve the updated workp lan was unanimous.

Mr .  B la i r  cont inued wi th  a  fac i l i ta ted rev iew of  the updated meet ing
schedule .

Mr .  Browdy asked i f  the  Apr i l  10 t h and 11 t h meet ing was on a
Tuesday and a Wednesday.

Mr.  B la i r  conf i rmed that  i t  is  a  Tuesday and a Wednesday.   He
stated i t  was scheduled that  way to  accommodate a  ho l iday.

Chai rman Rodr iguez s ta ted that  the May 17 t h and 18 t h meet ing  i s
scheduled for  a  Thursday and a Fr iday.   He fur ther  s tated that  th is  was
schedu led to  co inc ide w i th  the  Bu i ld ing  Of f ic ia ls ’  Conference.

Mr .  L ipka entered a  mot ion  to  approve the  meet ing  and locat ion
dates.   Mr .  Wigg ins  seconded the mot ion.   Vote  was unanimous.

PUBLIC  COMMENT

WILL WILLIS,  BROWARD COUNTY BOARD OF RULES AND 
A P P E A L S

Mr.  Wi l l i s  o f fered comments  on two issues.   He s ta ted,  regard ing
the issue o f  Code Disseminat ion,  that  h is  board has main ta ined f rom the
beginn ing that  a  min imum of  f ive months would be requi red to  a l low
proper  t ra in ing in  preparat ion of  the t rans i t ion.   He requested that  the
Commiss ion request  the leg is la ture  to  postpone the implementat ion date
of  the new Bui ld ing Code.   He of fered,  for  the record,  that  the Broward
Board had voted unanimously  to  begin  negot ia t ions to  work  wi th  Metro-
Dade on a  jo in t  product  approva l  sys tem.

RALPH HUGHES, FLORIDA ENGINEERS CONSTRUCTION 
PRODUCTS CORPORATION, TAMPA, FLORIDA
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Mr.  Hughes of fered comments  urg ing the Commiss ion to  
complete  the task o f  f ina l iz ing the Sta tewide Product  Approva l  System
at  th is  meet ing.   He suggested the Commiss ion rev iew the unanimously
approved document ,  ad just  as necessary ,  and submi t  i t  to  the leg is la ture
as  spec i f i c  language to  be  incorpora ted in to  law.   

WALTER CARSON, SOUTH FLORIDA HOME BUILDERS 
ASSOCIATION 

Mr.  Carson s tated that  Tru ly  Bur ton had forwarded correspondence
to  the Commiss ion regard ing product  approva l .   He exp la ined that  he was
here to  answer any quest ions the Commiss ioners may have re la t ive to
that  correspondence.   He a lso commented that  he would d i rect  caut ion to
Sect ion  16 o f  the  Recommendat ions for  a  Sta tewide System for  Product
Approval  that  a l lows anyone to chal lenge a product  evaluat ion and
approva l  to  the  F lor ida  Bu i ld ing  Commiss ion.   He suggested tha t  i tem be
l imi ted to  someone wi th  s tand ing,  an e f fec ted par ty  or  someone wi th
in terest  in  the issue.   He cont inued that  to  leave i t  open to  any c i t izen
would inv i te  t rouble and lawsui ts ,  e tc .

JOSEPH R. CRUM, CITY OF PORT ORANGE

Mr.  Crum of fered comments  on the impor tance of  a  postponement  in
the  date  o f  imp lementa t ion  o f  the  F lor ida  Bu i ld ing  Code.   (See Let ter
f rom Joe  Crum to  Cha i rman  Rodr iguez  da ted  January  19 ,  2001
Attachment. )

DENNIS BRADDY, ARCHITECTURAL MANUFACTURING 
ASSOCIATION OF FLORIDA

Mr.  Braddy thanked the Educat ion,  P lumbing and Structura l  TAC
Commit tees for  the i r  e f fo r ts .   He o f fered suppor t  o f  the  proposa l  by  BOAF
to postpone the implementat ion of  the Code.   He s tated that  a l though he
would l ike the Code to be ef fect ive July  1 st,  the t ra in ing issue is  impor tant .  
He stated that  he bel ieved that  the Commiss ion should have the ru le-
making author i ty  back and stated that  they would support  that  at  a
leg is la t ive leve l .   He cont inued that  there is  s t i l l  work to  be done on the
Product  Approva l  System,  but  s ta ted that  he doesn ’ t  be l ieve i t  can be
done today.   He of fered suppor t  that  the Commiss ion wi l l  be ab le  to
accompl ish the complet ion o f  the product  Approva l  System in  a  t imely
manner  once i t  has the ru le-making author i ty  back and i t  w i l l  put  a  good
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system in to  e f fec t  for  the s ta te .

LORRAINE ROSS, FLORIDA BUILDING CODE ALLIANCE

Ms.  Ross thanked the Commiss ion for  i t ’ s  hard  work .   She s ta ted
that  product  approval  is  a  very technica l  top ic .   She fur ther  s tated that  the
chances that  any specia l  in terest  group could expla in th is  system to a
s ta te  leg is la tor  is  near ly  imposs ib le .   She cont inued,  w i th  that  in  mind,
that  the F lor ida Bu i ld ing Code A l l iance o f fers  i ts  suppor t  to  the
Commiss ion in  i t ’ s  request  to  get  ru le-mak ing author i ty  back on th is
par t icu lar  top ic  wi th  the caveat  that  the consensus pos i t ions that  are put
forward by the Commiss ion to  the leg is la ture c lear ly  re f lec t  those
consensus pos i t ions that  were agreed to .   She s ta ted that  there were
some language changes that  need to  be addressed,  but  o therwise i t  i s  in
pret ty  good shape.   She cont inued that  they were commit ted to  work ing
wi th the Commission throughout  the next  several  months to get  th is
comple ted.   She a lso  o f fe red comment  regard ing the  proposa l  by  BOAF
to postpone the implementa t ion  date  o f  the  F lor ida  Bu i ld ing Code.   She
suggested that  a  date  be set  and s tuck wi th .   She s ta ted that  she foresees
the ru le  chal lenges caused a three month loss in  th is  process.   She fur ther
stated that  they would encourage the implementat ion to  January 1,  2002,
which would a lso a l low the complet ion of  the Product  Approval  System
dur ing that  t ime.

Chai rman Rodr iguez s ta ted that  he apprec ia ted Ms.  Ross and Mr .
Braddy ’s  suppor t  o f  the Commiss ion hav ing ru le-making author i ty
prec ise ly  for  the reason that  the Commiss ion should be the forum for
these d iscuss ions and for  th is  consensus rather  than the leg is la ture,  wi th
a l l  due respect .   He agreed wi th  Ms.  Ross that  i t  i s  d i f f i cu l t  to  exp la in
some of  these technical  issues even among ourselves,  much less to a
set t ing such as leg is la ture wi th  the t ime rest r ic t ions they have.

JOE HETZEL,  TECHNICAL DIRECTOR,  DOOR AND ACCESS 
SYSTEMS MANUFACTURERS ASSOCIATION

Mr.  Hedse l  thanked the Commiss ion members  for  the  cons idera t ion
of  h is  organizat ion ’s  input  dur ing the las t  two years  in  the development  o f
the Code and the product  approva l  process.   He s ta ted,  re la t ive to  the
delay of  implementat ion of  the Code,  that  they suppor t  the delay that  has
been ment ioned.   He added that  they have prepared some educat iona l
seminars and mater ia ls  concern ing the i r  products  that  would be h igh ly
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benef ic ia l  to  BOAF and others .   He s ta ted that  they suppor t  the de lay in
the product  approva l  process.   He exp la ined that  they need t ime for  the i r
members to  implement  changes in  how they do bus iness.   He cont inued
that  they have rev iewed the technical  aspects of  the documents and
concluded,  a t  las t  week’s  annual  meet ing,  that  they are go ing to  need
some t ime to  do th is ,  par t icu lar ly  those who are in terested in  enter ing the
market  here  in  F lor ida.   He s ta ted that  he would  request  the Commiss ion
to  g ive  care fu l  cons idera t ion  to  ex is t ing  approva ls  and the recogn i t ion  o f
those approvals  wi th  respect  to  the implementat ion of  the product
approval  process.   He expla ined that  there should not  have to  be any
unnecessary test ing,  in  other  words the manufacturers do not  want  to
have to test  twice somewhere a long the way.

CARRIE HEBRANK, 

Ms.  Hebrank s ta ted that  in  her  understanding,  regard ing product
approval ,  there would be a conceptual  p lan presented today and that  the
Commiss ion wi l l  be request ing ru le-making author i ty  to  the leg is la ture.  
She expressed that  she d isagreed wi th  some of  these o ther
manufacturers ,  perhaps because she has been work ing on ru les in
F lor ida for  some t ime.   She cont inued that  she has seen many t imes how
these ru les can d i f fer  f rom the statutory in tent  or  how di f ferent  the in tent  
o f  d i f fe rent  commiss ions or  task  forces may be.   She s ta ted that  she fee ls
th is  is  a  case of  the government  ask ing the c i t izens to  just  t rust  them.  She
fur ther  s tated that  the reason the ru le-making author i ty  was s t r ipped f rom
the leg is la t ion a t  the las t  sess ion was s imply  because a f ter  two years  o f
work ing wi th  technica l  commit tees,  too o f ten the work group,  espec ia l ly
on product  approval ,  tended to s t ray f rom what  the s tatutory  guidel ines
al ready of fered in  s ta tu tes.   She cont inued that  wi thout  c lear ,  conc ise
gu ide l ines on the s ta te  product  approva l  sys tem that  is  be ing promoted,
out l ined in  the s tatutes,  FBMA cannot  suppor t  car t  b lanche author i ty  for
the Depar tment  and the Commiss ion to  move forward to  draf t  and adopt  a
ru le  on a product  approval  system that  wi l l  impact  every  bu i ld ing mater ia l
suppl ier  and manufacturer  in  th is  s tate and in  the surrounding reg ion.  
She suggested a compromised pos i t ion whereby not  on ly  would  s ta tu tory
gu ide l ines be p laced,  fo l lowing what  has a l ready been craf ted and
agreed to ,  but  a lso to  a l low for  the ru le  to  come back before the
leg is la ture  for  ra t i f i ca t ion .   She s ta ted there  was precedence for  th is ,
o f fer ing the F lor ida Wet lands Del ineat ion Rule in  1994 and Rule 9J5,  the
Growth Management  Act  as examples.   She fur ther  s tated that  wi th
another  level ,  i f  the ru le does st ray f rom what  the or ig inal  in tent  was and
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has adverse impacts  to  the bu i ld ing supply  indust ry ,  th is  would at  least
a l low some modi f ica t ions o f  that  ru le  before  i t  became ef fec t ive
s ta tewide.  

Chai rman Rodr iguez thanked Ms.  Hebrank for  her  comments and
sta ted the reason there is  pub l ic  comment  is  to  a l low the Commiss ion to
hear  d i f ferent  op in ions.   He s t ressed again  how impor tant  the
Commiss ion fee ls  that  the indust ry  should come to  the Commiss ion.   He
sta ted that  i f  there  is  go ing to  be a  s t rong Code,  there  is  go ing to  have to
be s t rong Commiss ion.   He exp la ined that  i f  the  Commiss ion fo l lows her
recommendat ion and cont inues to  go back to  the leg is la t ion wi th  the ru le ,
i t  says that  the Commiss ion is  not  to  be t rusted.   He presented that  the
Commiss ion members  are  her  peers ,  representa t ive  o f  each and every
in terest  group.   He re i tera ted the impor tance o f  pub l ic  comment ,  because
when a person ta lks  to  the Commiss ion they are  ta lk ing to  recept ive ears .  
He s ta ted that ,  as  Ms.  Ross had ment ioned,  the Commiss ion is  commi t ted
to  develop ing consensus or  i t  would  not  be here for  as  long as i t  has been.  
 He acknowledged that  mis takes have been made,  poss ib ly  resu l t ing f rom
growing pains,  and that  people may have swayed f rom statute.   He
cont inued that  under the current  p lan,  i f  leg is lature accepts the out l ine
and returns the ru le-making author i ty  to  the Commiss ion,  the members
fee l  that  these issues can be resolved among themselves wi thout
worry ing who gets  the last  word to  leg is la ture.   He repeated that  he
apprec ia ted  and respected Ms.  Hebrank ’s  comments  an  ind ica ted  tha t
they would  be cons idered.   He expressed that  he wanted to  address
publ ic ly  what  the Commiss ion be l ieves that  is  jus t  and in  the best  publ ic
in terest .   He s ta ted that  the members do not  serve on the Commiss ion to
have sent  someth ing sent  to  leg is la t ion jus t  to  have i t  po l i t ica l ly  defeated
and sent  back to  the Commiss ion.   He exp la ined that  the members serve
here wi th  a cer ta in  author i ty  de legated to  us,  but  wi thout  the suppor t  o f
the in terested par t ies  the Commiss ion cou ld  not  get  i ts  work  done.   He
conc luded that  for  those reasons,  the Commiss ion wi l l  never  fa i l  to  l is ten
to  the pub l ic ’s  suggest ions.   He encouraged Ms.  Hebrank to  beg in  to  f ind
a way o f  do ing bus iness o ther  than go ing to  the leg is la ture  wi th  po l i t i ca l
power .

Ms.  Hebrank s ta ted that  she wanted to  add that  th is  suggest ion has
worked in  the past  where ru les that  were developed d id  go to  the
leg is la ture and were adopted f rom that  s tandpoint .   She fur ther  s ta ted
that  i t  is  not  necessar i ly  a  s top-gap measure,  which means that  i t  would
ul t imate ly  fa i l .   She cont inued that  she thought  i f  there was someth ing in
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wr i t ing today that  was rev iewed by the members,  i t  would  be a d i f ferent
s i tuat ion.

Chai rman Rodr iguez s ta ted that  i t  is  in  wr i t ing and that  perhaps she
fe l t  the way she d id  because she d id  not  have the mater ia l  in  f ront  o f  her .  
He resta ted that  i t  i s  ava i lab le  for  rev iew and he would  personal ly  make
sure that  she rece ives a copy of  the recommendat ions.

Ms.  Hebrank s ta ted that  her  membersh ip  had not  seen i t  in  order  to
ge t  feedback .

Chai rman Rodr iguez s ta ted that  he apprec ia ted that  and perhaps
af ter  today she cou ld  d is t r ibu te  i t  to  her  membersh ip .

Ms.  Hebrank s ta ted that  regard ing the issue of  de lay ing
implementat ion o f  the Code,  she fee ls  that  sooner  is  bet ter  than la ter .  
She exp la ined that  i f  there  is  go ing to  be a  de lay ,  le t ’s  not  do i t  fo r  a  year
or  two years ,  bu t  do  i t  as  qu ick ly  as  poss ib le .

Mr .  Shaw sta ted that  he d id  not  not ice any p lace in  the agenda that
addresses the de lay  o f  implementa t ion .   He asked i f  there  would  be an
oppor tun i ty  to  address that  issue,  as  there was a  s ign i f icant  amount  o f
publ ic  comment  re la t ive to  th is .

Chai rman Rodr iguez s ta ted that  i t  i s  inc luded in  a  very  broad top ic
ca l led the Chai r ’s  Recommendat ions on Legis la t ive Issues,  which is  next
on the agenda.

CHAIR’S  RECOMMENDATIONS ON LEGISLATIVE ISSUES

Chai rman Rodr iguez s ta ted that  the fo l lowing f ive  top ics  were
inc luded under  the Chai r ’s  Recommendat ions:

1 .  Code  D issemina t ion
2.   Implementat ion Date o f  the Code
3.   Author izat ion for  the Chai r  to  d iscuss wi th  DCA any funding              
  recommendat ions  and inc lude them in  the leg is la t ive repor t
4 .   Author izat ion for  lega l  s ta f f  to  seek s ta tu tory  modi f ica t ions              
   needed to  imp lement  the  Commiss ion ’s  pos i t ion  as  imp l ied  by           
  Dec lara tory  Sta tement  in  December  for  a l lowing the issuance o f        
mul t ip le  permi ts
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5.   Code Trans i t ion

Code  D issemina t ion

Chai rman Rodr iguez s tated that  he was happy to  repor t  a f ter  lengthy
negot ia t ions,  there  are  agreements  es tab l ished wi th  SBCCI  on pr in t ing
and sa les o f  the Code.   He fur ther  s ta ted that  one of  these agreements
a l lows the F lor ida  Bu i ld ing Commiss ion to  prov ide c i ty  and county  Code
enforcement  o f f i ces  w i th  Code Book sets  a t  no  cos t  to  the  loca l
ju r isd ic t ions.   He cont inued th is  agreement  a lso a l lows the F lor ida
Bu i ld ing  Commiss ion  to  se l l  Code books  to  anyone th rough DCA a t
SBCCI  membersh ip  pr ices .   He reminded that  the  Commiss ion that  th is
had been a  goa l  that  the Commiss ion had g iven us to  seek f rom SBCCI to
se l l  the  Code in  F lor ida to  anyone who would  need the Code,  because i t  i s
a  publ ic  document  that  people  must  use.   He repor ted that  the F lor ida
Bu i ld ing  Code i t se l f  i s  a  $55.00  i tem and the  sub-codes  are  each $40.00 .  
He expla ined that  i f  you buy the ent i re  set  the cost  would be $135.00.   He
cont inued that ,  hav ing approved the Code at  the meet ing in  December ,
the ru le  was immediate ly  submi t ted to  the leg is la ture ’s  overs ight
commi t tee ,  the  Jo in t  Admin is t ra t ive  Procedures  Commi t tee .   He s ta ted
that  JAPC had approved the ru le  and f i led i t  w i th  the Secretary  o f  Sta te
las t  week.   

Chai rman Rodr iguez s tated that  under  the pr in t ing contract  wi th
SBCCI,  they have 30 days to  de l iver  a  pr in t  ready copy for  s ta f f  rev iew.  
He cont inued that  s ta f f  w i l l  rev iew i t  and they bel ieve i t  w i l l  be able to
have the  f i rs t  cop ies  o f  the  Code ava i lab le  be fore  the  60 day  per iod ,
which s tar ted wi th  the f i rs t  30 days.   He est imated th is  date  to  be on or
before Apr i l  1 st to  have the f i rs t  Codes out  to  the bu i ld ing depar tments .  
He cont inued that  there would be no loss of  t ime,  as the document  s  wi l l
be  sh ipped d i rec t ly  to  the ind iv idua l  bu i ld ing depar tments  and wi l l  not  be
d is t r ibu ted though DCA.   

Mr .  Wigg ins  asked how many cop ies  o f  the  Code would  be
d is t r ibuted to  each bu i ld ing depar tment  and what  is  that  based on.

Mr.  D ixon responded that  i t  has been the Depar tment ’s  po l icy  in  the
past  to  prov ide an average of  three Codes to  each jur isd ic t ion when the
Energy  Code and Access ib i l i t y  Code have been changed.   He s ta ted tha t
the actua l  number  depends on the s ize of  the jur isd ic t ion,  wi th  some
rece iv ing  
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twenty and some receiv ing just  one.

Mr.  Thorne asked when the Code wi l l  be ava i lab le  to  the publ ic .

Chai rman Rodr iguez s ta ted that  i f  the goal  is  ach ieved of  hav ing the
f i rs t  Codes out  be fore  60 days ,  as  soon as  the  orders  are  ava i lab le  and 
f i l led  they wi l l  be ava i lab le  to  be sh ipped out  to  the publ ic .   He exp la ined
that  the publ ic  wi l l  e i ther  have to  order  d i rect ly  through SBCCI or  through
the Commiss ion.

Mr.  Shaw of fered comments on the abi l i ty  to  have the Code and the
concern that  the publ ic  comment  ra ised on not  hav ing i t  ava i lab le  ear ly
enough.   He s ta ted that  the Plumbing Code has seen no s ign i f icant
changes f rom Draf t  I I I .   He cont inued that  he understands that  Draf t  I I I  of
the Plumbing Code is  avai lab le on the In ternet ,  wi th  the capabi l i ty  to
download.   He suggested that  i f  o ther  Codes are  in  the same format  or  in
the same pos i t ion ,  the  Commiss ion cou ld  make a  s ta tement  ind ica t ing
that  the Code on the In ternet  is  usable to  s tar t  t ra in ing.   He cont inued that
th is  may reso lve the issue,  because there is  a  Code ava i lab le  on the
Internet ,  even though the book is  not  avai lab le.   He re i terated that  there
has been no substant ive changes f rom Draf t  I I I  o f  the Plumbing Code that
they could not  use the Code on the Internet  to  s tar t  thei r  educat ion.

Mr.  Dixon s tated that  the ar rangement  wi th  SBCCI is  that  
when the f ina l  vers ion of  the Code is  approved by s ta f f ,  i t  w i l l  rep lace
Draf t  I I I  on the In ternet  so people wi l l  be able to  access the Code through
the Internet  even before they can obta in a book.  

Mr .  Basset t  asked i f  the  commiss ioners  can rece ive  not i f i ca t ion  by
emai l  when that  had been accompl ished.

Chai rman Rodr iguez s ta ted that  was a  good suggest ion and that  i t
cou ld  be  ar ranged.

Mr.  Shaw stated that  th is  br ings up another  quest ion.   He cont inued
that  there would be no d i f ference between the in format ion on the Internet
today versus the in format ion that  wi l l  be on the In ternet  a f ter  SBCCI
upgrades the Code,  w i th  the  except ion  o f  smal l  modi f i ca t ions .   He aga in
stated there should be no reason that  the Internet  in format ion should not
be usab le  in  i t ’ s  present  fo rmat .
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Mr.  D ixon responded that  is  cor rect  for  the P lumbing Code,  where
there have been no major  changes s ince Draf t  I I I .   He stated that  the other
documents have been changed through an ERRATA to Draf t  I I I  and
amendments to  the proposed ru le .   He s ta ted that  a l l  the in format ion is
there and is  accurate ,  but  requ i res cross re ferenc ing severa l  documents .   
He fur ther  s tated that  i t  would be easier  when the f ina l  vers ion,  the pr in t
vers ion,  is  avai lab le on the Internet .

Mr .  Shaw suggested for  the a id  of  the bu i ld ing depar tments that  the
Commiss ion should  expedi te  updat ing the In ternet  vers ion o f  the Code in
i t ’ s  fo rmat  so  tha t  i t  becomes ava i lab le  as  qu ick ly  as  i t  cou ld  be updated
so they would have i t  for  use.

Chai rman Rodr iguez s ta ted that  Mr .  Dixon would address that .

Mr .  Wigg ins  asked for  c la r i f i ca t ion  tha t  the  f ina l  Bu i ld ing  Code
product  wi l l  be avai lab le on the Internet .

Mr.  Dixon responded that  i t  wi l l  be avai lab le on the Internet  in  the
same format  that  the draf ts  are .   He exp la ined that  i t  can be accessed and
smal l  por t ions can be downloaded,  but  a  download o f  major  sect ions wi l l
no t  be  poss ib le .

Ms.  Har r is  asked i f  there  is  a  cos t  fo r  tha t  download.

Mr.  Dixon repl ied that  there is  no cost  under  the current  scheme.  He
re i te ra ted that  i t  can be accessed,  the  ent i re  page can be v iewed,  and
smal l  por t ions o f  the Code can be downloaded at  a  t ime.   He fur ther
s ta ted that  they are s t i l l  d iscuss ing wi th  SBCCI how those k inds o f  sa les
mechanisms would work.

Ms.  Harr is  asked for  c lar i f ica t ion that  i t  would  not  be usable  for  the
ent i re  t ra in ing,  because i t  would  not  a l l  be ava i lab le  yet .

Mr .  Dixon s tated that  i t  would be avai lab le  for  downloading,  but  on ly
as a  lo t  o f  l i t t le  downloads.

Implementat ion Date o f  the Code

Chai rman Rodr iguez s ta ted that  the implementat ion date of  the
Code should ref lect  the amount  of  t ime that  was spent  on resolv ing the
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ru le  chal lenges.   He reminded the Commiss ion that  the leg is la ture d id  a
couple  o f  moves which cost  some t ime.   He o f fered,  for  example,  the a i r
handler  issue was sent  back to  the Commiss ion for  reso lu t ion,  which
sh i f ted the Commiss ion ’s  pr imary  focus f rom educat ion and t ra in ing to
that  o f  comple t ing  the Code.   He s ta ted that  the  Commiss ion does not
begrudge that ,  as  i t  i s  cor rect  to  have issues brought  back to  the
Commiss ion to  ach ieve consensus.   He re i tera ted that  i t  d id ,  however ,
sh i f t  the Commiss ion ’s  focus.   He a lso reminded the Commiss ion that  the
leg is la tu re  asked the  Commiss ion  to  rev iew modi f i ca t ions  to  the  Code  
w i th  respect  to  f i sca l  impact  s ta tements  and that  a lso  became a t ime
consuming propos i t ion.   He s ta ted that  he personal ly  recommends that
the Commiss ion ask the leg is la ture  to  de lay  the implementat ion date  o f
the Code to  October  1 ,  2001.   He exp la ined that  he be l ieves that  three
months is  an accurate assessment  o f  the t ime that  was spent  do ing the
homework g iven by the leg is la ture to  the Commiss ion f rom the other
leg is la t i ve  sess ion .   

Mr .  San idas entered a  mot ion to  de lay  the implementa t ion  date  o f
the  Code to  October  1 ,  2001.   Mr .  Wigg ins  seconded the  mot ion .

Mr.  Shaw sta ted that  he d isagrees wi th  the de lay o f  implementat ion.  
He expla ined that  he bel ieves that  current ly  a l l  munic ipa l i t ies  are under
the 1997 SBCCI  Code,  wh ich is ,  in  essence,  what  the F lor ida Bu i ld ing
Code is .   He s ta ted that  there  is  on ly  s l igh t  modi f ica t ions f rom the F lor ida
Bui ld ing Code to  the code that  is  cur rent ly  be ing used in  the s ta te .   He
fur ther  s tated that  these changes are not  s igni f icant ly  more than one
might  expect  in  any code rev is ion.   He cont inued that  s ign i f icant  codes
have l i t t le  change at  a l l  over  what  has been issued out  for  a long t ime and
avai lab le  for  that  t ra in ing.   He of fered that  he d id  have some concern over
the remedia l  t ra in ing,  whether  that  would be ready,  but  he feels  the
Educat ion TAC wi l l  be prepared to  present  that  t ra in ing wi th in  a  t imely
manner  that  most  cont ractors  and des ign profess iona ls  would  a t tend i t
whenever i t  was ready.   He stated that  he d id not  tota l ly  understand what  a
delay would accompl ish versus what  is  avai lab le today.

Chairman Rodr iguez stated that  he h imsel f  would normal ly  be the
last  person arguing in  favor  o f  a  de lay.   He expla ined again that  i f  the
Code is  p r in ted  on Apr i l  1 ,  2001,  and the  Code is  imp lemented on Ju ly  1 ,
2001,  that  would a l low three months to  adjust .   He stated that  o ther  issues
wi l l  be addressed la ter ,  such as ind iv iduals  who have been work ing on a
very  compl ica ted bu i ld ing that  w i l l  be  permi t ted and what  impact  i t  may
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have to them.  He re i terated that  he is  fundamenta l ly  against  delays.   He
contended that  he be l ieved that  the Commiss ion had done i t ’s  work .   He
stressed that  he d id not  want  to  g ive the i l lus ion to those who may want  to
not  ever  have th is  Code that  a  de lay would mean delay af ter  de lay af ter
de lay.   He expressed that  he had made th is  recommendat ion a f ter  some
soul  search ing and af ter  reading le t ters  l ike  the one f rom Por t  Orange and
BOAF and others.   He s tated that  he was very  in terested in  hav ing th is
d iscuss ion,  because i t  i s  de f in i te ly  not  a  b lack  and whi te  issue.   He asked
how does the Commiss ion account  for  the t ime spent  deal ing wi th  the ru le
chal lenges that  de layed the pr in t ing,  as i t  would have been accompl ished
a long t ime ago had i t  not  been for  the de lays created whi le  t ry ing to
ach ieve consensus on those issues.   He emphas ized that  he d id  fee l  i t
was appropr ia te  fo r  the  Commiss ion to  have done that  because that  is
what  the Commiss ion is  about ,  be ing in  the bus iness to  ach ieve
consensus and th is  was the proper  form.

Mr.  Basset t  o f fered that  he agreed that  he would rather  not  see a
delay in  implementat ion,  but  fee ls  i t  needs to  happen.   He s tated that  the
Plumbing Code is  the on ly  code that  happens to  be c lose to  what  is  be ing
pract iced today.   He fur ther  s ta ted that  the Mechanica l  Code went  to  the
Internat iona l  Mechanica l  Code,  which has s ign i f icant  d i f ferences,
o f fer ing that  the TAC had rev iewed 147 pages o f  these d i f fe rences in  the
Mechanica l  Code.   He cont inued that  th is  does not  even take in to  account
what  i t  i s  go ing to  take in  South  F lor ida for  those two count ies  to  t ra in
the i r  people.   He s ta ted that  Por t  Orange and Broward County  have both
ind icated that  they would need at  least  s ix  months to  t ra in  the i r  people.  
He fur ther  s ta ted that  there were more issues invo lved in  th is  bes ides the
t ra in ing of  the Code of f ic ia ls .   He cont inued that  he was serv ing on a
commit tee in  Broward County  that  is  eva luat ing the Mechanica l
amendments they may want  to  make.   He s tated that  these munic ipa l i t ies
and govern ing bod ies need to  be g iven the t ime to  go through the process
i t  takes to ensure a smooth adjustment  and wi thout  delay f rom when the
new Code gets  issued and when they can go through the necessary publ ic
hear ings to  adopt  the amendments for  those prov is ions they would l ike to
keep on a  loca l  bas is .   He s ta ted that  fo r  th is  reason a lso ,  he agreed that
the code implementat ion should  be de layed.  

Chai rman Rodr iguez asked Mr .  Basset  i f  he was in  suppor t  o f  the
mot ion on the f loor .

Mr .  Basset t  responded that  he was in  suppor t  o f  the mot ion.
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Mr.  Quintana s tated that  he had a lways expressed a concern
re la t ive  to  the t ra in ing t ime a l lowed and the t ime that  Miami-Dade and
Broward County  would both need because of  the drast ic  d i f ferences in  the
two codes.   He of fered suppor t  o f  the de lay,  but  added that  he fe l t  more
inc l ined to  be l ieve that  a  more reasonable  amount  o f  t ime for  t ra in ing
would be achieved by de lay ing unt i l  January 1,  2001.

Mr .  L ipka s ta ted that  whatever  the Commiss ion chooses to  do and
whenever  i t  chooses to  move there would be a lo t  o f  fuss about  i t .   He
fur ther  s ta ted that  the more i t  i s  de layed,  the more people  wi l l  compla in
about  i t  and i t  becomes more open for  cha l lenges.   He cont inued that
regard ing the implementat ion,  i t  would not  be that  on Ju ly  1 ,  2001
everyone changes to  the new Code,  because th ings in  progress wi l l
remain in  progress,  which means they would fa l l  under  the Code which
they were des igned under .   He expla ined that  on ly  the new design
pro jects  coming in  wi l l  go to  the new Code.   He emphasized that  i t  would
not  be l ike a window shut t ing down on i t .   He s ta ted that  he agreed wi th
Mr.  Shaw that  whenever  i t  is  determined to  be done,  i t  w i l l  be,  and maybe
the best  th ing is  to  jus t  do i t  and s t ruggle through i t  the best  way poss ib le .  
He fur ther  s ta ted that  he is  hes i tant  about  put t ing i t  o f f ,  because new
prob lems come up a l l  the  t ime and he d is l ikes  the idea o f  go ing to  the
leg is la ture and s ta t ing that  the Commiss ion cou ld  not  do what  i t  in tended
and i t  is  the leg is la ture ’s  fau l t .   He concluded by s tat ing that  the
Commiss ion should just  consider  what  three months wi l l  rea l ly
accompl ish .

Chai rman Rodr iguez responded that  Mr .  L ipka ’s  comments  were
heard and that  the Commiss ion wi l l  be ta lk ing about  Code Trans i t ion and
get t ing some ru le-making author i ty  for  that .   He reminded the
Commiss ion that  the mot ion on the f loor  is  on ly  for  three months and i t  is
not  to  b lame the leg is la ture,  but  to  a l low for  the t ime spent  in  resolv ing
those ru le  chal lenges and gain ing consensus,  which delayed pr in t ing,  to
be  added back  in  to  th is  p rocess .

Mr.  L ipka s ta ted that  he would not  be to ta l ly  against  i t .

Chai rman Rodr iguez s tated that  i t  d id  not  mean that  the
Commiss ion  b lames the  leg is la tu re .

Mr.  L ipka s ta ted that  the po int  he was making was that  the
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Commiss ion would  have to  go to  the leg is la ture s ta t ing that  i t  cou ld  not  do
i t ’s  job and he was not  crazy about  that .

Chai rman Rodr iguez responded that  the Commiss ion had to  spend
the requ i red t ime in  order  to  do i t .

Mr .  L ipka re i te ra ted that  he fe l t  tha t  somet imes a  l ine  has to  be
drawn.

Mr.  Browdy s ta ted that  he would  l ike  to  speak against  the mot ion.  
He fur ther  s tated that  in  h is  opin ion Draf t  I I I  is  far  more suf f ic ient  for
des ign pro fess iona ls  to  commence the des ign o f  s t ruc tures  to  be
compl iant  w i th  the F lor ida Bu i ld ing Code.   He added that  cont inua l  ta lk  o f
de lay  does more to  damage the c red ib i l i t y  o f  the  Commiss ion and
confuse the c i t i zens o f  F lor ida regard ing the i r  des ign opt ions.   He
expla ined that  for  those who market  houses,  which to  a great  extent  are
the major i ty  o f  the permi ts  pu l led in  the s ta te  o f  F lor ida,  the Code is  a
very  s ign i f icant  aspect  o f  that  market ing ab i l i ty .   He s ta ted that  he
be l ieved the implementat ion date  is  c r i t i ca l  to  main ta in  in  order  to  move
forward progress ive ly  wi th  a  bet ter  bu i l t  house,  in  a  fash ion that  does not
undermine the Commiss ion ’s  c red ib i l i t y .   He s ta ted that  i t  i s  h is
unders tand ing that  there  are  cer ta in  leg is la tors  who are  be ing asked by
cer ta in  count ies a l ready to  propose leg is la t ion that  would c i rcumvent  the
Commiss ion ’s  author i ty  to  do i t ’s  work.   He fur ther  s ta ted that  he would
th ink that  i f  implementat ion of  the Code is  de layed at  th is  po in t  that  the
Commiss ion wi l l  be even more vu lnerab le  to  those types of  leg is la t ive
in i t ia t ives.   He cont inued that  the t rue tes t  o f  the Commiss ion ’s  work
product  and i t ’s  e f fec t iveness wi l l  rea l ly  on ly  occur  a f ter  i t  i s  implemented
and only  then wi l l  i t  be poss ib le  to  t ru ly  test  the work product  and correct
the g l i tches and the prob lems as resu l t  o f  actua l ly  hav ing the Code in
pract ice and the des ign profess ionals  actua l ly  work ing wi th  them.  He
stated that  he was a lso concerned that  a  leg is la t ive de lay would make the
Code vu lnerab le  to  leg is la t ive chal lenges and would open up hear ings
again as a resul t  o f  the implementat ion de lay.   He d id  of fer  that  he would
re ly  on Counci l  for  that  determinat ion.   He concluded that  would be an
issue in  i tse l f  that  would move h im to  vote against  a  de lay and he urged
his  fe l low Commiss ioners  to  move forward wi th  the implementat ion date
of  Ju ly  1 ,  2001.

Chai rman Rodr iguez restated that  he f inds h imsel f  in  the unusual
ro le  in  ask ing for  a  de lay ,  but  he does be l ieve the Commiss ion ’s  ro le  is  to
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seek consensus.   He cont inued that  he be l ieves there had been some very
cred ib le  arguments  made par t icu lar ly  in  the t ra in ing t ime.   He s ta ted that
he a lso heard Mr.  Quintana state that  he fe l t  no one would argue,  but  the
people who wi l l  probably  do the most  t ra in ing for  reasons that  have
al ready been s ta ted,  major  d i f ferences are not  w i th  the Standard Bui ld ing
Code,  but  wi th  the South F lor ida Bui ld ing Code.   He noted that  many
people  have argued for  the s ix  months and i f  the Code is  ava i lab le  by
Apr i l  1 ,  2001,  there wi l l  be s ix  months ava i lab le  for  t ra in ing unt i l  October
1,  2001.   He repeated that  the Commiss ion is  here to  d iscuss th is ,  that  he
hears the member ’s  concerns,  and that  he is  re luctant  to  ask for  de lays.  
He commented that  the Commiss ion is  a lways vulnerable,  but  the
Commiss ion ’s  vu lnerab i l i ty  is  in  d i rec t  propor t ion on ly  to  how much
suppor t  i t  gets  f rom the people out  there.   He commented that  there have
been severa l  that  have of fered the i r  suppor t  and the ones who cannot  yet
w i l l  be  ab le  to  take th is  back to  the i r  const i tuenc ies  and f ind  i t  in  the i r
best  in terest  to  suppor t  the Commiss ion.   He cont inued that  i t  would
st rengthen the Commiss ion that  i t  i s  the one ask ing for  th is  and not  an
upr is ing  o f  the  peop le  aga ins t  the  Commiss ion ,  because i t  i s  be ing
insens i t ive  to  the t ra in ing and other  issues.

Mr.  Kopzcynsk i  s ta ted that  he d id  have some comments,  but  he does
not  be l ieve that  he could add or  det ract  f rom the comments made by Mr.
Browdy or  Chai rman Rodr iguez,  as they are both very wel l  reasoned
i l lus t ra t ions o f  the issues and the pos i t ion o f  the Commiss ion.   He
cont inued that  he be l ieved the Commiss ion has an ext remely  d i f f icu l t
dec is ion to  make.   He s ta ted that  he was torn ,  as  the o ther
Commiss ioners may wi l l  be in  not  want ing to  see any delay in  the
implementat ion of  the Code,  but  in  a lso rea l iz ing that  there are potent ia l ly
good,  leg i t imate  reasons for  some de lay .

Mr.  Murdock s tated that  a l l  o f  the members probably  have concerns
in de lay ing the implementat ion of  the Code.   He fur ther  s ta ted that  Mr.
Browdy very e loquent ly  expressed a lot  of  the issues that  would concern a
lot  o f  people out  there.   He cont inued that  he fe l t  for  the Code to be a
success,  which is  the Commiss ion ’s  u l t imate goa l ,  i t  w i l l  be the
acceptance by the regulatory  agencies and the indust r ies invo lved.   He
stated that  d i rect ly  re la ted to  that  acceptance is  t ra in ing.   He fur ther
s ta ted that  in  order  for  the Commiss ion to  get  the t ra in ing out  there,  t ime
is  needed to  ensure that  everyone that  needs to  be reached is  reached in
the regulatory industry ,  inc luding the design profess ionals  and the
cont rac tors .   He o f fered h is  suppor t  o f  the October  1 ,  2001
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implementa t ion  date .

Mr .  Corn s ta ted that  th is  d iscuss ion reminded h im of  the f i rs t  t ime
the country  put  in to ef fect  the auto emiss ion ’s  laws.   He expla ined that  a l l
o f  the bus inesses sa id  they cou ld  never  do i t .   He s ta ted that  the Code is
on the net  and people can f ind the la test  vers ion,  which is  very c lose to
what  is  go ing to  be adopted.   He fur ther  s ta ted that  there are many
prob lems in  the Code as wr i t ten,  because nobody could  poss ib ly  wr i te  a
Code wi thout  prob lems and wi thout  needing cor rect ions.   He cont inued
that  the Commiss ion wi l l  be spending the next  one to  two years making
the cor rec t ions and then i t  w i l l  be  an ongoing process.   He expressed that
he fee ls  the sooner  i t  gets  s tar ted,  the sooner  the  prob lems wi l l  be found
and the sooner  they can be corrected.   He acknowledged,  on the other
hand,  that  i t  takes t ime to  set  up t ra in ing programs.   He suggested maybe
a compromise to  one and a ha l f  months
and move th is  on.

Chai rman Rodr iguez responded that  the October  1 st da te  i s  in  i t se l f
a  compromise,  not  based on cut t ing the t ime in  ha l f ,  but  on the min imum
t ime that  is  fe l t  necessary for  t ra in ing,  which is  based on Apr i l  1 st  to
October 1 st  2001 .

Mr.  Shaw stated that  on an issue as impor tant  as th is ,  a  unanimous
dec is ion should  be sent  to  the leg is la ture .   He suggested a s t raw po l l  to
determine what  the nature o f  the Commiss ion is  and then make some
dec is ions .

Mr .  Par r ino  s ta ted that  the  Commiss ion might  be bet ter  served by
determin ing i f  i t  wanted to  or  d id  not  want  to  de lay .   He added that  i f  i t  was
the wi l l  o f  the Commiss ion to  de lay,  then i t  could d iscuss the t ime of  the
delay.

Mr.  Shaw stated that  h is  in tent  was that  i f  i t  was the pos i t ion of  the
balance of  the Commiss ion,  he would ra ther  suppor t  the mot ion and send
a unanimous s ignal  to  the legis lature rather  than deny,  but  he was not  sure
that  would be the nature of  the vote i f  i t  were taken at  th is  moment.   He
fur ther  s tated that  a  s t raw pol l  would g ive h im an ind icat ion of  how he
should vote in  case i f  the mot ion comes to  the f loor .

Chai rman Rodr iguez ca l led for  s t raw pol l  on the mot ion that  is  on the
f loor  for  a  three month delay in  implementat ion.
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Straw pol l  vote on the delay of  implementat ion for  three months
resu l ted in  18 in  favor ,  4  opposed (Browdy,  L ipka,  Harr is ,  Shaw) .   

Ms.  Harr is  s tated that  she had a concern that  for  the past  year  the
Commiss ion has been d iscuss ing the Ju ly  1 st implementat ion date ,  wh ich
is  the beginn ing o f  hur r icane season for  F lor ida.   She fur ther  s ta ted that
October  is  the  heat  o f  tha t  season and she quest ioned i f  the  Commiss ion
was go ing to  put  i t ’s  chances in  the educat ion of  th is  new Code,  wi th  the
poss ib i l i t y  o f  l i ves  los t  i f  there  is  a  major  ca tas t rophe.

Chai rman Rodr iguez responded that  the whole  issue of  the F lor ida
Bui ld ing  Code is  to  pro tec t  l i ves  and tha t  i s  what  the  Commiss ion is  here
to  do.   He s ta ted that  what  is  be ing d iscussed is  the ab i l i ty  o f  the
Commiss ion  to  p roper ly  d isseminate  the  Code and have peop le  t ra ined in
order  to  en force  th is  Code.

Mr.  Quintana s tated that  the quest ion he had was answered.

Mr.  Sanidas s tated that  he was torn about  th is .   He expla ined that  he
would  l i ke  the  Code to  go  in to  e f fec t  as  soon as  poss ib le ,  because i t  w i l l
he lp h is  county,  which is  wel l  educated in  const ruct ion and exper ience
and does not  need s ix  months to  make the t rans i t ion.   He cont inued that
he understood there to  be other  areas throughout  the s tate which have not
been enforc ing the Code and i t  w i l l  take them a whi le  to  learn what  the
Code is .   He s ta ted the reason that  he would  suppor t  the de lay in
implementat ion is  because he fee ls  that  these other  count ies  should  be
g iven a  l i t t le  more t ime to  get  caught  up.

Mr.  D’  Andrea of fered an observat ion that  he hears the
Commiss ioners  ta lk ing about  tak ing the draf t  fo rm and work ing f rom that .  
He reminded the Commiss ion that  three years ago when the In ternat ional
Bu i ld ing  Code was  d iscussed,  the  Commiss ion  dec ided  no t  to  do  i t
because i t  was in  a  dra f t  fo rm.   He expressed a  concern that  in  order  to  do
i t  r ight  now, a l though he would l ike to have i t  go into ef fect  July 1 st,  i t
would mean tak ing the f ina l  draf ts  o f  a l l  o f  these documents and get t ing
them out  to  everyone that  needs to  s tar t  the i r  educat ion today,  in  order  to
have enough t ime to  do th is .   He cont inued that  the log is t ics  of  g iv ing
them the Thi rd Draf t  o f  a l l  o f  the Codes and then at  some point  in  the
future,  tak ing away that  Th i rd  Draf t  and rep lac ing i t  w i th  the F lor ida
Bui ld ing Code,  is  absolu te ly  unbel ievable.   He s ta ted that  he would ra ther
delay i t  and have everyone work ing f rom the f ina l  document .   He stated
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that  the percept ion of  t ry ing to  do th is  wi th  the Draf t  Code is  counter  to
what  the  Commiss ion is  t ry ing to  do.

Mr .  Mc Combs s ta ted that  he would  l i ke  to  be on the record as
stat ing that  for  the f i rs t  t ime in f i f ty  years,  the amendments wi th the
Elect r ica l  Code wi l l  be done away wi th .   He s ta ted that  he would love to
see the Code go in to  e f fec t  tomorrow,  because i t  w i l l  save money for  the
people of  F lor ida.   He cont inued that  for  home and bus iness owners who
have been p lagued for  years by these amendments to  the Code,  he would
l ike to  see i t  go in to ef fect  on Ju ly  1 st as  p lanned.   He asser ted that  wi th
the need for  the inspectors  to  be schooled on i t  ,  he would be wi l l ing to
vote for  the delay of  three months.   

Vote in  suppor t  o f  the de lay of  implementat ion date for  three months
to October 1 st  was unanimous.   Mot ion car r ied.

Chai rman Rodr iguez thanked the Commiss ion.   He s ta ted that  he
was aware th is  was a d i f f icu l t  moment  for  the Commiss ion,  but  in  the
in terest  o f  consensus and fa i rness,  he be l ieves i t  has done the r ight
th ing.

Mr .  Basset t  suggested tha t  in  order  to  speed the  t ra in ing  process ,  i t
wou ld  be benef ic ia l  fo r  the  bu i ld ing  depar tments  to  rece ive  a  CD
immediate ly  a f ter  the f ina l  pr in t  copy is  approved and then rece ive the
pr in t  copy three weeks la ter .

Mr .  Dixon s ta ted that  those would be d is t r ibuted to  the bu i ld ing
depar tments  as  qu ick ly  as  poss ib le .   He fur ther  s ta ted that  i t  was the i r
in tent ion  to  send CD’s  as  we l l  as  Code books,  bu t  there  may be some
delay because SBCCI has the Code put  in to  a format  that  inc ludes a
search engine in tegra l  to  the Code and they go to  an outs ide cont ractor
for  development .   He cont inued that  i t  would take some t ime for  that
produc t  to  be  deve loped.

Chai rman Rodr iguez added that  i t  was a  po in t  wel l  taken and that  i t
would be pursued,  because they do not  do the CD themselves.

Mr .  Basset t  s ta ted that  even i f  the bu i ld ing depar tment  does not
rece ive i t ’s  f ina l  copy wi th  the CD wi th  the search engine,  i t  would  be
advantageous jus t  to  rece ive the CD.
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Author izat ion of  the Chai r  to  Discuss wi th  the DCA any Funding 
Recommendat ions and Inc lude Them in the Report  to  the 
Leg is la ture

Mr .  D ’  Andrea entered a  mot ion  to  approve the  Cha i r ’s
recommendat ion.   Mr .  Wigg ins  seconded the mot ion.

Mr.  Dixon s tated that  there are a number of  i tems that  wi l l  need
funding for  next  year ,  as the product  approval  system goes through and is
in i t ia ted.   He exp la ined that  there  is  fund ing requ i red for  i t ’ s
implementat ion g iven the f ina l  recommendat ions o f  the Commiss ion.   He
also s ta ted that  there have been inqu i r ies  about  how the educat ion
program wi l l  be funded.   He cont inued that  DCA has asked that  the
Commiss ion de legate  one o f  i t ’ s  members ,  the  Chai rman,  to  have those
d iscuss ions  w i th  the  DCA and make the  dec is ions  necessary  fo r  p rogram
supplementat ion next  f isca l  year .

Mr .  Wigg ins  asked i f  there  was a  f ramework  or  gu ide l ines  se t  fo r
these d iscuss ions on funding,  such as a l is t  o f  opt ions f rom which they wi l l
d raw or  i s  i t  w ide  open.

Mr.  Dixon expla ined that  the s ta te  budget ing process had  the
Depar tment  put  together  i t ’ s  leg is la t ive  budget  request  for  the f isca l  year
star t ing July  1,  2001 running through June 30,  2002.   He stated that  the
budget  request  before  the leg is la ture  today re f lec ts  the bas is  o f
knowledge and understanding of  the programs a lmost  one year  ago.   He
fur ther  s tated that  to  implement  the programs in  the next  f isca l  year ,  there
wi l l  have to  be some adjustments.   He cont inued that  a t  th is  po int  in  t ime
there is  one smal l  oppor tun i ty  to  amend the leg is la t ive budget  request ,
but  otherwise the Department  wi l l  have to work wi th the ex is t ing funds and
a l locate  those to  the d i f fe rent  programs as best  as  i t  can.    He s ta ted that
th is  just  has to be worked out  wi th the Chairman,  as there is  not  real ly  a
set  o f  opt ions that  they wi l l  be work ing wi th .  

Mr .  Wigg ins asked i f  th is  would inc lude the types of  th ings such as
the one cent  per  square foot  s i r  charge on permi ts  as  a  fund ing source.

Mr.  Dixon responded that  the genera l  gu idance he could g ive the
Commiss ion is  that  th is  is  not  the appropr ia te  t ime to  request  the
leg is la ture levy more taxes or  implement  changes to  that  fee.   He s ta ted
that  there are other  funding avenues.   He of fered for  example,  that  the law
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requi res  the educat ion program be se l f  su f f ic ient .   How that  is  
accompl ished,  what  the mechanisms are and,  how fees are  co l lec ted
needs to  be determined.   He exp la ined that  the Commiss ion has author i ty
to  charge a fee for  rev iew of  ra t ional  analys is  for  product  approval ,  but  no
spec i f ic  author i ty  for  fees for  the accred i t ing eva luat ion ent i t ies ,  tes t ing
laborator ies ,  e tc .  that  are  to  be accred i ted under  the program that  has
been adopted by  the Commiss ion.   He s ta ted that  there  are  some th ings
that  wi l l  need to  be done leg is la t ive ly  to  request  author i t ies ,  i f  those
programs are  to  be  suppor ted  f rom fees .  

Cha i rman Rodr iguez s ta ted that  because o f  the  Commiss ion ’s
schedule,  i t  wi l l  not  meet  again.    He stated that  f rankly  he would have
rather  i t  not  have to  be h im who has to  be the one do ing i t .   He of fered that
they wi l l  keep the Commiss ion in formed.   He exp la ined that  the inc lus ion
of  i t  in to  the repor t  and the t iming of  that  is  what  makes i t  d i f f icu l t .

Vote in  suppor t  o f  the Chai r ’s  recommendat ion for  author i ty  to
d iscuss funding recommendat ions wi th  DCA and inc lude them in  the
repor t  to  the leg is la ture  was unanimous.   Mot ion car r ied.

Author iza t ion  o f  Lega l  Sta f f  to  Seek Sta tu tory  Modi f ica t ions 
Needed to  Implement  the Commiss ion ’s  Pos i t ion  on A l lowing 
Issuance of  Mul t ip le  Permi ts

Chai rman Rodr iguez s ta ted that  there had been qu i te  a  number  o f
inqu i r ies  re la t ive  to  foundat ion permi ts ,  for  example.   He exp la ined that
the Commiss ion is  be ing asked to  g ive  lega l  s ta f f  the  author i ty  to  seek
statutory  modi f icat ions that  would g ive them the author i ty  to  make
adjustments to that  as necessary.

Mr.  Basset t  s ta ted that  a  quest ion that  had come to  h im last  month
was i f  any loca l  jur isd ic t ion can do loca l  amendments as long as there is  a
county  Board o f  Rules and Appeals  or  w i l l  i t  be loca l  amendments  that
apply  to  the jur isd ic t ion of  that  county board complete ly .   He of fered the
example that  in  Broward County ,  the c i t ies  cannot  make loca l
amendments ,  on ly  the Board o f  Rules and Appeals  can make loca l
amendments.   He fur ther  asked how that  would be throughout  the state.

Mr.  Dixon stated that  he was not  exact ly  sure how Broward County ’s
char ter  e f fec ts  the ab i l i ty  o f  the munic ipa l i t ies  a f ter  th is  genera l  law goes
into ef fect .   He fur ther  s ta ted that  for  the rest  o f  the s tate,  each
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munic ipa l i ty  w i l l  be ab le  to  make amendments  for  the i r   munic ipa l i ty  and i t
does not  have to have county-wide approval .

Mr .  D ’  Andrea entered a  mot ion  to  suppor t  the  Cha i r ’s
recommendat ion to  author ize lega l  s ta f f  to  seek Sta tu tory  Modi f ica t ions.
Mr .  L ipka seconded the mot ion.   Vote  was unan imous.   Mot ion  car r ied .

Code Trans i t ion

Chai rman Rodr iguez s ta ted tha t  the  F lor ida  Bu i ld ing  Commiss ion
would  be seek ing ru le-mak ing author i ty  to  be ab le  to  reso lve and dec ide
on Code Trans i t ion issues.   He o f fered the example,  that  has been
brought  to  many of  the Commiss ioners ,  o f  des igners  who may be a l ready
beginn ing major  pro jects  that  are l ike ly  to  fa l l  under  th is  Code,  but  they do
not  have the document  to  be ab le  to  des ign to  that .    He defer red to  Ms.
Schmi th for  an explanat ion.   He s tated that  he bel ieved the ru le  was that  i t
depended on when the cont ract  for  the arch i tect  was s igned,  and that  was
one way to  dea l  w i th  th is  issue or  those s imi lar .

Ms.  Schmi th s ta ted that  the issue that  has been ra ised is  that  on Ju ly
1 st what  happens to a l l  the p lans that  are in  p lans rev iew,  but  permi ts  have
not  been issued at  that  po int  and now the Code changes.   She fur ther
s ta ted that  the s ta tu te ,  passed by the leg is la ture  in  1998,  d id  not  address
that .   She cont inued that  i t  is  her  lega l  op in ion that  s ince the law d id  not
address i t ,  then common law appl ies .   She exp la ined that  a  permi t  must
be in-hand and in  some cases,  a  permi t  in  hand wi th  const ruct ion
underway,  or  i t  would be necessary for  those ind iv iduals  to  s tar t  a l l  over
again  under  the new Bui ld ing Code.   She s ta ted that  th is  was jus t  common
law vest ing issues.   She ment ioned that  she had ra ised the issue at  the
League of  C i t ies  meet ing over  the summer in  hopes that  someone
indust ry  would  come to  the Commiss ion wi th  some sor t  o f  proposa l  or
leg is la t ive in i t ia t ive,  but  no one has.   She expressed that  the fear  would
be that  the loca l  governments wi l l  make th is  determinat ion on the i r  own
accord ing to  the i r  a t torneys ’  in terpretat ion,  which resu l ts  wi th  indust ry
be ing t reated d i f ferent ly  by  each loca l  government .   She proposed that
the leg is la ture address i t  so that  i t  would be deal t  w i th  un i formly
throughout  F lor ida.   She s ta ted that  i t  i s  appropr ia te  that  th is  body
d iscuss and determine i f  the  request  shou ld  be made to  leg is la ture  to  do
that ,  but  i t  might  be best  le f t  to  indust ry  s ince they have not  come forward.

Mr .  Browdy s ta ted that  h is  reco l lec t ion o f  the admin is t ra t ive  sect ion
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of  the  F lor ida  Bu i ld ing  Code is  tha t  there  is  a  date  o f  rece ip t  o f  the  p lans
to the ef fect ive Code that  should  be in  force when the p lans are rece ived
by the bui ld ing of f ic ia l .   He cont inued that  i t  would be up to  the bui ld ing
of f ic ia l  to  determine the suf f ic iency of  the submi t ta l ,  which would ensure
that  people could not  just  br ing an insuf f ic ient  submi t ta l  to  establ ish the
date o f  Code governance.   He s ta ted that  he thought  i t  had been made
clear  in  the Bui ld ing Code exact ly  what  that  code would be.   He
re fe renced Sec t ion  104.1 .5  o f  the  F lo r ida  Bu i ld ing  Code.

Chai rman Rodr iguez exp la ined that  what  the Commiss ion is  ask ing
is  for  the author i ty  to  make dec is ions that  re la te  to  t rans i t ion.   He s ta ted
that  the Commiss ion need not  ant ic ipate every  one,  which would be
d i f f i cu l t  to  do .

Ms.  Schmith s tated that  the sect ion that  Mr.  Browdy just  read f rom
the Code is  the  way that  the  Admin is t ra t ive  Ad Hoc and the Commiss ion
deal t  w i th  th is  issue for  fu ture  changes or  add i t ions to  the F lor ida
Bui ld ing Code.   She exp la ined that  the  issue be ing d iscussed is  the
t rans i t ion  f rom the ex is t ing  min imum codes to  the  F lor ida  Bu i ld ing  Code,
which is  not  covered by  the F lor ida Bu i ld ing Code i tse l f .   

Mr .  Basset t  repor ted that  in  Broward County  i t  has a lways been that
when a set  of  p lans is  turned in ,  the current  Code is  the one that  would
apply and p lans that  were a l ready turned in  were not  turned back.   He
exp la ined that  the South F lor ida Bui ld ing Code is  rev ised every  two years
and there was a t remendous rev is ion a f ter  Hurr icane Andrew and i t  d id
not  requi re a delay in  implementat ion.   He cont inued that  the only  people
i t  w i l l  rea l ly  a f fect  people who have on ly  been do ing school  board work
who are  under  the  premise o f  SREF at  the  t ime o f  the  Commiss ion and i t
was not  a  concern how many t imes i t  changed af ter  that ,  because they
stayed the same.   He s ta ted that  the b ig  d iscuss ion in  Broward County  is
i f  a  lo t  o f  app l ica t ions  are  go ing  to  be  submi t ted  the  day  before  the  Code
goes in to  e f fec t  or  w i l l  they be he ld  unt i l  the day af ter  the Code becomes
ef fect ive,  because a lo t  o f  people th ink that  un less Broward is  making a
lo t  o f  changes in  the i r  loca l  amendments  the new Code wi l l  be a  lo t  less
st r ingent  in  a  lo t  o f  areas and some ind iv idua ls  would  want  to  de lay the i r
app l ica t ions and submi t  them af ter  the new Code is  in  e f fec t .

Chai rman Rodr iguez re i te ra ted that  the Commiss ion cannot
ant ic ipate  a l l  the  moves and a l l  tha t  is  be ing asked by th is  mot ion is
author i ty  to  deal  wi th  t rans i t ion issues.
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Mr.  Basset t  asked i f  there would  be t ime for  ru le-making af ter  the
leg is la t i ve  sess ion .   

Mr .  D ixon s ta ted that  th is  issue is  a l ready addressed in  the ru le  for
fu ture updates to  the Code.   The problem is  the law’s  not  c lear  that  what
we have in  ru le  can be the f i rs t  t ime around or  on ly  in  subsequent  updates
to the Code.   He fur ther  s tated that  i f  the leg is la ture g ives the
Commiss ion c lear  author i ty  for  the in i t ia l  implementat ion o f  the code,  the
ru le  is  a l ready in  p lace.  the ru le  is  a l ready in  p lace.

Mr.  Basset t  s ta ted that  the ru le  is  in  e f fect  in  most  count ies a l ready,
at  least  in  Broward i t  is  in  e f fec t ,  so there would  be no change go ing to  the
new Code.   

Mr .  D ’  Andrea entered a  mot ion that  lega l  s ta f f  seek ru le-making
author i ty  to  handle  t rans i t ion issues.   Mr .  Wigg ins seconded the mot ion.   

Mr.  Quintana ment ioned that  in  Miami-Dade County,  they use the
date o f  app l ica t ion to  determine which Code appl ies  whenever  there is  a
change.   He s ta ted on ly  once there was a date o f  permi t  issuance,  due to
an impact  fee ,  and i t  c reated a  lo t  o f  p rob lems.

Mr.  Kopzcynsk i  s ta ted that  he d id  not  know i f  he cou ld  add or  det ract
f rom the comments a l ready made.   He s tated that  he had been caught
f la t footed on an impact  fee ord inance,  as  Mr .  Quin tana ment ioned,  and i t
d id  create absolu te  havoc and chaos for  the c i ty  o f  Ta l lahassee where
every  bu i lder  in  town was in  t ry ing to  make that  app l ica t ion date  before  i t
went  in to  ef fect .   He cont inued that  i t  was f ramed as a permi t  in-hand
app l i ca t ion  da te .

Ms.  Marshal l  recommended that  not  on ly  does the Commiss ion ask
for  author i ty ,  but  a lso a recommendat ion to  the leg is la ture,  because i t  w i l l
come up wi th anyth ing i f  the Commission does not  have a
recommendat ion.   She encouraged the Commiss ion to  look  a t  the  s ize ,
the complex i ty ,  and the locat ions,  because Orange County  may be ready
to go r ight  now,  but  in  South F lor ida the changes wi l l  be s ign i f icant .   

Mr.  Thorne asked what  happens af ter  construct ion contracts have
been s igned a f ter  the date  o f  the  Code implementa t ion .

Chai rman Rodr iguez s ta ted that  based on past  ins tances,  i t  has
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been the date  the permi t  i s  app l ied  that  determines which Code would  be
app l i ed .

Mr.  Quintana noted that  in  Palm Beach County i t  is  s tated that  i f  a
construct ion contract  is  s igned af ter  Ju ly  1 st ,  the requi rements of  the new
Code must  be met ,  even though the des ign cont ract  was s igned pr ior  to
that  date .

Chai rman Rodr iguez s ta ted that  i t  i s  not  necessary  to  d iscuss these
spec i f ics .   He repeated that  a l l  tha t  shou ld  be d iscussed is  whether  to  ask
lega l  s ta f f  to  seek author i ty  for  the Commiss ion.

Vote  to  approve lega l  s ta f f  seek ing author i ty  for  the Commiss ion to
handle  t rans i t ion  issues resu l ted in  18 in  favor ,  1  opposed (Basset t ) .  
Mot ion  car r ied .

REVIEW PRODUCT APPROVAL SYSTEM RECOMMENDATIONS

 AND APPROVE SUBMITTAL TO THE FLORIDA LEGISLATURE

Chai rman Rodr iguez reminded the Commiss ion that  i t  had adopted
a f ina l  package o f  recommendat ions re f lec t ing  the key conceptua l
e lements for  inc lus ion in  our  product  approval  system recommendat ions
to submi t  to  the 2001 leg is la ture.   He fur ther  s ta ted that  th is  cu lminated
wi th  a  request  to  re ins ta te  the Commiss ion ’s  ru le-making author i ty ,  in
order  to  implement  these recommendat ions.   He exp la ined that  what
would be done today is  the rev iew of  the system recommendat ions to  the
leg is la ture to  ensure that  they are cons is tent  wi th  a  consensus based
concepts  that  were approved by the Commiss ion in  December .   He
cont inued that  af ter  the rev iew for  consis tency only ,  a  mot ion would be
requested to  approve the d isseminat ion o f  the recommendat ions in  the
Commiss ion ’s  repor t  to  the  leg is la ture .   He s ta ted tha t  the  Commiss ion
would not  be recons ider ing any substant ive issues or  making any 
ref inements except  to  c lar i fy  the in tent  o f  the concepts that  have a l ready
been agreed upon.   He fur ther  s ta ted that  a t  the meet ing in  December,  the
Commiss ion emphasized that  i t  on ly  wanted to  convey the key system
concepts  to  the leg is la ture and re f ine the deta i ls  in  the ru le-making
process.   He cont inued that  i t  i s  impor tant  to  submi t  these
recommendat ions in  an unders tandable  format  and not  as a  f ina l ized
technica l  document .  He added that  the recommendat ions inc luded
severa l  requests  for  author i ty  and s tatutory  changes f rom the leg is la ture,
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which wi l l  a lso be rev iewed for  cons is tency wi th  the Commiss ion ’s  in tent .  
He s t ressed that  the best  s t ra tegy for  the Commiss ion is  to  request  that
the leg is la ture endorse the key concepts  o f  the recommendat ions and to
author ize the Commiss ion to  implement  the spec i f ics  o f  the system
ut i l i z ing i t ’ s  consensus bu i ld ing process and to  adopt  the f ina l  sys tem by
admin is t ra t ive  ru le .   He noted that  i t  i s  ant ic ipated that  the Product
Approva l  Ad Hoc Commit tee wi l l  reconvene in  March and that  i t  w i l l  work
wi th  s takeholders  in  a  consensus bu i ld ing process to  f ina l ize the
spec i f ics  for  inc lus ion in  a  f ina l  sys tem document  that  w i l l  be  adopted by
admin is t ra t ive ru le .   He s ta ted that  the Ad Hoc Commit tee wi l l  u t i l i ze  the
document  that  has been approved and amended as a  template  and re f ine
the issues tha t  have a l ready been ident i f ied  as  need ing add i t iona l
consensus bui ld ing.   He fur ther  s tated that  the commitment  of  the
Commiss ion is  to  address a l l  o f  the unreso lved issues and reach a
consensus to  the greatest  extent  poss ib le .   He exp la ined that  the process
wi l l  remain open and par t ic ipatory  pr ior  to  proceeding wi th  the ru le
adopt ion and recommendat ions wi l l  be  o f fered in  te rms o f  opt ions to
reso lve d i f ferences that  to  the greatest  ex tent  poss ib le  address the
concerns  o f  Commiss ioners  and s takeho lders .

Mr .  L ipka entered a  mot ion to  approve the Rev iew of  the Product
Approva l  System recommendat ions.   Mr .  D ’  Andrea seconded the mot ion.  
Vote  was unan imous.   Mot ion car r ied .

Mr .  B la i r  conducted a  fac i l i ta ted rev iew o f  the  recommendat ions  o f
the  Product  Approva l  Sys tem re ferenc ing pages 7-13 in  the  Commiss ion
Draf t  Rev iew.   (See Fac i l i ta to r ’ s  Repor t  and Commiss ion  Rev iew Dra f t
Attachments. )

Mr.  Dixon stated that  what  has been la id  out  in  the repor t  to  the
legis la ture is  a narrat ive summary of  the f ramework and st ructure of  the
product  approval  system that  they adopted as law in  1998 and the
implementa t ion  s t ra teg ies  that  the  Commiss ion adopted as  o f  the
December  2000 meet ing.   He exp la ined that  there was very  l i t t le  change
that  would be requi red to  the s ta tu te  in  order  to  implement  those
strategies,  though there would be some.  He fur ther  s tated that  the
recommendat ion is  that  lega l  s ta f f  determine necessary  changes in  the
bi l l  and prepare for  the Legis la ture.    He reemphasized that  there should
be very l i t t le  necessary changes to  s tatute,  because most  o f  the
author i t ies  are a l ready there.   He cont inued that  what  the Commiss ion is
recommending is  an implementat ion s t ra tegy of  how the system that  is  in
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law wi l l  be put  in to  p lace.   He s tated that  the major  agreement  that  was
reached at  the last  meet ing was the compromise on both a loca l  and a
s ta tewide approva l  approach are  somewhat  d i f fe rent .   He exp la ined that
the loca l  approva l  approach is  as  recommended by BOAF and the
indust ry  group that  worked wi th  BOAF.   He cont inued that  th is  loca l
approva l  p rocess tha t  the  Commiss ion had rev iewed a t  ear l ie r  meet ings
was not  changed.   He stated that  the fu l l  range of  product  va l idat ion and
approva l  opt ions that  the loca l  ju r isd ic t ions,  outs ide o f  Dade and
Broward count ies,  have current ly  wi l l  cont inue to be avai lab le to  them to
approve products  on a loca l  bas is .   He fur ther  s ta ted,  that  products  or
mater ia ls  that  have prescr ip t ive  requ i rements  in  the Code can be
approved through the p lans rev iew and inspect ion process.   He cont inued
that  products  for  which the Code estab l ishes per formance s tandards,
such as reference standards for  test ing and evaluat ing the product  would
be subjected to  an evaluat ion by an approved evaluat ion ent i ty .   He s tated
that  the eva luat ion may be based on tes t ing i f  there is  a  s tandard ized tes t
referenced by the Code,  by rat ional  analys is  where there is  not  a
spec i f ied  tes t ing  procedure,  or  a  combinat ion o f  both .   He fur ther  s ta ted
that  the th i rd  approach is  for  new and emerg ing technology which is
addressed by a l ternate methods and mater ia ls  under  Chapter  One of  the
Code.   He cont inued that  fo r  those types o f  mater ia ls  there  is  an impl ic i t
requ i rement  under  the Code i f  they are par t  o f  a  bu i ld ing system for  which
there is  a  per formance s tandard for  that  system.  However ,  there is  no
standard ized methodology for  evaluat ing them.   He expla ined that  the
engineer ing company that  does the eva luat ion has to  fabr icate  an
analys is  method.    He stated that  a l l  o f  these opt ions current ly  ex is t  for
local  jur isd ic t ions and wi l l  cont inue under  the recommendat ion to  have
those opt ions in  the future for  local  approval  only .   

Mr .  D ixon s ta ted that  separate ly  a  s ta te  approva l  approach was
deve loped a t  the las t  meet ing.   He recounted that  the Commiss ion sa id
that  a l l  products  have to  be approved just  l ike they do under  current  codes
and s ix  product  categor ies  would  have an opt ion o f  coming to  the s ta te  for
s tatewide approval .   He s tated that  the methods for  evaluat ion of  the
product  fo r  compl iance wi th  the Code’s  requ i rements  were l imi ted to  jus t
Method 2 and method 3,  because the s ta te  wi l l  not  do p lans rev iew or
inspect ions on bu i ld ings.   He emphasized that  Method One would on ly  be
appl ied to  loca l  approva l  o f  products .   He cont inued that  the two methods
lef t  are evaluat ions done by an approved evaluat ion ent i t ies ,  test ing
ent i t ies ,  and cer t i f i ca t ion  agenc ies .   He s ta ted that  the  va l ida t ion
approach that  is  adopted for  the s ta te  system has d i f fe rent
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recommendat ions than those requi red at  the loca l  leve l .   He expla ined
that  a t  the local  level  the jur isd ic t ion has a checkl is t  o f  i tems that  have to
be rev iewed to  determine i f  the  documentat ion is  cor rec t .   The loca l
o f f ic ia l  must  determine i f  an approved method has been used for
eva luat ing the product ,  i f  a  product  has been reca l led or   resc inded,  i f  an
eva luat ion repor t  has been va l idated or  resc inded,  and as wel l  as
determine i f  the  product  i s  be ing  used accord ing  to  the  cond i t ions  o f
approval   as estab l ished by the  eva luat ion repor t .   He s ta ted that  under
the s ta te  approva l  sys tem,  i t  i s  not  go ing to  inspect  whether  a  product  is
be ing used accord ing to  cond i t ions  o f  use or  not .   The loca l  o f f i c ia l  w i l l  be
responsib le  for  that .   He spec i f ied that  in  the s ta te  system there is  a
cer t i f i ca t ion to  the Commiss ion that  the product  is  in  compl iance wi th  the
Code.   He s ta ted that  cer t i f i ca t ion  is  based on the eva luat ion  repor ts  tha t
have been va l idated by an approved va l idat ion ent i ty .   He exp la ined that
the in tent  is  that  there is  not  another  technica l  rev iew at  the state level ,
because there  is  not  a  s ta f f  o f  eng ineers  a t  DCA that  rev iews eva luat ion
repor ts  to  determine i f  those repor ts  are  cor rect .   He s ta ted that  i t  would
re ly  on va l idat ion ent i t ies  who wi l l  cer t i fy  to  the Commiss ion and take
respons ib i l i t y  fo r  mak ing the s ta tement  that  a  product  is  in  compl iance.

Mr .  D ixon s ta ted that  those are the bas ic  d i f ferences between s ta te
and loca l  approva l  processes and the hear t  o f  the compromise lead ing to
the consensus that  was developed at  the last  meet ing.   He cont inued that
the narrat ive repor t  captures th is  - - - - - - -  system.    He presented that  on
page 7 is  a  bu l le ted summary o f  the recommendat ions for
implementat ion,  page 8 has an overv iew of  the system as i t  is  current ly
es tab l ished by  law,  and pages 10 and 11 descr ibe  the  loca l  approva l
versus the s ta te  approva l  approaches.   He s ta ted that  th is  is  based on the
best  in terpretat ion that  s taf f  could make of  the documentat ion of  what  the
Chai rman’s  amendments one and two were.   He cont inued that  the other
changes that  were voted on were the spec i f ic  Commiss ioner  amendments
to the amendatory text  that  have a lso been in tegrated in  th is  text .   He
stated that  s ta f f  fee ls  the narrat ive summary is  the best  method of
conveying the in format ion to the legis lature in  an understandable form.  I t
is  bet ter  than sending a technica l  document ,  such as the amendatory text ,
to  the legis lature to t ry  to  in terpret .   He cont inued that  the
recommendat ion f rom staf f  to  the Chai rman,  which has been put  forward
to the Commiss ion,  is  that  th is  summary of  the system be g iven to  the
leg is la ture  and i f  there  are  modi f i ca t ions  tha t  need to  made to  i t  because
someth ing was not  captured correct ly ,  then those changes would be made
to th is  narrat ive text  to  convey the concept  to  the leg is la ture.   He adv ised
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the Commiss ion  wi l l  cont inue to  work on admin is t ra t ive ru les and fur ther
ref inement  o f  thee deta i ls  o f  the system.  He noted that  the amendatory
text  is  la id  out  in  ru le  format .   He stated that  the amendatory text  could be
used for  the bas is  o f  the Commiss ion ’s  ru les .   He repeated that  shou ld  be
accompl ished wi th  the repor t  is  to  capture the concepts  and re lay those to
the leg is la ture so they wi l l  understand how the system establ ished in
553.842 w i l l  be  imp lemented .

Mr .  B la i r  cont inued wi th  a  fac i l i ta ted rev iew of  the product  approva l
sys tem recommendat ions.   (See Fac i l i ta to r ’ s  Repor t  and C o m m i s s i o n
Draf t  Rev iew Attachments. )

Mr .  Parr ino s ta ted that  las t  month the Commiss ion was presented
wi th an amendatory draf t  o f  the product  approval  system, which was the
BOAF proposa l .   He fur ther  s ta ted that  the Commiss ion amended i t  and
adopted i t  by a unanimous vote.   He cont inued that  the reason the vote
was unanimous was because there was a lo t  o f  compromis ing f rom many
par t ies inc lud ing h imsel f .   He expressed that  he was d is turbed when he
found out  that  s taf f  was not  going to update the BOAF document  for  the
amendments that  were adopted last  month.   He stated for  that  reason,  he
pr in ted i t  h imsel f  and d is t r ibuted i t .   He repor ted that  he was g lad to  see a
copy of  i t  on the tab le  when he ar r ived today and there was a lso an
updated condensed copy on the tab le  today.   He admi t ted that  the copy
that  he d is t r ibuted was wordy and i t  was for  the reason he d id  not  fee l  i t
should be condensed.   He s tated that  look ing at  the document ,  he fee ls
that  the Commiss ion should  send th is  document  to  the leg is la ture a f ter  i t
i s  rev iewed today.   He fur ther  s ta ted that  he be l ieves i t  i s  a  good
document  which would enhance the complet ion of  th is  product  approval
system.

Chai rman Rodr iguez s ta ted that  the ra t iona le  is  that  i f  that
document  is  sent ,  i t  would then be wr i t ten in to  the s tatute or  worse,
changed and then wr i t ten in to the s tatute.   He re i terated the s t rategy is  to
send the format  and then ask for  ru le-making author i ty  so that  both the
author i ty  and the respons ib i l i ty  rests  wi th  the Commiss ion.

Mr.  Parr ino s ta ted that  he was not  ask ing to  send th is  to  the
legis lature to have them adopt  i t  in to the law,  but  feels  that  when the
repor t  is  submi t ted to  the leg is la ture  i t  i s  less  l i ke ly  to  rece ive t inker ing
from lobbyis ts  of  the key concepts.   He cont inued that  by sending just  the
key concepts ,  one s t r ike  o f  one sentence cou ld  make a  b ig  d i f fe rence for
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the  Commiss ion  as  i t  goes  back  to  address  th is  rev ised tex t .

Chai rman Rodr iguez s ta ted that  he unders tood Mr .  Parr ino ’s
pos i t ion.   He s ta ted that  i t  is  on ly  a  quest ion because who knows.   He
c lar i f ied  that  the quest ion,  is  in  sending th is ,  is  i t  less  or  more l ike ly  to
rece ive  the t inker ing .

Mr.  Parr ino responded that  sword cuts  both ways.

Mr .  Wigg ins  re ferenced page 7 ,  under  the  Summary o f  Commiss ion
recommendat ions for  Product  Approval ,  bu l le t  number  2 ,  “Prov ide the
opt ion for  s ix  ca tegor ies  o f  products  to  be approved by  the s ta te  in i t ia l l y ” .  
He asked i f  i t  was appropr ia te  to  have the word “ in i t ia l l y ”  in  there  s ince i t
w i l l  be  an ongo ing process.

Mr .  D ixon responded that  the in tent  is  that  the Commiss ion is  not
saying that  only  s ix  products would have the opt ion to come to the state
forever .   He s tated that  jus t  a t  the s tar t  o f  th is  program those s ix  products
would be the ones the Commiss ion s tar ted wi th ,  leav ing the door  open for
o thers  i f  the Commiss ion dec ided to  inc lude them in  the fu ture .

Mr .  Quintana asked for  c lar i f ica t ion that  the s ix  products  that
compose the bu i ld ing enve lope would  requ i re  some sor t  o f  approva l
e i ther  f rom the s ta te  or  the loca l  ju r isd ic t ion .   He a lso  asked i f  those s ix
products  would have to  comply  wi th  e i ther  Method 2 or  Method 3 and i f
both  o f  those methods invo lve va l idat ion.   He asked i f  those products
would  never  be ab le  to  be approved under  the BOAF proposa l .

Mr.  Dixon responded that  he bel ieves there is  some confus ion on a
proposa l ,  tha t  was before  the Commiss ion pr io r  to  the las t  meet ing which
was re jec ted,  s ta t ing that  i f  a  loca l  ju r isd ic t ion approved a  product ,  then
i t  cou ld  be recognized by o ther  ju r isd ic t ions.   He resta ted that  th is
approach was not  approved at  the last  meet ing and s ta ted that  the on ly
way for  a  manufacturer  to  obta in  s ta tewide approval  was to  come to  the
sta te  and have a sate  approved va l idat ion ent i ty  va l idate  the eva luat ion
repor t .

Mr .  Wigg ins re ferenced page 8,  th i rd  bu l le t  f rom the top,  “Make the
ef fect ive date for  fu l l  implementat ion of  the new system two years f rom
the implementa t ion  date  o f  the  Bu i ld ing  Code” .   He asked fo r  c la r i f i ca t ion
on how that  f i ts  wi th  some of  the new Code requi rements,  such as sh ingle
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requ i rements  or  roof ing requ i rements .   He quest ioned i f  those groups
could s t i l l  keep us ing the non-Code compl iant  sh ing les for  another  two
years or  how would that  in ter face.   

Mr .  D ixon s ta ted  tha t  was proposed by  Commiss ioner  Par r ino  as  an
al ternat ive way to  grandfather  products  for  two years.   He  cont inued that
the in i t ia l  proposal  made for  the s ta te  system was that  a l l  p roducts  that
are current ly  approved cont inue to  be approved for  a  two year  per iod.   He
sta ted that  s ta f f  recommended that  th is  was probably  not  a  good
approach because i t  would  conf l ic t  w i th  the Code.   He fur ther  s ta ted that
i f  tha t  is  what  the Commiss ion wants  to  do,  the Code needs to  be
amended to   say that  changed s tandards do not  go in to  e f fect  for  two
years,  rather  than to say that  products that  do not  meet  the new standards
cont inue to  be recognized.    He cont inued that  s ta f f ’s  understanding is  the
Commiss ion approved the recommendat ions  to  the  leg is la ture  a  de lay  o f
implementat ion of  the system for  two years.  

Mr.  Basset t  s ta ted that  h is  understanding was that  there s t i l l  had to
be products  that  compl ied wi th  the Code i tse l f  when i t  goes in to  e f fec t .  
He fur ther  s ta ted that  the on ly  issue be ing d iscussed is  how that  approval
is  ar r ived at  for  those products .   He cont inued that  i f  the product  is  a
110mph sh ing le ,  i t  cannot  be used in  a  130mph wind zone.   He s ta ted that
i t  jus t  ind icat ing that  i t  w i l l  take two years  to  go through the process o f
having the product  tested current ly  accord ingly  to  whatever  new
standards and procedures that  are set  and by the agencies that  have
been approved.   He contended that  i t  s t i l l  had to  meet  the des ign cr i te r ia .

Mr.  Browdy s ta ted that  he had a concern that  deals  spec i f ica l ly  wi th
the language in  the narra t ive that  s ta tes,  on page 13,  second paragraph,
that  “anyone can request  that  the Commiss ion invest igate products  that
are  approved based on f ind ings  o f  fa i lu re  to  conform to  spec i f i ca t ions .  
He s ta ted that  he be l ieves th is  to  be somewhat  mis lead ing,  i f  i t  i s  the
in tent  o f  the Commiss ion to  a l low anyone to  cause i t  to  es tab l ish  an
invest igat ion of  a  par t icu lar  product  jus t  because they chal lenge i t  for
whatever  reason.  He cont inued that  he bel ieves i t  would set  up a
bureaucracy in  Ta l lahassee.    He suggested that  perhaps i t  cou ld  s ta te
that  anyone could  request  an invest igat ion,  but  the Commiss ion is  not
ob l igated to  grant  one.   He s ta ted that  h is  concern is  the language could
set  the Commiss ion up for  vu lnerab i l i ty  to  respons ib i l i t ies  that  are  go ing
to be problemat ic  to  both the manufacturers ,  who may f ind chal lenges
f rom compet i to rs  for  market  reasons,  and for  the c i t i zens o f  the s ta te  o f
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Flor ida,  who would be l ieve that  a l l  they have to  do is  chal lenge the va l id i ty
of  the per formance s tandard o f  that  product  and the s ta te  o f  F lor ida wi l l
hop to  an invest igat ion as to  the va l id i ty  o f  that  chal lenge.

Mr.  Mehl t ret ter  s tated that  he had a few comments.   He fur ther
s ta ted that  no where in  th is  summary does i t  s ta te  that  the Commiss ion is
establ ish ing a uni form product  approval  system.  He cont inued that  i f  the
Commiss ion is  t ry ing to  communicate to  the leg is la ture in  an execut ive
type forum th is  s ta tement  needs to  be made.   He suggested that  a  bu l le t
be inser ted above the o thers  under  the Summary o f  the Commiss ion
Recommendat ions for  Product  Approva l  that  s ta tes  “The Commiss ion is
estab l ish ing a un i form product  approval  system that  wi l l  be used
throughout  the s tate of  F lor ida” .   

Mr .  B la i r  s ta ted that  s ince Mr .  Mehl t re t ter  o f fered a  c lar i f i ca t ion o f
what  was a l ready in  p lace,  he would request  that  i f  the Commiss ioners
were in  agreement  that  shou ld  be added for  c lar i f i ca t ion.

Mr.  Browdy stated that  i t  was h is  understanding that  the
Commiss ion was not  es tab l ish ing a  product  approva l  sys tem.   He
presented h is  understanding was that  a  product  approval  method to
obta in  s ta te  approva l  was be ing  es tab l i shed.

Mr.  Dixon s tated that  the system addresses both how the local  and
the s tate approval  systems would work.   He fur ther  s ta ted that  i t  goes
beyond jus t  s ta t ing how s ta te  approva l  can be obta ined i f  someone is
seeking that  type of  approval .   He cont inued that  i t  actual ly  says to the
loca l  ju r isd ic t ion  that  a l l  p roducts  are  requ i red to  be approved and here
are the processes that  are  a l lowed to  us to  approve them.   He conc luded
that  i t  imposes a  un i form s ta tewide system on the loca l  ju r isd ic t ions as
wel l  as  the s ta te .

Mr .  B la i r  ca l led the vote to  approve the c lar i fy ing s ta tement  be
added in  the nar ra t ive  tex t .   Vote  was unanimous.   Mot ion car r ied.

Mr.  Mehl t ret ter  referenced the second bul le t  under  that  summary
which reads “prov ide the  opt ion  fo r  s ix  ca tegor ies  o f  p roducts  to  be
approved by the s tate in i t ia l ly ” .   He s tated that  what  is  rea l ly  be ing
establ ished is  a  vo luntary  program for  those s ix  and he was not  sure i f  the
word vo luntary or  opt ion should be used.
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Mr.  B la i r  o f fered the addi t ion o f  the words “based on a  vo luntary
basis”  to  c lar i fy  the in tent  o f  that  s ta tement .

Mr.  Mehl t re t ter  agreed that  would be more c lear .   He then
referenced the th i rd  bul le t  that  reads,  “Reta in author i ty  to  approve
addi t iona l  products  as  exper ience wi th  the system deve lops” .   He s ta ted
that  i t  needs to  be made c lear  that  the author i ty  wi l l  be re ta ined at  the
state level ,  not  the local  level ,  because th is  real ly  only  deals wi th
products  at  the s tate level .

Mr .  B la i r  o f fe red the  add i t ion  o f  “S ta te  au thor i t ies  approve in i t ia l
products  for  the s ta te  approval ” .

Mr .  Mehl t re t ter  in ter jec ted ind icat ing that  the addi t ion need on ly  be
“at  the s ta te  leve l ”  to  be inser ted af ter  products .

Mr.  B la i r  ca l led for  a  vote to  suppor t  the c lar i fy ing ad justments Mr.
Mehl t re t ter  proposed.   

Ms.  Marshal l  s tated that  the word “voluntary”  under the second
bul le t ,  makes i t  a  l i t t le  confus ing,  because i t  is  a lways vo luntary.   She
cont inued that  i f  a  manufacturer  does not  want  s ta tewide approval ,  do not
submi t  i t .

Mr.  Dixon stated that  he understood the point  of  confus ion wi th the
word voluntary which is  why the term opt ion was used.   He concluded that
s ta f f  would  rewr i te  these to  make them more c lear  that  the s ta te  approva l
is  voluntary,  but  c lear ly  they have to be approved in one p lace or  the
other.

Mr.  Mehl t ret ter  s tated that  was a l l  he was t ry ing to say.

Vote to  approve the c lar i fy ing ad justments  proposed by Mr .
Mehl t re t ter  was unanimous.   Mot ion carr ied.

Mr.  Parr ino re ferenced page 9,  th i rd  bu l le t  f rom the bot tom.   He
sta ted that  the Commiss ion agreed that  i t  wou ld  be approv ing qua l i ty
assurance programs.   He s ta ted that  the  Commiss ion has d iscussed
tak ing th is  word ing out  th is  system,  because a l l  products  have to  be under
a qua l i ty  assurance program the Commiss ion wi l l  approve.
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Mr.  D ixon o f fered c lar i f i ca t ion that  th is  sect ion jus t  descr ibes what
is  current ly  in  law.   He s ta ted that  in  a  la ter  sect ion i t  does s ta te  that  a l l
p roducts  have to  be qual i ty  assured.

Mr .  Par r ino  asked what  w i l l  be  done regard ing products  approved
pr ior  to  the e f fec t ive  date  o f  the Code.   He s ta ted that  there  are  some
problems wi th  that  language because a lo t  o f  these eva luat ion repor ts  do
not  come f rom an ent i ty  that  cer t i f ies  or  approves products .   He a lso
quest ions the need for  th is  i f  there wi l l  be a  de layed implementat ion date
of  th is  system for  two years.   He stated that  h is  in tent  for  the two year
delay was that  a l l  manufacturers would be on the same play ing f ie ld  and
have to equal ly  comply wi th th is  system.

Mr.  Dixon responded that  i t  was not  s ta f f ’s  understanding that  there
was any change or  that  there was to be any change.   He stated that  what
was captured in  the fac i l i ta tors  char ts  cer ta in ly  d id  not  re f lect  that .   He
fur ther  s ta ted that  i f  two years is  g iven wi thout  recogniz ing evaluat ion
repor ts  for  products  that  were done dur ing that  two year  t ime f rame,  i t
would force a l l  manufacturers  to  go back through reevaluat ion to  get  the i r
repor ts  updated.   He cont inued that  he d id  not  be l ieve that  some of  the
indust ry  groups that  he heard express the i r  op in ions agreed wi th  that .

Mr .  Parr ino s ta ted that  a l l  eva luat ion repor ts  would have to  be
updated wi th in a two-year cycle anyway.   He fur ther stated that  what  the
Commiss ion  is  do ing  here  is  labe l ing  an approved product  on  a  product
that  has not  been va l idated by any bu i ld ing jur isd ic t ion.   He cont inued that
he d id not  th ink that  was r ight ,  because he feels  that  a l l  products should
be made to  comply wi th  th is  system, which would requi re a look at  the
evaluat ion repor t .

Mr .  D ixon apolog ized that  they d id  not  rea l ize Mr .  Parr ino ’s  in tent .  
He s ta ted that  th is  issue is  a  s ign i f icant  one that  would  s t i l l  need to  be
debated to  ga in  consensus on because i t  was not  someth ing that  was
spec i f ica l ly  d iscussed by the d i f fe rent  groups a t  the las t  meet ing.

Mr.  Quintana re ferenced the Statewide System for  Product
Approva l ,  dated January  11,  2001,  page 5,  s ix th  paragraph,  which s tar ts
“Approval  sha l l  be by the loca l  or  s ta te  bu i ld ing of f ic ia l  for  use in  . . . . . ” .
He asked i f  that  should  be sha l l  be approved by the s ta te  or  the loca l
ju r isd ic t ion .
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Mr.  B la i r  c lar i f ied that  th is  document  was not  be ing rev iewed and
d iscussed .

Mr.  Browdy re ferenced page 7,  sect ion B.   He suggested that  the
Commiss ion inc lude in  the submi t ta l  that  the F lor ida Bui ld ing
Commiss ion would  prov ide a  submi t ta l  p rocess that  ensures that
appl icat ions would  be processed in  a  t imely  manner .   He s ta ted that  the
law prov ided add i t iona l  spec i f i cs ,  fo r  ins tance must  appropr ia te ly
promote innovat ion and new technologies and must  ensure that
app l ica t ions for  product  approva l  are  processed in  a  t imely  manner .   He
expressed h is  concern that  i f  new technology is  out  there and avai lab le
that  can e i ther  save l ives or  save money,  somet imes both,  that  there not
be a lengthy process.   He fe l t  i t  was impor tant  to  submi t  wi th  the repor t  to
the leg is la ture that  the Commiss ion is  in terested in  hav ing an ef fect ive
exped i ted  process fo r  p roduct  approva l .  

Vote  in  suppor t  Mr .  Browdy ’s  proposa l  was unanimous.   Mot ion
ca r r i ed .

Mr.  Mehl t re t ter  re ferenced page 9 and s tated that  the four th  bu l le t
down should not  be there.   He a lso s tated that  the f i f th  bul le t  down seems
a l i t t le  wordy.   He suggested that  be rewr i t ten to  made more c lear .

Chai rman Rodr iguez asked Mr.  Mehl t re t ter  i f  he had any prob lem
with the intent .

Mr.  Mehl t ret ter  s tated that  the in tent  is  there.   He cont inued by
referenc ing page 10,  under  Loca l  Approva l .   He s ta ted that  the second
l ine inc ludes the word “ l is ted” ,  but  he bel ieves that  the word “used”  should
be there.   He re ferenced page 11,  under  Sta te  Approva l ,  the f i rs t
sentence uses the word “hal f ”  and he is  not  c lear  on that  meaning.   

Mr.  Dixon stated that  the in tent  was to c lar i fy  the requi rements of  the
law.   He cont inued that  i f  there is  s ta te  approval  ,  the s ta te  has approved 
the documentat ion,  but  the bu i ld ing of f ic ia l  s t i l l  has to  approve the use of
the product  based on the condi t ions or  l imi ta t ions in  that  documentat ion.  
He s ta ted that  the to ta l  approva l  process o f  a  product  used in  a  bu i ld ing
incorporates both the s ta te  approval  o f  the  product ,  as wel l  as  the
bu i ld ing o f f ic ia l  determin ing i f  i t  i s  be ing used cons is tent  w i th  the
condi t ions o f  the approva l .   
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Mr.  Corn s ta ted that  th is  is  covered by the th i rd  bu l le t  on page 9.

Mr .  D ixon s ta ted that  was correct .   He added that  page 9 is  a
descr ip t ion o f  the cur rent  sys tem and that  page 11 is  the implementat ion
strategy for  that  system.

Mr .  Corn commented that  i t  was the same idea.

Mr.  Dixon conf i rmed that  i t  was.

Cha i rman Rodr iguez  asked i f  the  Commiss ioners  agreed on
changing that  so i t  i s  c lear  that  both  approva ls  are  requ i red.   

Vote  to  approve the proposa ls  for  c lar i f i ca t ion by Mr .  Mehl t re t ter
was unanimous.   Mot ion car r ied.

Mr .  Mehl t re t ter  re ferenced page 13,  f i rs t  paragraph af ter  the bu l le t
that  s tar ts  “State  approval  wi l l  be va l id  unt i l  such t ime as the code
requi rements  change. . . . . . ” .   He asked i f  that  should  read “State  approva l
and loca l  approval ” .   He s ta ted the in tent  is  that  both approvals  would be
val id  unt i l  the Code changes.

Mr .  B la i r  requested c lar i f i ca t ion that  he suggested that  the words
“and loca l  approva l ”  should  be inser ted a f ter  approva l .

Mr .  Mehl t re t ter  s ta ted that  was correct  as he bel ieves that  is  the
in tent  o f  the Commiss ion.

Mr .  D ixon s ta ted that  was in  the BOAF proposal  w i th  the same
cr i te r i a .

Ms.  Marshal l  s tated that  she would not  say a l l ,  she would say state
and loca l .

Vote in  suppor t  o f  that  ad justment  was unanimous.   Mot ion carr ied.

Mr.  Mehl t ret ter  s tated that  he fe l t  that  the dates that  were set  for th in
th is  document  agree wi th  the dates that  were just  agreed upon.   He a lso
stated that  he would not  use “ two years af ter”  a date,  he would speci fy  a
da te .
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Vote to  suppor t  Mr .  Mehl t re t ter ’s  proposal  was unanimous.   Mot ion
ca r r i ed .

Chai rman Rodr iguez s ta ted that  th is  date would have to  be changed
f rom Ju ly  1 ,  2001 to  October  1 ,  2001.

Mr .  Basset t  o f fe red a  suggest ion  fo r  the  ed i to r ia l  p rocess more than
anyth ing e lse.   He stated that  there had been a lo t  o f  confus ion today and
yesterday regard ing what  is  on what  page and where i t  is  located.   He
fur ther  s ta ted that  th is  is  based on whether  the draf t  was pr in ted out ,  e-
mai led or  i f  the one de l ivered a t  the meet ing was be ing used.   He
cont inued that  some of  the Commiss ioner ’s  made the e f for t  to  rev iew th is
and wr i te  notes on the draf ts ,  because of  the des i re  to  use the draf t .   He
reported that  the one th ing that  does not  t ransmit  when you send a
document  by e-mai l  are the marg in set t ings.   He suggested that  the
marg ins be ind icated a t  the top o f  the Draf t  fo rm.   He s ta ted that  by  do ing
th is ,  when the Commiss ioners  pr in t  i t  out ,  i t  would  be c loser  to  the form of
the document  to  be used at  the meet ings.

Chai rman Rodr iguez s ta ted that  he fe l t  that  was a good suggest ion.

Mr .  Wigg ins re ferenced page 13,  f i rs t  paragraph af ter  the bu l le t ,  the
second sentence.   He suggested that  “anyone”  be changed to  “any
substant ia l ly  a f fected par ty” .  

Mr.  Dixon stated that  the law current ly  requi res revocat ions,  unless
the Commiss ion would l ike  to  change that .

Chai rman Rodr iguez s ta ted that  the Commiss ion d id  not  want  to
make changes,  on ly  c lar i f ica t ions.

Mr .  Par r ino  re ferenced page 12,  f i rs t  paragraph.   He suggested tha t
immediate ly  a f ter  “ ra t ional  analys is” ,  the words “or  test ing or  a
combinat ion thereof ”  needs to  be inser ted.   He a lso ment ioned that  the
same cor rec t ion  needs to  be made under  Method 3  on the  same page,  in
the exact  same statement .

Mr .  B la i r  asked for  c la r i f i ca t ion  that  th is  is  what  was in tended and i t
jus t  needs to  be added to  the draf t  to  accurate ly  re f lect  the in tent .

Mr .  Par r ino responded that  was cor rec t .
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Mr.  Dixon of fered c lar i f ica t ion that  the in tent  o f  that  qual i f ica t ion,
the second sentence af ter  that  bul le t ,  was that  only  rat ional  analys is
that  had been s igned and sea led by  reg is tered F lor ida  eng ineers  cou ld
be accepted.   He expla ined that  an out  o f  s ta te engineer  could not  do a
rat ional  analys is  and submi t  that  for  approval  in  the s ta te  o f  F lor ida.   He
cont inued that  he unders tood Mr.  Parr ino ’s  po in t  and wi l l  make sure that  i t
i s  c la r i f ied  where  i t  speaks  spec i f i ca l l y  to  eng ineer  and arch i tec t
evaluat ions so that  i t  covers not  just  ra t ional  analys is  but  a lso test ing and
a combinat ion o f  those two,  as wel l .  

Mr .  Parr ino s tated that  th is  was not  the purpose of  th is .   He
cont inued that  some of  the evaluat ion repor ts  would need to  a lso be
based on tes t ing  o f  some mater ia ls  to  ob ta in  cer ta in  proper t ies  and then
f rom those proper t ies ,  a  ra t iona l  analys is  can be conducted.   He fur ther
s ta ted that  th is  was the d iscuss ion of  the Commiss ion las t  month when i t
was agreed that  th is  was the appropr ia te  language to  put  in  here .

Mr.  Dixon asked i f  that  could be entered as a four th  bu l le t .  

Mr .  Parr ino s ta ted that  he would just  l ike to  see i t  somewhere in  the
repor t .   

Mr .  B la i r  c lar i f ied that  the suggest ion is  to  not  inser t ,  but  to  add a
four th  bu l le t  to  address th is  issue.

Vote to  suppor t  the addi t ion of  the four th bul le t  was unanimous.  
Mot ion  car r ied .

Mr.  Parr ino a lso suggested that  legal  should rev iew the current
statutory language to ensure that  there is  not  a conf l ic t  in  what  the
Commiss ion  has  dec ided  here .

Mr .  L ipka of fered comment  that  he does not  unders tand th ings l ike
“substant ia l ly  af fected”  and he feels i t  would open everyth ing up for  a
cha l lenge.   He s ta ted that  someone is  e i ther  a f fec ted or  not  a f fec ted by i t
and to  say that  someone’s  a f fect  is  not  substant ia l ,  would be inv i t ing
compl ica t ions .   He be l ieves that  th is  shou ld  be kept  as  s imple  and as
d i rec t  as  poss ib le .

Chai rman Rodr iguez s ta ted that  the Commiss ion was probably
ready fo r  a  mot ion  to  approve and d isseminate  the  Commiss ion ’s
f ramework  recommendat ions for  a  s ta tewide product  approva l  sys tem in



Plenary Session Minutes
January 23, 2001
Page 40

i t ’s  annual  repor t  to  the 2001 leg is la ture and to  author ize legal  s ta f f  to
request  the necessary s tatutory  author i ty  as amended.

Mr .  L ipka entered a  mot ion to  approve and d isseminate  the
Commiss ion ’s  f ramework  recommendat ions  fo r  a  s ta tewide product
approval  system in  i t ’s  annual  repor t  to  the 2001 leg is la ture and to
author ize legal  s taf f  to  request  the necessary s tatutory author i ty  as
amended.   

Mr .  D ’  Andrea seconded the mot ion .

Mr .  Sanidas s ta ted that  the quest ion he has is  re la t ive  to  the use o f
the word “may”  as in  “s ta tewide approval  may be done” .   He s ta ted that  he
thought  the s ta tewide approval  had to  be done on those s ix  products .

Chai rman Rodr iguez s ta ted that  Mr .  Quintana had a l ready corrected
that  to”shal l ”  be done.

Vote in  favor  o f  the mot ion was unanimous.   Mot ion car r ied.

Mr .  San idas s ta ted that  h is  on ly  quest ion is  regard ing the use o f
“may”  or  “sha l l ” .   He asked for  c lar i f ica t ion on whether  i t  i s  “may”  or  i t  i s
“sha l l ”  because i f  i t  i s  ‘sha l l ” ,  then i t  i s  cont rary  to  what  was agreed to  a t
the last  meet ing and is  a lso contrary to  what  the manufacturers
representa t ives  be l ieve.   

Chai rman Rodr iguez s ta ted that  Mr .  D ixon was speak ing wi th  Mr .
Sanidas and he wi l l  now c lar i fy  for  everyone.

Mr.  Dixon stated that  he should have c lar i f ied for  everyone that  the
system says that  a l l  products  must  be approved.   He fur ther  s ta ted that
there is  a vo luntary opt ion for  a  manufacturer  of  those s ix  product
categor ies  to  go to  the  s ta te  to  have i t  approved for  s ta tewide use.   

Ralph Hughes asked i f  a  manufacturer  can go to  the s ta te i f  i t  wants
to  get  s ta tewide approva l  to  avo id  hav ing to  get  approva l  f rom 400
jur isd ic t ions throughout  the s ta te.

Mr .  D ixon responded that ,  based on what  the Commiss ion adopted
at  the las t  meet ing,  in i t ia l ly  on ly  products  wi th in  the s ix  categor ies can go
to the s ta te  for  s ta tewide approval .   He s ta ted that  th is  would be a s tar t ing
po in t ,  bu t  the  Commiss ion would  be ab le  to  add o ther  product  ca tegor ies
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in the future.   

Mr .  Hughes s ta ted that  the Commiss ion is  here to  ad just  what  was
done las t  t ime.   He fur ther  s ta ted that  the Commiss ion cou ld  dec ide that
day that  any manufacturer  of  any product  that  is  par t  of  the st ructura l
system of  the house,  whether  i t  is  in  one of  these s ix  categor ies can go to
the s ta te  and get  s ta tewide approva l  so that  they do not  have to  go to  400
jur isd ic t ions,  which has been c lear ly  the in tent  a l l  a long dur ing th is
process and the in tent  o f  the leg is la ture .  He asked the Commiss ion to
consider  now a l lowing any manufacturer  of  a  product  that  is  a  par t  o f  the
permanent  s t ructura l  par t  o f  the house to  go to  the s tate leg is la ture,  which
has a lways been the case under  the f i re  system,  and be permi t ted to  go to
the Commiss ion to  get  s ta tewide approva l  fo r  the i r  p roducts  so they do
not  have to  go to  400 ju r isd ic t ions .   He quest ioned i f  the  Commiss ion was
going to  do that  or  not .

Mr .  Sanidas s ta ted that  th is  was h is  understanding f rom the very
beginning,  that  what  in i t ia ted th is  whole product  approval  system was the
fact  that  they had to  go f rom jur isd ic t ion to  jur isd ic t ion.   He fur ther  s ta ted
that  the in tent  was that  they could come to the s tate and get  s tatewide
approval  o f  any product .

Mr .  Shaw stated that  i t  was h is  understanding,  because he had
drawn a concern that  there were p lumbing products  that  were now
inc luded that  could i f  they chose.

Chai rman Rodr iguez o f fered c lar i f i ca t ion that  s ix  product
ca tegor ies  is  what  was dec ided as  the  s ta r t ing  po in t .

Mr .  Shaw stated that  i t  was h is  understanding that  i t  s tar ted out  as
s ix ,  but  i t  was modi f ied to  a l l  and a  mandatory  s ix .   

Mr .  L ipka s ta ted that  i t  was a lso h is  unders tanding that  the s ix  were
mandated,  but  that  anyone that  wanted to  be added to that  could come to
the Commiss ion to  have i t  added.  

Mr .  Basset t  s ta ted that  he be l ieves that  what  was passed was the
Commiss ion  wou ld  requ i re  s ix  p roduc t  ca tegor ies  to  be  approved by
Method 2 or  3 .   He s ta ted that  Method 1 is  through the loca l  jur isd ic t ion.  
He cont inued that  i f  the  def in i t ions were looked a t  i t  says “Sta tewide
Product  Approva l  -  the  approva l  by  the F lor ida Bu i ld ing Commiss ion for
acceptance o f  a  product  on a  s ta tewide or  reg iona l  bas is ” .   He cont inued
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that  i t  was d iscussed that  anyone could  s ta te  that  a  product  deserves
sta tewide approva l  and i t  cou ld  be submi t ted for  approva l  by  the
Commiss ion for  s ta tewide product  approval .   He fur ther  s ta ted that  the
def in i t ion  does not  say  “a  product  f rom those s ix  ca tegor ies”  i t  says  
“a  product ”  and that  was h is  unders tanding of  what  the Commiss ion
passed .

Lorra ine Ross s ta ted that  she would l ike to  suggest  that  a  seventh
category  product  be added to  the l is t  that  covers  Mr .  Hughes ’  products .   
She s ta ted that  the opt ion o f  go ing to  the s ta te  for  s ta tewide approva l  is  a
manufacturer ’s  opt ion.    She fur ther  s ta ted that  o therwise a l l  products
would need to  show compl iance at  the loca l  leve l .

Mr .  Corn s ta ted that  on page 10,  th i rd  paragraph,  i t  s ta tes  that
“ In i t ia l ly ,  the opt ion of  s ta tewide product  approval  wi l l  be prov ided for  the
s ix  products  that  are  components  o f  the bu i ld ing enve lope and essent ia l
for  s torm protect ion” .   He cont inued that  i t  goes on to  say that  the “opt ion
cou ld  be ex tended to  o ther  products  as  exper ience and e f f ic ienc ies
develop” .    He commented that  h is  understanding was that  as soon as the
Commiss ion fee ls  capab le  o f  add ing o ther  products  i t  wou ld .   He a lso
stated that  depending on the speed and ef f ic iency in  which the
Commiss ion works ,  i f  o ther  peop le  want  products  added,  i t  wou ld
cer ta in ly  be a l lowed,  accord ing to  th is .   He does not  fee l  that  a  change
would  be necessary ,  because he be l ieves that  the Commiss ion can make
those dec is ions  a t  p resent .

Mr.  Parr ino s tated that  the Commiss ion set  up a vo luntary  system for
those s ix  ca tegor ies  o f  p roducts  to  be ab le  to  come to  the  Commiss ion to
get  s ta tewide approva l .   He fur ther  s ta ted that  a  prob lem has been
created for  those manufacturers,  par t icu lar ly  those of  s t ructura l  products,
which bu i ld ing depar tments  take a c loser  look a t ,  by  not  a l lowing those
manufacturers  to  get  a  s ta tewide product  approval .   He cont inued that  a l l
bu i ld ing depar tments wi l l  look at  a l l  o f  the s t ructura l  products and would
requi re  that  manufacturers  of  s t ructura l  products  to  come in  to  make
appl icat ion and go through the process o f  approva l ,  which cou ld  be
burdensome on those type of  manufacturers.   He suggested that  the
Commiss ion should add manufacturers of  s t ructura l  products  to  the
category of  products  that  can obta in  a  vo luntary  s ta tewide approval .

Mr.  Dixon stated that  f rom what  he has heard,  each of  the
Commiss ioners fe l t  that  they voted on someth ing d i f ferent .   He fur ther
s ta ted that  he needed c lar i f i ca t ion on what  the dec is ion was a t  the las t
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meet ing.   He cont inued that  Mr.  Corn had read what  s ta f f  understood that
to  be.   He repor ted that  no products  are  be ing cut  out  f rom s ta tewide
approval ,  but  there is  a  l imi ted number  o f  products  to  begin  wi th .   He
re i terated that  th is  does not  cut  o f f  any products .   He asked i f  the
dec is ion  o f  the  Commiss ion is  to  1)  s tar t  w i th  these s ix  product
categor ies and get  the system up and running and then add other
products  as  i t  dec ides to  do so,  2)  s tar t  w i th  a l l  p roducts  or  3)  add one
more category to  the l is t  o f  s ix  that  we are t ry ing to get  up and running to
begin wi th  and then add others la ter .

Mr .  Basset t  quest ioned i f  the  Commiss ion dec ides  a t  th is  po in t  to
have on ly  those s ix  categor ies that  can have s ta tewide approval ,  what
happens i f  none o f  those s ix  requests  s ta tewide approva l .   He asked
when does the Commiss ion dec ide to  add a  seventh  or  an e ighth
category .   He s ta ted that  i t  was d iscussed a t  the las t  meet ing and he d id
not  be l ieve that  i t  would overwhelm the Commiss ion or  s taf f  in i t ia l ly ,
because he does not  be l ieve that  there are that  many people  seek ing
sta tewide approva l .   He res ta ted that  he be l ieved the agreement  was that
anyone who fe l t  that  they wanted statewide approval ,  could go to the
Commiss ion  to  a t tempt  to  ob ta in  i t .

Mr .  Shaw sta ted that  h is  reco l lec t ion was that  the d iscuss ion re la ted
to  a  spec i f i c  p roduct .   He reminded the Commiss ion tha t  there  were  some
plas t ic  p ipe products  that  had d i f f i cu l ty  get t ing  approva l  in  cer ta in
jur isd ic t ions throughout  the s ta te  for  no good reason.   He understood that
th is  would be the resolut ion to  that  problem, because the manufacturers
cou ld  come to  the  Commiss ion look ing fo r  s ta tewide approva l  fo r  tha t
product .   He expla ined that  wi th  s tatewide approval ,  i t  would have
el iminated the i r  conf l ic t  w i th  the loca l  ju r isd ic t ions.   He s ta ted that
anyone who wanted to  request  s ta tewide approval  o f  a  product  would
have the ab i l i ty  to  do so.

Mr .  Kopzcynsk i  entered a  mot ion to  accept  Mr .  Par r ino ’s
recommendat ion to  add a seventh category,  manufacturers  of  s t ructura l
products ,  be added to  the l i s t  o f  those that  can seek s ta tewide approva l .
Mr .  San idas seconded the mot ion.

Mr .  Par r ino c lar i f ied  that  h is  mot ion was to  add manufacturers  o f
s t ructura l  products to  that  category.   He stated that  he thought  Mr.  Shaw
was re fer r ing to  o ther  products  that  can be d iscr iminated against  hav ing
a method out  f rom the loca l  jur isd ic t ions.
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Vote  resu l ted  in  15  in  favor ,  5  opposed (Basset t ,  Corn ,  L ipka ,
Har r is ,  Shaw) .   Mot ion  car r ied .

Mr.  Basset t  entered a mot ion to  a l low any product  that  wants
s ta tewide approva l  be  a l lowed to  come before  the  Commiss ion  fo r
approval .   Mr .  Shaw seconded the mot ion.

Vote  resu l ted in  19 in  favor ,  1  opposed (Mehl t re t ter ) .   Mot ion
ca r r i ed .

Mr.  Parr ino s ta ted that  he hated to  take a s tep backward,  but  should
i t  a lso be inc luded that  the product  has to  be par t  o f  the permanent
st ructure to  prevent  the Commiss ion f rom having,  for  example,  wal l  paper
types submi t ted to  th is  system.  He of fered comment  that  i f  the
Commiss ion d id  not  have a  prob lem wi th  th is ,  he d id  not .

REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF DRAFT OF COMMISSION’S
REPORT TO THE LEGISLATURE

Mr.  B la i r  conducted a  fac i l i ta ted rev iew of  the process o f  rev iewing
and then approval  o f  the document .   (See Fac i l i ta to r ’ s  Repor t  and
Commiss ion  Rev iew Dra f t  Attachments. )

Mr .  L ipka entered a  mot ion  to  approve the  Commiss ion ’s  Repor t  to
the leg is la ture.   Mr .  Browdy seconded the mot ion.

Mr.  Basset t  s ta ted that  he fe l t  there were a few errors  that  need to
be cor rec ted before  th is  repor t  i s  submi t ted  to  the  leg is la ture .

Mr .  B la i r  asked i f  the  er rors  were  ed i to r ia l  in  na ture .

Mr.  Basset t  s tated that  they were not .

Mr .  B la i r  asked i f  the  er rors  were substant ive .

Mr .  Basset t  responded that  they were.

Mr .  B la i r  asked which sect ions Mr .  Basset t  would  l ike  to  pu l l  out .

Mr .  Basset t  rep l ied they were Sect ion 2,  the Overv iew of  the
Process ,  and Sect ion  3 ,  Leg is la t i ve  D i rec t i ves  And Re la ted
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Recommendat ions  And Act ions  By The F lor ida  Bu i ld ing  Commiss ion.

Mr.  B la i r  s ta ted that  wi th  a  mot ion and a second on the f loor  for
concept ion,  the Commiss ion can d iscuss the recommendat ion.

Mr.  Basset t  referenced the 2 n d  page o f  Sect ion 2 ,  four th  paragraph.  
He s ta tes that  th is  paragraph impl ies  that  i f  there had not  been a large
uproar  o f  publ ic  op in ion,  that  the Commiss ion would not  have made and
addressed the comments i t  d id  to  come up wi th  Draf t  I I .   He cont inued that
he be l ieved th is  was not  s ta ted cor rect ly  because the Commiss ion would
have made the ef for t  anyway.   He expla ined that  there were enough
Commiss ioners  who d id  not  to ta l ly  approve the f i rs t  draf t  and the
correct ions would  have been made.   

Mr .  B la i r  o f fered c lar i f i ca t ion that  what  is  l i s ted as  Draf t  I  was not
the Commiss ion ’s  t rue f i rs t  dra f t .   He exp la ined that  i t  was a  dra f t
submi t ted by the techn ica l  adv isory  commit tee which the Commiss ion
accepted fo r  i t ’ s  purposes on ly ,  the  Commiss ion l i s tened to  pub l ic
comment  and then began work ing on the draf t  vers ions.

Mr.  Basset t  s ta ted that  he understood what  Mr.  B la i r  was say ing,  but
i t  was publ ished as Draf t  I .   He cont inued that  un less i t  is  re fer red to  as
Draf t  I ,  anyone reading the summary wi l l  not  understand i t .   He presented,
speci f ica l ly ,  the s tatement  “ In  response to publ ic  comment ,  the
Commiss ion  dec ided to  so l i c i t  ano ther  round o f  p roposed mod i f i ca t ions” ,
and he contended that  the Commiss ion was so l ic i t ing  a  second round o f
proposed modi f ica t ions wi th  or  w i thout  pub l ic  comment .   He s ta ted that
he fe l t  that  i t  impl ied that  the Commiss ion d id  not  know what  i t  was do ing
and there was an uproar  o f  pub l ic  op in ion that  made us change i t ’s  mind.   

Mr .  Kopzcynsk i  s ta ted that  he be l ieved that  th is  would be an
ed i to r ia l  op in ion .

Mr.  B la i r  o f fered that  the s ta f f  would cons ider  that  and d iscuss that .

Mr .  Basset t  re ferenced page 6 ,  Sect ion  “Comple t ion  o f  the  Code” ,
the f i rs t  i ta l ic ized paragraph,  “The rev iew resu l ted in  re tent ion of  a l l
p rev ious ly  adopted modi f ica t ions and no fur ther  changes to  the proposed
code” .   He s ta ted that  in  rea l i ty  the f i rs t  one that  the Commiss ion
d iscussed was dropped and not  p icked back up.   He conc luded that  there
was one prev ious rev is ion that  was dropped.   He reminded the
Commiss ion that  there was some lengthy d iscuss ion of  what  i t  was do ing
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and then the lengthy d iscuss ion ended and there were a  ser ies  o f  rap id
adopt ions o f  what  had been prev ious ly  done,  but  the f i rs t  on was dropped.

Mr .  L ipka accepted th is  amendment ,  requ i r ing  a  cor rec t ion  to
s ta t ing  that  a  modi f ica t ion  had been dropped to  be re f lec ted in  the
Commiss ion Rev iew Draf t .   Mr .  D ’  Andrea a lso  accepted th is  amendment .

Mr .  B la i r  s ta ted that  there is  one change to  be re f lec ted in  the
Commiss ion Rev iew Dra f t .

Mr .  Mehl t re t te r  asked,  s ince the Commiss ion is  adopt ing  th is  ent i re
document  and s ince i t  re ferences the product  approval  system,  which was
just  changed to  g ive a l l  products  a vo luntary  opt ion for  s ta tewide
approval .   He asked where in  the document  have the other  products  been
added.   He wanted to  know i f  they were added in  the area that  re ferences 
only  Methods 2 and 3 or  in  the are that  a l lows a l l  three methods.   He
st ressed the need to  make sure that  th is  is  c lear  so that  i t  i s  added in  the
r ight  p lace.   

Mr.  Dixon responded that  under  the mot ion that  was just  passed,  the
requi rement  for  that  s ix  product  categor ies  that  were or ig ina l ly
addressed must  be approved by Method 2 or  3  was not  changed .   He
cont inued that  the others that  were just  added would have to  be approved
by Method 2  or  3 ,  a lso  because there  is  no p lans rev iew or  inspect ion  a t
the state level .   He expla ined that  at  the local  level  a l l  products except  the
s ix  cou ld  be approved by  Methods 1 ,  2 ,  and 3 .

Mr .  D ixon s ta ted that  i f  i t  i s  unders tood correct ly ,  s ta f f  w i l l  make
sure that  i t  gets  done r ight .

Mr.  Shaw stated,  re la t ive to  the Code content  i tse l f ,  that  there is  a
d iscrepancy in  the Code content  between Mechanica l ,  P lumbing and Gas.  
He asked i f  that  is  re f lec ted in  th is  document .   He s ta ted that  th is  issue is
in  h is  Commit tee repor t  and he is  not  sure i f ,  by  pass ing th is ,  i t  p revents
h im f rom ment ion ing that  problem.  

Mr .  D ixon asked i f  th is  was the water  heater  he ight  issue.

Mr .  Shaw rep l ied  tha t  i t  was.   He exp la ined i t  was a  dec is ion  made
by the Commiss ion that  is  not  re f lec ted in  the Mechanica l  or  P lumbing
C o d e .
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Mr.  D ixon s ta ted that  th is  issue is  not  addressed spec i f ica l ly  in  the
repor t .

Mr.  Shaw stated that  he just  wanted to make sure that  by agreeing to
the repor t ,  that  he would s t i l l  be ab le  to  go back and ta lk  about  that  o ther
i ssue .

Vote to  approve that  components for  inc lus ion in  the repor t  to  the
leg is la ture  was unanimous.   Mot ion car r ied.

BREAK

Chai rman Rodr iguez recessed the meet ing  fo r  a  break a t  11 :19am.

CONSIDERATION OF ACCESSIBIL ITY WAIVER APPLICATIONS

Pr ior  to  present ing  the  app l ica t ions  fo r  access ib i l i t y  wa ivers ,  Ms.
Bernhardt  in formed the Commiss ion that  there was no consent  agenda,
but  there were only  f ive requests for  waivers th is  month.

I tem #1,  Trader  Tom’s Is land Java,  the Counci l  recommended to
deny.  Ms.  Bernhardt  in formed the Commiss ion that  no one was present  a t
the meet ing yesterday.   She exp la ined that  th is  bu i ld ing is  in  a  h is tor ic
d is t r ic t  and that  a l l  renovat ions had been done wi thout  a  permi t .   She
cont inued that  the rest rooms were in  compl iance wi th  ne i ther  the F lor ida
Law or  the ADA requi rements .  There were no representat ives present  to
speak on behal f  o f  the issues o f  the app l icant .  

Mr .  Browdy entered a mot ion to  deny the waiver .   Mr .  Sanidas
seconded the mot ion.   Vote  was unan imous.   Mot ion car r ied.

I tem # 2,  The Caviar  Club,  the Counci l  recommended to deny.   There
were no representat ives present  to  speak on behal f  o f  the issues of  the
app l icant .

Mr .  Browdy entered a mot ion to  deny the waiver .   Mr .  Sanidas
seconded the mot ion.

Mr .  Corn asked i f  there  had been a  prev ious dec is ion that  when an
appl icant  does not  appear  when the i r  app l ica t ion  was scheduled for
cons iderat ion that  the Commiss ion would automat ica l ly  deny the waiver .
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Ms.  Bernhardt  responded there had been d iscuss ion that  i t  would  be
in  the best  in terest  o f  the appl icant  to  be here when the i r  app l ica t ion was
be ing  cons idered .

Mr .  Corn asked i f  these app l icants  knew that  the i r  app l ica t ions were
go ing  to  be  cons idered  a t  th is  meet ing .

Mary Kathryn s tated that  she had cal led a l l  o f  these appl icants to
remind them.

Mr.  Corn asked i f  the appl icants  rea l ized that  i f  they were not  here
there  was a  good chance the i r  app l ica t ion  wou ld  be den ied.

Chai rman Rodr iguez s ta ted i t  takes a  great  leap o f  fa i th  o f  the
appl icant  to  th ink that  the i r  request  for  a  waiver  might  be granted wi thout
them being present .

Mary Kathryn s tated that  she in formed these appl icants  that  the i r
app l ica t ions were go ing to  be cons idered,  when they were scheduled in
the Agenda and that  the chances of  hav ing a waiver  granted improve
great ly  i f  they are present .

Vote  to  deny waiver  was unanimous.   Mot ion car r ied.

I tem #3,  V i l lage Animal  C l in ic ,  the Counc i l  recommended to  deny.  
There were representa t ives present  to  speak on behal f  o f  the issues o f
the appl icant .

M ichae l  Berkenb l i t ,  DVM 

Dr.  Berkenbl i t  s ta ted that  he had in i t ia l ly  taken out  a  loan for
$300,000.00 to  renovate  h is  veter inar ian pract ice .   He fur ther  s ta ted that
he was fo rced to  go back  to  the  bank fo r  an  add i t iona l  $200,000.00,  wh ich
put  the cost  overruns at  over  75%, which is  far  greater  than the industry
standards.   He cont inued that  he and h is  wi fe ,  who is  a lso a veter inar ian,
spent  many years t ry ing to  conceive a ch i ld ,  and had rea l ized that  th is
was not  going to happen for  them when they were unexpectedly  b lessed
dur ing the construct ion of  th is  bu i ld ing.   He stated that  h is  wi fe  took a
s ign i f icant  amount  o f  t ime of f  a f ter  the i r  daughter  was born and is  now
only  pract ic ing par t - t ime.   He fur ther  s ta ted that  he takes of f  one day each
week to parent  h is  daughter .   He cont inued that  they have a lso h i red a
care g iver  par t - t ime as wel l .   He exp la ined that  the i r  product ive t ime has
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decreased and h i r ing  a  care  g iver  increased the i r  expend i tures .   He
stated that  none of  these th ings were factored in to the p lan when th is
pro ject  was s tar ted.   He fur ther  s ta ted that  the compet i t ion in  the i r  area
has a lso  increased,  espec ia l ly  in  the  form of  corpora te  veter inar ian
pract ices.  He noted that  there were now two large,  nat iona l  corporat ions,
Pet  Smar t  and Veter inar ian Corporat ions o f  Amer ica ,  runn ing
veter inar ian pract ices in  the area.   He commented that  these large
corpora te  prac t ices  compete  aga ins t  h is  “MA and PA”  prac t ice  w i th  lower
subs id ized pr ices and la rge adver t is ing budgets .   He added that  Pra t t  &
Whi tney recent ly  le f t  the i r  area for  the s tate of  Connect icut ,  tak ing wi th
them many of  the i r  good,  long- term c l ients  because of  the corporate
depar ture.   He s ta ted that  when th is  pro ject  was s tar ted severa l  years
back,  they wrote a deta i led summary p lan that  was taken to  the bank for
f inancing.   He fur ther  s tated that ,  in  h indsight ,  there were many th ings that
happened that  could  not  have been pred ic ted which inc luded:  h igh cost
overruns,  not  se l l ing the ex i t ing proper ty  ( leav ing them paying mortgages
on two bui ld ings) ,  hav ing a ch i ld ,  increased compet i t ion and last ly  hav ing
a major  area employer  re locate  out  o f  the area.   He s t ressed that  h is  wi fe
and h imsel f  work hard and have the i r  l ives invested in  the i r  bus iness.   He
repor ted that  the i r  combined take home sa lar ies  equa led approx imate ly
$100,000.00 and f rom th is  they are pay ing the mor tgages on two
bui ld ings.   He presented that  the est imate that  they obta ined to insta l l  a
wheelchai r  l i f t  was $20,000.00,  which would be ext remely  d i f f icu l t  for
them to pay.   He ind icated that  the f i rs t  f loor  o f  the i r  bu i ld ing,  which is  the
pr imary  work  area is  about  4 ,000 square  feet .   He s ta ted that  th is  space
inc luded a  recept ion area,  exam rooms,  t reatment  area and a lso  1 ,500
square feet  o f  an imal  hous ing space.   He noted that  the f i rs t  f loor ,  which
is  fu l l y  access ib le  fo r  the  d isab led has 30 dog runs,  20 cat  condos and 80
cages for  a  to ta l  o f  130 animal  hous ing un i ts .   He expla ined that  the
second s tory  on ly  houses 40 cages,  which are ident ica l  to  the 80 on the
f i rs t  f loor ,  and that  there is  no other  use of  the second f loor .   He fur ther
exp la ined that  due to  insurance proh ib i t ions no c l ient ,  d isab led or  not ,  is
a l lowed in to  the an imal  hous ing area e i ther  on the f i rs t  f loor  or  the second
f loor .   He s ta ted to  maximize the s ta f f  e f f ic iency,  the second f loor  cages
wi l l  on ly  be used af ter  the f i rs t  f loor  cages are f i l led.   He cont inued that
the f i rs t  and second f loors  would  be for  those employees who are t ra ined
in handl ing animals.   He stated that  he would have to have a min imum of
four  employees work ing in  a  sh i f t  when the cages on the second f loor  are
being used,  three for  the animals  on the f i rs t  f loor  and one for  the animals
on the second f loor .   He exp la ined that  the cages are s tacked in  three
t iers ,  wi th  the ta l les t  t ier  s tar t ing at  5  feet  and extending to  8 feet  o f f  the
ground.   He stated that  the i r  employee manual  s tates that  an employee
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must  be ab le  to  safe ly  re t r ieve an an imal  f rom a cage.   He exp la ined that
re t r iev ing an an imal  f rom a top t iered cage would be d i f f icu l t  for  a
d isab led person,  bu t  i t  wou ld  a lso  be d i f f i cu l t  fo r  a  non-d isab led person i f
the an imal  was aggress ive or  fear fu l .   He s ta ted that  o f ten i t  takes two ta l l
employees to  re t r ieve such a pet  f rom the cage.   He fur ther  s ta ted that  for
those an imals  he would need two non-d isabled employees per  sh i f t .   He
expla ined that  get t ing an animal  on an e levator  is  o f ten an adventure wi th
a gent le  an imal  and dangerous wi th  an aggress ive or  fear fu l  one.   He
commented that  an an imal ’s  tendenc ies  are  do not  a lways appear  a t  face
value and dangerous s i tuat ions can of ten develop instant ly .   He s tated
that ,  above a l l ,  he is  respons ib le  for  prov id ing a  safe  work  env i ronment
for  h is  employees.   He fur ther  s ta ted that  he pays h igh worker ’s
compensat ion insurance rates due to  the nature of  h is  bus iness.   He
cont inued that  he would be extremely uneasy having any employee,
d isab led or  not ,  rout ine ly  t ry ing to  get  a  la rge dog on a  ver t ica l  access
uni t .   He s ta ted that  he could and would h igher  d isabled personnel  by
making reasonable accommodat ions.   He fur ther  s ta ted that  the
insta l la t ion of  ver t ica l  access would be proh ib i t ive ly  expensive and would
p lace h is  bus iness in  f inanc ia l  jeopardy.   He conc luded that  for  the las t
s ix  years ,  before  the pro jec t  was env is ioned and before  he app l ied  for
access ib i l i t y  wa iver ,  he has worked wi th  CCI ,  Can ine Companions for
Independence.   He repor ted that  they are the largest  organizat ion in  the
wor ld  that  t ra ins  an imals  to  ass is t  d isab led persons,  and there is  a  long
wai t ing l is t  to  obta in  one of  the i r  dogs.   He s ta ted that  f rom the s tar t  a l l
CCI  work,  inc lud ing hear tworm pi l ls ,  emergency surger ies,  x- rays,  and
chemotherapy has been done at  no charge.   He s tated that  he works wi th
CCI every  day and the annual  cost  o f  those an imals ’  care averages f rom
$10,000-$20,000.00 per  year .   He cont inued that  the CCI  c l ients  come to
h im f rom as far  south as Miami  and as far  nor th  as For t  P ierce.   He would
doubt  that  there would be another  bus iness in  South F lor ida that  would be
as handicap aware and as f r iend ly  as the i rs .   He contended that  i f  the
c l in ic  is  f inanc ia l ly  jeopard ized or  worse,  made inso lvent ,  u l t imate ly  i t  w i l l
be the d isabled that  re ly  on CCI  dogs that  would suf fer .   He conc luded by
request ing the Commiss ion grant  the waiver  due to  hardsh ip  reasons.

Mr.  Shaw stated that  re fer r ing to  the le t ter  f rom The Vi l lage of  Nor th
Palm Beach,  Thomas Hogar th ,  i t  ind icates that  the second f loor  is  on ly
used for  s torage.   He added wi th  th is  be ing on ly  used as s torage,  he
entered a mot ion to  grant  the waiver .   

Dr .  R ichardson seconded the mot ion.
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Mr.  Shaw c lar i f ied that  h is  mot ion was for  s torage only  and that  any
change in  that  use would t r igger  ver t ica l  access ib i l i ty .

Ms.  Har r is  asked i f  the  dog and cat  cages on the second leve l  a lso
inc luded the dog or  the cat .

Chai rman Rodr iguez rep l ied that  yes i t  d id  inc lude the an imal .

Mr .  Sanidas s ta ted that  the f loor  p lan that  the Commiss ioners have
is  d i f ferent  than the one on the overhead.   He asked which one prevai ls .

Chai rman Rodr iguez stated that  the one on the overhead was the
second f loor .

Mr .  San idas asked for  c lar i f i ca t ion that  the second f loor  is  a  t rue
kennel .

Chai rman Rodr iguez responded that  was cor rect ,  on ly  for  an imal
hab i ta t ion.

Mr .  L ipka s ta ted that  th is  is  not  s torage,  because are  be ing put  in to
cages in  that  area and people  are  go ing to  have to  go up there  to  work .  
He fur ther  s ta ted that  i t  is  h is  understanding that  th is  or ig ina l ly  agreed to
th is and you are now just  changing your mind.   He cont inued that  the
second story  was bui l t  w i th  the understanding that  i t  would be made
access ib le .   He a lso s ta ted that  what  the appl icant  has s ta ted that  the
appl icant  had s ta ted that  he d id  not  want  to  h i re  anyone wi th  a  handicap in
anyway,  because he fe l t  that  i t  would a problem to h is  bus iness.   He
stated that  i f  that  is  the real  reason for  the request  o f  the waiver ,  he
should say that .

Dr .  Berkenbl i t  apo log ized i f  that  was the way he presented that ,
because that  is  not  h is  impl ica t ion .

Mr .  Wal thour  asked i f  there is  an except ion for  f ive  or  fewer  people
occupying a f loor .

Chai rman Rodr iguez responded that  there was.

Mr.  Wal thour  s ta ted that  h is  po int  is  whether  he is  us ing i t  for
s torage or  not  there wi l l  be f ive  or  fewer  people  on that  second f loor .



Plenary Session Minutes
January 23, 2001
Page 52

Angel  Watson s ta ted that  th is  is  the same exact  app l ica t ion that  was
heard about  two years  ago.   She fur ther  s ta ted that  both  the Commiss ion
and the Counci l  had denied th is  and i t  was ext remely  c lear  that  there was
no use of  that  second f loor  unt i l  ver t ica l  access ib i l i ty  was prov ided.   She
stated the only  quest ion the Counci l  had asked was what  hardship the
appl icant  had now that  they had not  had before,  because i t  was very c lear
that  there was no use of  the second f loor  unt i l  ver t ica l  access ib i l i ty  was
prov ided.   She contended that  the app l icant  has had two years  to  prepare
for  the cost ,  which is  $20,000.00 now,  but  i t  was on ly  $10,000.00 then.  
She s ta ted that  the appl icant  d id  s ta te  that  there were seven employees
al l  together  and that  he and one other  employee are the only  ones t ra ined
to work wi th the animals when they were out  of  contro l .

Ms.  But ler  o f fered c lar i f ica t ion that  the waiver  was denied two years
ago.   She stated that  i t  was granted subject  to  the condi t ion that  when the
second f loor  was bu i l t  out ,  ver t ica l  access ib i l i ty  would  need to  be
prov ided .

Ms.  Bernhardt  s ta ted that  th is  was a sp l i t  vote of  the Counci l .   She
of fered the o ther  s ide to  th is  was that  the d i f ference is  that  th is
appl icat ion is  for  s torage of  an imals  on ly  and that  i t  was not  for  a l l  o f  the
employees of  th is  bus iness to  use th is  space,  jus t  the doctor  and the
animal  handlers.   She stated that  they fe l t  that  the f ive person ru le would
apply  here because there are no permanent  employees on that  second
f loor .   She fur ther  s ta ted that  i t  appeared to  her  and two other  Counci l
members that  th is  was qual i f ied for  a  waiver  request  a t  th is  t ime.   She
commented that  she d id  speak wi th  the doctor  and ind ica ted to  h im that  i f
he was go ing to  have other  use of  th is  space and have other  employees
permanent ly  on the f loor ,  her  opin ion would be vast ly  d i f ferent  in  th is
case .

Vote to  grant  the waiver ,  w i th  the prov iso that  i t  be used as
indicated,  for  an imal  s torage,  not  humans resul ted in  17 in  favor ,  2
opposed  (San idas ,  L ipka) .   Mot ion  car r ied .

I tem #4,  Downtown Of f ice Bui ld ing,  Melbourne,  F lor ida,  the Counci l
recommended to  deny and adv ised the  app l icant  to  go back  and look  a t
other  opt ions.   Ms.  Bernhardt  expla ined that  th is  was a request  for  a
waiver  f rom the second f loor  o f  a  downtown bui ld ing.   She stated that  the
use is  be ing changed f rom,  she be l ieves,  a  board ing house,  to  o f f i ce
spaces.   She s ta ted that  the i r  cont rac tor  had ind icated that  he d id  not  fee l
i t  was s t ructura l ly  pract ica l .   There were no representat ives present  to
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speak on behal f  o f  the issues o f  the app l icant .

Mr .  Kopzcynsk i  entered a  mot ion to  accept  the Counc i l ’ s
recommendat ion to  deny the waiver .   Mr .  Corn seconded the mot ion.   Vote
was unanimous.   Mor ion car r ied.

I tem #5,  Jupi ter  Communi ty  Center ,  the Counci l  recommended to
deny.   Ms.  Bernhardt  s ta ted that  th is  was for  re t ractab le b leachers to
prov ide s tad ium seat ing in  a  Communi ty  Center .   She s ta ted that  the
opt ion that  the appl icant  is  o f fer ing is  to  put  wheelchai r  seat ing on the
f loor  leve l  in  f ront  o f  the b leachers.    There were representat ives present
to  speak on the behal f  o f  the issues of  the appl icant .

Lee Mar t in ,  Arch i tec t  ,  Post ,  Buck ley ,  Shoe & Journ igan
Rober t  Lecky,  Bu i ld ing Of f ic ia l ,  C i ty  o f  Jup i ter

Mr.  Mar t in  s ta ted that  Ms.  Bernhardt  had summed up the i r  s i tuat ion
fa i r ly  adequate ly .   He presented that  the Jupi ter  Communi ty  Center  is  a
65,000 square foot  new bui ld ing.   He s ta ted that  the use of  the bu i ld ing
and even the spaces ins ide the bu i ld ing vary  f rom week to  week.   He
expla ined that  the drawing shown on the overhead shows the b leachers
extended,  but  ind icated that  the would  be extended a min imal  percentage
of  t ime,  because the pr imary  use o f  the room wi l l  be  as  an open
gymnasium that  wi l l  be used for  a var iety  of  funct ions that  wi l l  occur  in  the
town of  Jup i ter .   He repor ted that  pr io r  to  mak ing the app l ica t ion,  Post -
Buck ley d id  research.   He s ta ted that  they had spoken to  equipment
manufacturers ,  a  f i re  o f f ic ia l  and a school  o f f ic ia l  to  present  what  they fe l t
to  be in  good pract ice  and met  the in tent  o f  the leg is la t ion.   He cont inued
that  when they met  wi th the Counci l  yesterday,  a number of  people d id
ind icate  that  o ther  people  had gone to  greater  to  measure to
accommodate people a t  leve ls  o ther  than cour t  leve l .   He expla ined that
cour t  level  cut -outs are not  shown for  wheelchai r  or  companion seat ing
because the drawings are in  a  fa i r ly  pre l iminary  s ta te  wi th  respect  to  the
seat ing and that  conf igurat ion would vary wi th the manufacturers.   He
stated that  there was a number  o f  conversat ions af ter  the Adv isory
Counc i l  made i t ’ s  recommendat ion and that  he had researched th is  issue
fur ther  even as late as th is  morning and f ind that  they agree wi th the
Adv isory  Counc i l  that  i t  i s  poss ib le  to  seat  people  h igher  than cour t  leve l .  
He of fered that  he was not  sure that  the f i re  o f f ic ia l  would agree that  i t
would  necessar i ly  be a  good idea.   He conc luded that  they cou ld  not
appear  before  the  Commiss ion and modi fy  the  app l ica t ion  fo r  the  wa iver
by s tat ing they would be happy to comply wi th  what  the Advisory Counci l
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had recommended,  because they are not  qu i te  cer ta in  that  i t  would  be
accep tab le  code  w ise .   

Mr .  Lecky thanked the Commiss ion for  hear ing them today and
thanked the Adv isory  Counc i l  fo r  the i r  t ime spent  in  d iscuss ion o f  th is
app l ica t ion .   He s ta ted that  as  a  Code o f f i c ia l ,  one o f  h is  jobs  is  to  t ry  to
understand what  the Code says,  what  the in tent  o f  the Code is  and how i t
app l ies  in  th is  spec i f i c  case.   He repor ted  tha t  h is  employer  has  chosen
to  bu i ld  a  communi ty  center  and in  look ing a t  the  F lor ida  Access ib i l i t y
Code,  he is  chal lenged to  apply  that  fa i r ly .   He s ta ted that  he was at  h is
meet ing,  because th is  communi ty  center  is  a  mul t i -purpose room wi th  the
pr imary use not  as that  o f  a  gymnasium, but  as the host  o f  a  mul t i tude of
funct ions that  they do not  charge for  spec i f ica l ly  and do not  co l lect
revenue f rom that .   He d id s tate that  the was or ig inal ly  concerned wi th the
choice o f  us ing motor ized b leachers ,  however  i t  i s  a  pre t ty  v iab le  product
for  th is  type of  use and the appl icant  cer ta in ly  wanted to  do th is .   He
stated that  through thei r  research they have no other  product  that  wi l l
e levate people beyond the cour t  leve l .   He fur ther  s tated that  the Code
ta lks  about  the p lacement  o f  wheelcha i rs  and in  Sect ion 433.3  i t
d iscusses that  there o ther  opt ions.   He of fered that  in  accordance wi th
that  ru le,  they have d isbursed wheelchair  seat ing hor izonta l ly  around the
egress path .   He a lso o f fered that  they come to  the Commiss ion wi th
Sect ion 553.512,  under  the waiver  which the F lor ida law a l lows.   He
stated that  he was not  go ing to  s tand there and pretend that  th is  is  an
ext reme hardship,  but  he would request  that ,  as he understands the Code,
whether  correct  or  not .   He would l ike to  see the Code appl ied and a
determinat ion be made that  th is  is  unnecessary  or  unreasonable  and that
motor ized b leachers  are  s t i l l  a  v iab le  product  to  be used in  th is
envi ronment  for  the purposes that  have been descr ibed to you.   He
cont inued that  th is  is  why the Code has the waiver  process and i f  the
Code is  incor rec t ,  he  wou ld  apprec ia te  the  Commiss ion ’s  ass is tance
today and st ra ighten h im out  prompt ly .

Chai rman Rodr iguez asked what  the Counc i l ’ s  recommendat ion
was.

Ms.  Bernhardt  responded that  the recommendat ion had been for
den ia l  because i t  fe l t  that  the app l icant  should  be look ing a t  some other
opt ions to  get  the people  up o f f  the f loor .   She s ta ted that  th is  was not
ment ioned yesterday,  but  as  she l is tened,  she was remiss to  not  ment ion
that  th is  is  a T i t le  I I  issue and the appl icant  would cer ta in ly  need to
d iscuss th is  w i th  the DOJ to  determine the i r  requ i rements  on th is  type o f
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bleacher  seat ing at  th is  t ime.   She could not  say that  she was in  touch wi th
what  DOJ was ru l ing these days,  but  i t  is  cer ta in ly  someth ing of  a  concern
because they have taken a  s t rong pos i t ion  on ver t ica l  access and in
b leachers  in  par t icu lar .

Ms.  Richardson s ta ted that  she was go ing to  note as wel l  that  th is
was a Ti t le  I I  issue.   She fur ther  s tated that  she was not  aware of  any type
of  system that  would  make i t  p ract ica l  to  a l low seat ing a t  upper  leve ls  in
the balcony system.  She cont inued that  when she was involved wi th the
county t ry ing to  get  program access under  T i t le  I I  and having been in
touch wi th  DOJ,  the rep ly  that  she got  f rom them was to  d isperse
hor izonta l ly .   She expla ined that  at  that  t ime they were not  recommending
any type of  seat ing above ground leve l ,  jus t  the d isbursement  o f  seats  on
the ground leve l .   She asked i f  the Commiss ion had ever  den ied a  waiver
app l ica t ion  for  re t rac tab le  b leacher  sys tems.

Ms.  But ler  responded that  nei ther  she or  Mary Kathryn have any
memory of  those being denied.   She stated that  she thought  they were
usual ly  granted because of  the technica l  in feas ib i l i ty .

Ms.  Richardson s tated that  there is  the issue of  cons is tency,  she
be l ieves there  to  be a  prob lem i f  the  Commiss ion jus t  wa ivers  back and
for th  whether  to  approve i t  or  not .   She concluded that  i t  seems to her ,
un less she sees some system out  there that  looks v iab le there is  no
pract ica l  way to  prov ide seat ing above the ground leve l .   She entered a
mot ion to  grant  the waiver .

Mr .  Shaw seconded the mot ion.

Mr .  D ’  Andrea asked i f  the  mot ion inc luded the d isbursa l  o f  the  22
seats .

Ms.  Richardson s ta ted that  was par t  o f  the mot ion.

Vote  to  grant  waiver  was unanimous.   Mot ion car r ied.

EDUCATION AD HOC REPORT AND ADOPTION OF TRANSIT ION 
TRAINING STRATEGY RECOMMENDATIONS

Mr.  Browdy s tated that  the Educat ion Ad Hoc Commit tee wi th  a
quorum present .   He presented a repor t  f rom the commit tee wi th
recommendat ions.   
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Mr.  D ’  Andrea entered a  mot ion to  approve the repor t  and
recommendat ions o f  the  Educat ion  Ad Hoc Commi t tee.   Mr .  Wigg ins
seconded the mot ion.   Vote was unanimous.

PROTOTYPE BUILDING AD HOC REPORT AND  
RECOMMENDATIONS 

Mr.  Kopzcynsk i  s ta ted that  the commit tee met  and af ter  the p lenary
sess ion today ,  i t  w i l l  meet  aga in .

PLUMBING /GAS TAC REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Mr.  Shaw sta ted that  the Plumbing/Gas TAC met  yesterday and d id
conclude i t ’s  work,  even though there is  a  controversy in  regards to
Educat ion for  gas.  He repor ted that  ha l f  o f  the munic ipa l i t ies  wi th in  the
sta te  use the SBCCI Gas Code and the o ther  ha l f  uses NFPA54.   He
sta ted that  there  is  a lmost  no change between NFPA54 and the F lor ida
Gas Code,  therefore requi r ing no t ra in ing.   He fur ther  s ta ted that  there
was substant ia l  change between the SBCCI Fuel /Gas Code and the
F lor ida  Gas Code there fore  requ i r ing ,  based on the  Gas TAC’s
est imat ion,   approx imate ly  three hours of  t ra in ing just  for  gas.   He
cont inued that  to  compromise we emphasized those areas that  are h igh ly
recommended to  rece ive  some educat ion  component  in  order  to  reduce
that  down to  about  45 minutes of  t ime.   He s ta ted that  the TAC requests
that  the compar ison document  be prov ided in  the Educat iona l  l i te ra ture
that  is  prov ided a t  the  course,  so  that  someone cou ld  go back and rev iew
the changes that  were requi red.   He repor ted that  there was a mot ion
made by the TAC to request  the Commiss ion through the Chai r  to  formal ly
request  f rom the Bureau of  LP Gas that  they adopt  the F lor ida Gas Code
in  l ieu  o f  NFPA54.   He s ta ted that  h is  co-Chai r  fo r  the Gas TAC was in  fac t
a representat ive of  the Bureau of  LP Gas.   He fur ther  s tated that  the in tent
o f  the Gas TAC  was to  combine the two codes so that  LP Gas and fue l  gas
would remain under  a  s ing le  code.   He cont inued that  the Bureau of  LP
Gas does not  do  res ident ia l  gas  inspect ions .   He conc luded tha t
therefore there would be two codes,  one of  which would not  be inspected
in  res idences i f  th is  cannot  be done.   He re i terated that  the TAC enters  a
mot ion that  the Chai r  request  that  the Bureau of  LP Gas cons ider
adopt ing  the  F lo r ida  Gas  Code.

Mr .  Wigg ins  seconded the mot ion.

Vote to  approve the repor t  and recommendat ions was unanimous.  
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Mot ion  car r ied .

Mr .  Shaw s ta ted tha t  the  Commiss ion had made a  dec is ion  tha t  i t
would adopt  the la test  rev is ions to  the Code or  the la test  updates of  the
s tandards .   He asked for  c la r i f i ca t ion  o f  what  the  Commiss ion had agreed
that  i t  would take the most  upgraded vers ions on.   

Mr .  Mehl t re t ter  o f fered c lar i f icat ion that  i t  was agreed that  the
Commiss ion would  adopt  the la tes t  vers ions o f  those re ference
standards.   He s ta ted that  one of  the las t  Chapters  o f  the F lor ida Bui ld ing
Code is  the  re ference s tandards ,  wh ich  ind ica te  ASA spec i f i ca t ions  and
A C I spec i f i ca t ions .

Mr.  Dixon stated that  was correct .   He fur ther  s tated that  there is  a
t iming issue,  because there is  some rest r ic t ion in  law on when s tandards
can be adopted.   He cont inued that  he be l ieves the in tent  is  to  adopt  the
la test  s tandards.

Mr .  Shaw sta ted that  the language that  the Commiss ion adopted
was pr ior  to  the pr in t ing o f  the Code,  that  i t  would  be adopt ing the current ,
most  up to  date  s tandards a t  that  t ime.  

Mr .  D ixon s ta ted that  was not  poss ib le  a t  th is  t ime.   He added that  i t
has to be done by amendment to the ru les.   He cont inued that  the
Commiss ion  adopted what  i t  s ta r ted  w i th  and those ed i t ions  are  s t i l l  in
p lace .

Mr .  Shaw s ta ted that  the P lumbing TAC ranked a l l  o f  i t ’ s  code
issues and formed a consensus.

Mr .  L ipka entered a  mot ion to  approve the P lumbing/Gas TAC repor t
and recommendat ions.   Mr .  Wigg ins  seconded the mot ion.   Vote  was
unanimous.   Mot ion car r ied.

BUILDING/STRUCTURAL-JOINT BUILDING/F IRE TAC REPORT
AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Mr.  D’  Andrea s ta ted that  the combined Bui ld ing/St ructura l -Jo in t
Bui ld ing/F i re  TACs met  yesterday.   He s ta ted that  the TAC pr ior i t ized a
l is t  o f  Bui ld ing,  St ructura l ,  and Fi re changes.   He fur ther  s tated that  the
three categor ies  were rev iewed under  a  rank ing sca le  o f  th ree,  which
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would be cons idered a top pr ior i ty .   He cont inued by s ta t ing that  there
were a  to ta l  o f  32 code changes,  or  sect ions,  w i th  a  rank ing o f  3 ,  that
must  be inc luded in  the t rans i t ion t ra in ing.   He repor ted that  in
conjunct ion wi th  that  exerc ise,  e ight  chapters  were ident i f ied,  which
inc luded 4,  9 ,  10,  16,  17,   20,  21 and 26,  that  had s ign i f icant  changes and
the TAC fe l t  i t  impor tant  to  inc lude a l l  o f  those changes in  the t rans i t ion
t ra in ing.   He s ta ted that  two major  changes,  termi tes and gabel in  wal ls ,
were ident i f ied and should  be inc luded in  the t rans i t ion t ra in ing and a l l
appropr ia te  code sect ions that  re ference those two i tems.   He cont inued
that  the  TAC ident i f ied  f i ve  chapters ,  Sect ions  2 ,  6 ,  11 ,  35 and 36 that
should  a lso be addressed in  the in t roductory  par t  o f  the t rans i t ion
t ra in ing.   He repor ted that  under  the second i tem wi th  a  rank ing of  2 ,
wh ich the TAC a lso  cons idered impor tant  i f  t ime permi t ted,  the  TAC 
found 31 code changes in  sect ions that  should  be inc luded in  th is
t rans i t ion t ra in ing.   He s ta ted that  on the rank ing sca le  of  1 ,  which was
cons idered least  impor tant ,  the TAC found 6  code changes or  sect ions
that  i t  fe l t  were the least  impor tant  for  inc lus ion in  t rans i t ion t ra in ing.   He
repor ted that  in  add i t ion  to  the rank ing exerc ise ,  the combined TAC voted
to  recommend that  a  s ide  by  s ide  compar ison be done to  compare the
1997 NFPA101 w i th  the  2000 NFPA101 and a lso  to  compare  the  1997
NFPA1 wi th  the  1998 Standard  F i re  Prevent ion  Code.

Mr .  Kopzcynsk i  entered a  mot ion to  approve the TAC’s  repor t  and
recommendat ions.   Mr .  Corn seconded the mot ion.

Mr .  Wigg ins  asked Mr .  D ’  Andrea i f  h is  commi t tee  inc luded t ra in ing
on the Chapter  One Admin is t ra t ive  requ i rement ,  i f  i t  i s  in  that  sect ion.

Mr .  D ’  Andrea answered that  i t  was.

Mr.  Wal thour  s tated that  there was a recommendat ion made to have
a jo in t  t ra in ing program so that  the f i re  o f f ic ia ls  can have the same
tra in ing as  the bu i ld ing o f f ic ia ls .

Mr .  D ’  Andrea responded that  was cor rect  and that  he would  have i t
amended to  inc lude that .

Vote  to  approve the  TAC’s  repor t  and recommendat ions  was
unanimous.   Mot ion car r ied.

MECHANICAL/ENERGY TAC REPORT AND
RECOMMENDATIONS
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Ms.  Harr is  s ta ted that  the jo in t  meet ing of  the TAC’s was he ld
yesterday and they went  over  149 pages which encompassed about  650
sect ions o f  the code to  ident i fy  code changes and compar isons.   She
fur ther  s tated that  in  order  to  deal  wi th the volume of  mater ia l  on ly
s ign i f icant  changes were addressed,  meaning those that  the TAC fe l t
needed to  be addressed.   She cont inued that  the major i ty  o f  the i tems that
were d iscussed ra ted a  leve l  2  rank ing for  t ra in ing and educat ion
purposes.   She requested c lar i f i ca t ions on three i tems:1)The code needs
to have a bet ter  cross re ference espec ia l ly  f rom the Mechanica l  to  the
Elec t r i ca l  Code because E lec t r i ca l  i s  no t  par t  o f  the  code.   She s ta ted
that  th is  someth ing Mechanica l  has to  be deal ing wi th  da i ly ,  2)  The TAC
members  request  c lar i f i ca t ion as  to  whether  a  re ference to  a  s tandard
involves the enforcement  of  the whole s tandard or  just  the standard that  is
re fe renced.

Mr.  Dixon s ta ted that  he assumed i t  would apply  as d i rected by the
Mechanica l  Code,  i f  i t  re ferenced a sect ion o f  the s tandard i t  would  on ly
be that  sect ion,  but  i f  i t  s ta ted comply  wi th  s tandard such and such,  i t
would mean the ent i re s tandard.   He cont inued that  i t  would be the context
as presented in  the Mechanica l  Code that  would  def ine that .

Ms.  Har r is  asked i f  tha t  cou ld  be c la r i f ied  because there  were  mixed
discuss ions on whether  i t  was the ent i re  code or  jus t  that  sect ion because
in  the  cur rent  d ra f t  o f  the  F lor ida  Bu i ld ing  Code i t  d id  make some
nota t ions as  to  sect ions o f  or  the  whole  code.

Ms.  Harr is  cont inued wi th  her  las t  i tem for  c lar i f icat ion,  3)  The
t ra in ing  package for  changes for  the  South  F lor ida  Bu i ld ing  Code was
approved by the TAC a lso.   She s tated that  i t  fe l t  that  everyone wi l l  need
to  get  t ra in ing on the South  F lor ida  Bu i ld ing Code changes to  the Code
rather  than just  South F lor ida hav ing the i r  por t ion of  the Code t ra in ing.  
She fur ther  s tated that  everybody works a l l  over  the state,  so they have to
be educated here as they have to  be educated there.   She s tated that  the
meet ing was successfu l ,  a  lo t  o f  ter r i to ry  was covered and there was a lo t
o f  par t ic ipat ion.   She of fered her  thanks to  the Mechanica l  TAC for  the
amount  o f  work they have done in  a  shor t  per iod of  t ime.   She a lso
thanked the members  o f  the communi t ies  and assoc ia t ions who served on
the TAC.   She noted that  cop ies o f  the compar isons o f  the Mechanica l ,
Fue l ,  and Gas Codes were ava i lab le  in  the  lobby,  as  we l l  as  some cop ies
of  the Energy Code compar isons,  i f  anyone would  l i ke  those.
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Mr.  L ipka s ta ted tha t  the  Energy  TAC had about  35  pages to  dea l
wi th  and i t  took the sca le  to  a  0  rank ing,  meaning there was no t ra in ing
necessary ,  espec ia l ly  in  Energy because a lo t  o f  i t  is  jus t  forms.   He
repor ted that  Chr is  Math is ,  o f  the  Energy Ef f ic ien t  Bu i lders  Assoc ia t ion ,
announced that  there would be a conference on hot ,  humid c l imates on
October  24-27,  2001.   He s ta ted that  he th inks th is  would  be an
interest ing th ing and he requested s taf f  to  f ind out  the deta i ls ,  inc lud ing
the locat ion and who would be the person to  contact  i f  someone were
in terested in  go ing.   He a lso agreed wi th  Ms.  Harr is  that  the meet ing was
very product ive.   

Mr .  Wigg ins entered a mot ion to  approve the repor t  and the
recommendat ions of  the Mechanica l /Energy TACs.   Mr .  Thorne seconded
the mot ion.   Vote  was unanimous.   Mot ion car r ied.

SPECIAL OCCUPANCY TAC REPORT AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

Mr.  Thorne s tated that  most  o f  the s ta te agencies were present  and
those that  were not  had in format ion sent ,  so a l l  par t ic ipated in  the
process of  evaluat ing the in format ion that  was presented to  us by our
cont rac tor  wh ich  was to  do  a  s ide  by  s ide  compar ison o f  Chapters  4 ,  30 ,
31 and 34.   He fur ther  s tated that  th is  was evaluated based on the
pr ior i t i za t ion cr i te r ia  prev ious ly  es tab l ished.   He cont inued that  in
Chapter  4 ,  which is  Spec ia l  Occupancy,  there were 18 changes that  wi l l
be made,  Chapter  30,  E levators ,  had 2 changes,  Chapter  31 had 6
changes and Chapter  34,  Ex is t ing  Bu i ld ings had 8  changes.   He s ta ted
that  those would  be rev iewed and presented to  us pr ior  to  the f ina l
product ,  wh ich is  expected May,  2001.

Mr .  D ’  Andrea entered a  mot ion to  approve the repor t .   Mr .  San idas
seconded the mot ion.   Vote  was unan imous.   Mot ion car r ied.

ACCESSIBIL ITY TAC REPORT AND RECOMMENDATIONS

Ms.  Richardson s ta ted that  the Access ib i l i ty  TAC met  yesterday and
did not  have a quorum.  She s tated that  the fo l lowing ind iv iduals  are be ing
recommended for  appo in tment  to  the Access ib i l i t y  Counc i l :

Johnny Long,  represent ing the F lor ida Tr i -Chapter  o f  the                          
              Para lyzed Veterans o f  Amer ica
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                     (Vote was unanimous in  favor  o f  approval  to  the Counci l )

Andrea Wi l l iamson,  represent ing the Hear ing Impai red
           (Vote was unanimous in  favor  o f  approval  to  the Counci l )

Wade Connel ly ,  represent ing the F lor ida  Counc i l  o f  D isab led                
    Organizat ions

                     (Vote was unanimous in  favor  o f  approval  to  the Counci l )

Ms.  Richardson s ta ted that  the TAC rev iewed the fo l lowing three
appoin tment  le t ters  to  the Adv isory  Counc i l ,  wh ich were rece ived:

Dr .  J .  R.  Hard ing,  represent ing the Div is ion o f  Vocat iona l                         
       Rehab i l i ta t ion

Neal  Mel l ick ,  represent ing Centers  for  Independent  L iv ing

Dav id  Ramsey,  represent ing  the  D iv is ion  o f  B l ind  Serv ices

Ms.  Richardson s ta ted that  two i tems were defer red unt i l  the March
meet ing :  1 )  The Access ib i l i t y  Code Rev iew Sub-commi t tee  Repor t  and 2)
Discuss ion of  the TAC Miss ion Statement .   She s ta ted that  the fo l lowing
recommendat ions ( rank ing as a  3  in  pr ior i ty )  were submi t ted to  the
Educat ion  Ad Hoc  Commi t tee :  1 )  Access ib i l i t y  F igure  30-E to  be
in tegrated in to  the Code,  2)  Format t ing Issues hav ing to  do wi th  the
Access ib i l i t y  Watermark ,  wh ich is  the  un iversa l  symbol  o f  access ib i l i t y  a t
the FBC,  3)  Number ing to  be cons is tent  w i th  the FBC chapter
des ignat ion,  4)  Exp lanat ion o f  par ts  A,  B,  and C wi th in  Chapter  11.   She
discussed issues re la t ive  to  Fa i r  Hous ing.   She s ta ted that  the TAC wants
to  inc lude the person to  ca l l  fo r  ass is tance,   Federa l  Issues,  Technica l
Ass is tance to  the Commiss ion on human re la t ions and which s tandards
ex is t  for  fa i r  hous ing.   She fur ther  s ta ted that  the TAC is  recommending
that  the Fa i r  Hous ing Des ign Manual  o f  1996 wi th  the 1998 amendments
be used.   She re ferenced the Waiver  App l ica t ion ,  Par t  C,  Chapter  11 and
stated that  the TAC would l ike  the correct  waiver  appl icat ions and ru les to
be d iscussed.   She s ta ted,  re la t ive  to  the  Dec lara tory  Sta tements  as  o f
the  e f fec t ive  date  o f  the  Code,  Access ib i l i t y  in terpre ta t ions  may be
di rected to  the TAC then to  the Commiss ion.   She s ta ted that  in  the
Plumbing Code,  i t  needs to  be noted tha t  the  access ib i l i t y  d rawings are
dupl ica ted wi th in  that  par t icu lar  code.   She noted that  the Access ib i l i t y
TAC would  l ike  to  work  wi th  the appropr ia te  contact  personnel  are  f rom
the t ra in ing  ent i t ies  to  deve lop lead in  perspect ives  on the  Access ib i l i t y
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Code and Fa i r  Hous ing,  which would  inc lude th ings l ike  sens i t iv i ty
in format ion to  do wi th  Access ib i l i t y  Issues and the impor tance o f
access ib i l i t y  in  the  l i ves  o f  peop le  w i th  d isab i l i t ies ,  and so  on.   

Ms.  R ichardson s ta ted that  the fo l lowing Access ib i l i t y  Adv isory
Counc i l  Issues were presented to  the Access ib i l i t y  TAC as
recommendat ions to  the Commiss ion.   She noted that  a l l  o f  these issues
were unanimously  suppor ted.   She stated that  s ince the TAC did not  have
quorum, they a l lowed a l l  the members in  the room to vote,  and that
inc luded TAC members ,  Counc i l  members  and the pub l ic .  She s ta ted that
the fo l lowing are the recommendat ions:  1)  An advanced module on
access ib i l i ty  t ra in ing be created and that  would  be deve loped by the
admin is t ra tor .  2 )  The Access ib i l i t y  t ra in ing be conducted for  the  F lor ida
Bu i ld ing  Commiss ion ,  the  Access ib i l i t y  TAC and the  Access ib i l i t y
Advisory  Counci l  and that  CEUs would be g iven for  that  t ra in ing.   3)  That
the Access ib i l i ty  Adv isory  Counc i l  meet  in  con junct ion wi th  the F lor ida
Bui ld ing Commiss ion at  s ix  week in terva ls  or  whenever  they are
scheduled.   4 )  That  outgo ing members  o f  the Access ib i l i t y  Adv isory
Counc i l  o r  the  Access ib i l i t y  TAC shou ld  be recogn ized for  the i r  serv ice
through appropr ia te  means,  such a  s  a  p laque or  a  cer t i f i ca te .  

Ms.  Richardson s ta ted that  the March meet ing ob ject ives are go ing
to  inc lude the subcommi t tee repor t  on  the Access ib i l i t y  Code f ind ings
defer red f rom January  2001,  the  Access ib i l i t y  TAC Miss ion Sta tement
deferred f rom January 2001,  the development  o f  long and shor t  term
goals ,  the Access ib i l i ty  TAC nominat ions update and the repor t  f rom the
DCA lega l  s ta f f .

Mr .  Wigg ins entered a mot ion to  approve the repor t  and the
recommendat ions  o f  the  Access ib i l i t y  TAC.   Mr .  D ’  Andrea seconded the
mot ion.   Vote  was unan imous.   Mot ion car r ied.

Mr.  Shaw stated that  he had an issue that  he forgot .   He expla ined
that  there is  a  conf l ic t  between the Fuel ,  Gas,  Mechanica l  and Plumbing
Code versus the issue o f  e levat ion o f  app l iances in  garages.   He
cont inued that  the Commiss ion ru led that  appl iances shal l  be ins ta l led
accord ing to  manufacturers  recommendat ions and i t  was so noted in  the
Fuel /Gas Code,  but  i t  was not  t rans la ted to  the P lumbing or  Mechanica l
Code so  there  is  a  conf l i c t .

Mr.  Kopzcynski  s tated that  he d id not  have the oppor tuni ty  to
comment  when th is  vote was cast ,  but  perhaps s taf f  could get  wi th  Ms.
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Richardson and br ing back some in format ion on who the admin is t ra tor  is  
and how they propose to  have jo in t  meet ings between the Commiss ion
and the Access ib i l i t y  Adv isory  Counc i l ,  as  there  are  no jo in t  meet ings
wi th  any TAC’s.   He s ta ted that  he is  not  sure how that  was go ing to  be
accompl i shed .

Mr .  B la i r  asked Mr .  Shaw for  c lar i f i ca t ion o f  the conf l i c t  in  the codes
tha t  need to  be  addressed.

Mr.  Shaw expla ined that  the Commiss ion had ru led that  app l iances
should be ins ta l led accord ing to  manufacturer ’s  recommendat ions.   He
sta ted that  th is  was noted in  the Fuel /Gas Code,  but  i t  was not  updated in
the P lumbing or  the Mechanica l  Codes which create a  conf l ic t .   

APPOINTMENT OF SWIMMING POOL SAFETY ISSUES AD HOC

Chai rman Rodr iguez s ta ted that  the Commiss ioners  may have been
aware of  the swimming pool  safety  issues that  have been f ront  and center .  
He fur ther  s ta ted that  he would l ike  the fo l lowing Commiss ioners  jo in
h imsel f  in  an Ad Hoc that  w i l l  meet  to  rev iew the issues o f  swimming poo l
safety  and make implementat ion recommendat ions for  ensur ing that  the
safe ty  pro toco ls  that  the Commiss ion has a l ready approved for  inc lus ion
in  the Code are e f fec t ive  and wi l l  p rov ide safe ty  requ i rement  cons is tent
wi th  the in tent  o f  the Commiss ion.   He appoin ted Nick  ’  Andrea,  John
Calp in i ,  Chr is t  San idas,  Dan Shaw,  Sam Wal thour ,  George Wigg ins  and
Frank Quintana to  the th is  commit tee.

APPOINTMENT OF REHAB AD HOC 

Chai rman Rodr iguez s ta ted that  the Commiss ion rece ived a  le t ter
f rom Gainesv i l le ,  submi t ted by Doug Murdock,  re la t ive to  th is  issue.   He
cont inued that  i t  is  an issue that  is  rece iv ing nat iona l  coverage.   He
commented that  the June ed i t ion of  the nat ion ’s  c i ty ’s  weekly  speaks to
that  and he thought  that  i t  would be adv isable to  appoint  an Ad Hoc that
would meet  a t  least  once to  determine i f  there was any wisdom.  He
cont inued that  h is  suggest ion was that  th is  the Rehab Ad Hoc be made up
of  the TAC chai rs .

Mr.  Kopzcynsk i  s ta ted that  he fe l t  that  was a wise approach,  but  he
wanted to  po in t  out  that  the Jo in t  Bu i ld ing/F i re  TAC both  agreed as they
went  through the process of  eva luat ing the codes that  ex is t ing bu i ld ings
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and rehabi l i ta t ion is  an i tem that  needed fur ther  a t tent ion and d iscuss ion.

Chai rman Rodr iguez inv i ted anyone who had wisdom on th is  to
p lease br ing  i t  to  the  Ad Hoc meet ing .   He re i te ra ted that  regard ing these
two issues,  pool  safety  and rehab,  s ta f f  fe l t  i t  impor tant  for  the
Commiss ion  to  be  in  agreement .

Mr .  Thorne recommended that  someone f rom the Swimming Pool
Assoc ia t ion be invo lved,  as  Cam Fent r iss  was former ly .

Mr .  D ixon s ta ted,  for  the Ad Hoc Commit tees that  s ta f f  would  l ike  to
l imi t  the members to  Commiss ion members on ly ,  but  would  encourage
inv i t ing  the a f fec ted par t ies .

Mr .  L ipka asked where  the  Swimming Poo l  Ad Hoc Commi t tee  wou ld
be  meet ing .

Mr.  Dixon responded that  i t  is  current ly  go ing to  be in  Or lando.   He
stated that  Senator  Shul tz ’s  o f f ice  is  t ry ing to  determine a t ime and date
when she could meet  wi th  the commit tee.

Mr .  L ipka s ta ted that  i f  he  can get  there  he would  l i ke  to  be a  par t  o f
that  TAC.

Chai rman Rodr iguez thanked Mr .  L ipka.

Mr.  Browdy s tated that  in  v iew of  the fact  that  there are a lo t  o f
swimming pools  insta l led concurrent ly  wi th  the construct ion of  houses
and the home bui lders  are typ ica l ly  engaged as a genera l  cont ractor ,  he
would  l i ke  to  be asked to  serve on that  TAC.

Chairman Rodr iguez thanked Mr.  Browdy.
 
REVIEW COMMITTEE ASSIGNMENTS AND ISSUES FOR 
MARCH’S COMMISSION MEETING 

Mr.  B la i r  conducted a fac i l i ta ted rev iew of  the ass ignments  for  next
month ’s  meet ing.   (See Fac i l i ta to r ’ s  Repor t  Attachment. )

Mr .  L ipka s ta ted that  the Energy TAC need not  meet  in  March,  but
the next  meet ing in  Or lando would be f ine.
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Ms.  R ichardson s ta ted that  the subcommit tee does not  need to  meet
in  March,  jus t  the Access ib i l i t y  TAC.

Ms.  Har r is  asked fo r  c la r i f i ca t ion  tha t  i f  the  Commiss ion is  go ing to
a  s ix  week schedu le ,  w i l l  i t  be  hear ing  Access ib i l i t y  Waiver  App l ica t ions
at  every  meet ing.

Mr .  B la i r  s ta ted that  was cor rect .

Mr .  Basset t  commented that  he was put t ing the fu ture meet ings in
h is  scheduled and not iced that  the November  meet ing fa l ls  on e lect ion
day and wanted to  know i f  that  should  be cons idered.

Mr.  Dixon stated that  there are d i f ferent  hol idays that  the
Commiss ion has to  work around and dur ing the month of  November ,  that
was the only  t ime i t  could meet .

SUMMARY AND REVIEW MEETING WORK PRODUCTS

Chai rman Rodr iguez s ta ted that  the Commiss ion rev iewed and
approved the Updated Commiss ion Workp lan.   He fur ther  s ta ted that  the
Chai r ’s  Recommendat ions  on leg is la t ive  issues were  cons idered.   He
cont inued that  the Commiss ion cons idered pub l ic  comment .   He s ta ted
that  Key Concepts  for  Product  Approva l  were rev iewed and approved for
submi t ta l  o f  those concepts  to  the F lor ida Legis la ture .   He fur ther  s ta ted
that  the  Commiss ion rev iewed and adopted the dra f t  o f  the  Commiss ion ’s
Repor t  to  the Leg is la ture .   He cont inued that  Access ib i l i ty  Waiver
App l ica t ions  were  cons idered and dec ided on.   He s ta ted that  the
Commiss ion heard  a  Code Disseminat ion  update .   He fu r ther  s ta ted tha t
the Educat ion Ad Hoc Recommendat ions for  Trans i t ion Tra in ing s t ra tegy
was rev iewed and approved.   He cont inued that  repor ts  inc lud ing
recommendat ions were heard f rom the Plumbing/Gas TAC, the
Bui ld ing/St ructura l -Jo in t  Bu i ld ing/F i re  TAC,  the Mechanica l /Energy TAC,
Spec ia l  Occupancy TAC,  and the Access ib i l i t y  Ad Hoc Commi t tee .   He
repor ted that  Swimming Pool  Safe ty  Issues Ad Hoc and Rehab Ad Hoc
commit tees were appoin ted.   He conc luded s ta t ing that  the ass ignments
and issues for  the March meet ing had been rev iewed.  

ADJOURN PLENARY

No fur ther  bus iness d iscussed,  meet ing ad journed at  12:51PM.


