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The Task Group held six meetings via conference call (March 25, April 17, April 23, May 7, May 21, 
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Benefits of Including Scoping in ICC/ANSI A117.1 

Developed by Marsha Mazz with Suggestions from Brian Black 

 

Benefits of a Single Document  

1. A single document format will make it easier for users to associate scoping requirements with the 

technical criteria.    

2. Scoping can be more precise.  For example, scoping can refer to specific sections of the standard, rather 

than topics.  Reference to topics can lead to confusion e.g. sinks versus lavatories and signs with raised 

letters versus braille.     

3. A single document format will potentially allow users (architects and owners, in particular) to more 

easily compare the requirements of the Standard with the design and construction requirements of the 

ADA.1   
1 Note.  The A117.1 should also remain consistent with the requirements of the FHA in order to continue 

to serve as a safe harbor document. 

4. A single document format will result in better consistency in application when referenced by differing 

model codes, state and local authorities having jurisdiction, and the Federal government.   

 

Improvements in the Standards Development Process 

5. Currently, the development cycles for the Standard and the IBC are not coordinated (5 years versus 3 

years).  The more lengthy Standard development cycle can allow for more in-depth consideration of 

changes.  Where changes are evidence-based, a longer lead-time provides for greater interaction between 

the committee and researchers.      

6. Proponents of technical proposals would need to consider how the changes would be scoped, including 

application to existing buildings, resulting in a more thorough consideration of the impacts.   
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memorandum  
 
TO: A117 Scoping Working Group 

 

FROM: Brian Black, Code & Safety Director 

 

DATE: June 17, 2014 

 

RE: Scoping requirements in ICC A117.1 

 

We have discussed the benefits and disadvantages of developing a scoping section or chapter for a future edition of the 

A117.1 standard.  We have also considered the likelihood of the ICC Board of Directors allowing the A117 Committee 

to adopt and replicate the scoping requirements of the current IBC and IEBC into the A117.1 standard and whether this 

would mean removing those provisions from the IBC and IEBC.  If not removed from the building codes, maintaining 

consistency between the IBC/IEBC and A117.1 scoping provisions would be an additional challenge. 

 

Another option is developing scoping language for A117.1 that replicates the scoping requirements of the 2010 ADA 

Standards for Accessible Design using I-Code designations and terminology.  This approach was taken after HUD 

published its Fair Housing Accessibility Guidelines when members of the disability and housing communities 

translated those guidelines into the 2000 ICC Code Requirements for Housing Accessibility. This new document, an 

ICC Code Requirements for ADA Accessibility could be published as a companion to the A117.1 standard or included 

as a separate chapter in the standard.  It could also serve as a companion for the 2000 ICC Code Requirements for 

Housing Accessibility and be adopted in those jurisdictions that desire building codes that meet but do not exceed the 

federal accessibility requirements. 

 

Below is an example of how current text in Chapter 11 of the 2012 IBC could be amended to replicate the 2010 

Standards for Accessible Design. 
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2010 Standards for Accessible Design ICC Code Requirements for ADA 
Accessibility 

complying with 405, 407, 408, or 410 without 

requiring substantial reconstruction of the 

space. 
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Wednesday, June 18, 2014 1:41 PM 
Fellow committee members, 
  
Marsha and Brian have both written excellent documents with which to put forth our 
recommendations to the A117.1 Committee at large. Additionally, I would like us to 
be clear that whether the IBC/IEBC codes drop scoping language is outside of the 
A117.1Committee’s hands and that the benefits (and disadvantages) of adding 
scoping to the A117.1 Standard should be considered independently and, as if the 
home of the scoping provisions of the IBC/IEBC remained in those codes. Please don’t 
misunderstand, I’m not advocating one way or another of whether we ask ICC to 
make the A117.1 Standard the home of the scoping provisions –I only thinks it fair 
that the Committee at large consider additional effort on this project with their eyes 
wide open. 
  
One other strategy, that I mentioned briefly in a past meeting, is to ask ICC to make 
accessibility an independent code development committee –rather than a part of a 
broader scope committee. This strategy has an advantage of a more focused voice 
towards accessibility in the I-codes without confronting the angst of moving control of 
the scoping provisions from the codes to the standard. I am also concerned about this 
committee’s ability to take on the additional task of scoping in a timely manner. Of 
course this strategy would still have many of the disadvantages that Marsha notes, as 
the scoping would remain in the codes. 
  
Sincerely, 
Rick Lupton 
Engineering & Technical Codes Mgr 

City of Seattle, Dept of Planning & Development 
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Sunday, April 20, 2014 10:35 AM 

Ron et al, 

  

Attached is a change tracked mark-up of the excellent meeting notes Ron and 

Kermit prepared based on my additional notes and memories of the meeting.  I 

believe our meeting notes are going to be very important to document and help us 

defend what we are proposing to the committee (and the world), so I hope you 

will forgive the number and detail of my edits. 

  

One important thing, is that I am suggesting that we continue what Ron did at the 

beginning of our last meeting, by starting off identifying what we have agreed to 

and what is pending.  I am suggesting that we do it as a list as shown in the 

attached. 

  

I also am offering a draft vision of what part of the “bridge” document or 

advisory/commentary on scoping might look like.  This sortable spreadsheet is 

just something to help us visualize what we might be talking about.  (I fully 

recognize that this may not be it! And please note that the info filled into the 

boxes may not be accurate or correct). 

  

Please critique my edits and comments to the 
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Wednesday, April 23, 2014 11:27 AM 
I penned up something that might act as a discussion point for “scoping” based on Dave’s 
outline and Marsha’s comments. 
It would take the basic scoping from the 2010 Standards and use that in Chapter 2 but 
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accessible.  Codes like the ICC International Existing Building Code make that determination, and A117.1 merely specifies 

how an element in an existing building can deviate from the new construction criteria once some other document has 

required accessibility. 

 

This is mirrored in the 2010 ADA Standards for Accessible Design.  Chapter 2 is entitled “Scoping”, and Chapters 3-10 

provide technical accessibility criteria similar to those in A117.1.  Chapter 2 specifies when a building is required to have an 

elevator, while Chapter 4 provides certain technical exceptions for existing elevators.  In the same way, A117.1 never 

specifies when an elevator is required or when an existing elevator needs to be made accessible.  It simply provides 

allowances for its technical accessibility requirements when applied to existing equipment. 

 

The term “scoping” was thrown around in our recent A117 Committee meetings, which gave birth to our current Task 

Group deliberations.  It occurred to me that many of us had different perspectives on what “scoping” means.  Our first task 

as a Task Group should be finding a common definition on which our discussions can be based. 

 

 


