S138-16
IBC: 1705.5.2.
Proposed Change as Submitted
Proponent : Edwin Huston, representing National Council of Structural Engineers' Associations (NCSEA)
(huston@smithhustoninc.com)
2015 International Building Code
Revise as follows:
1705.5.2 Metal-plate-connected wood trusses spanning 60 feet or greater. Where a truss clear span is Special
Inspections of wood trusses, with overall height of 60 feet inches (18 288 1,524 mm) or greater, the special inspector shall be
performed to verify that the temporary installation restraint/bracing and of the permanent individual truss member
restraint/bracing are has been installed in accordance with the approved truss submittal package. For wood trusses with a
clear span of 60 feet (18288 mm) or greater, the special inspector shall also verify during construction, that the temporary
installation restraint/bracing is installed in accordance with the approved truss submittal package.
Reason: This code change proposal wii harmonize the special inspection requirements for wood trusses so that they have the
same requirements as open web steel joists and joist girders (section 1705.2.3), and cold formed steel trusses (AISI S240,
Chapter D).
The Truss designer, as part of their design and in accordance with their responsibilities, determines if and where an individual
member of a truss needs to be braced to prevent out of plane buckling when subjected to design loads. This is what is called
permanent individual truss member restraint/bracing. The locations where this restraint/bracing is needed has historically been
shown on the truss design drawings as a small rectangle with an "x" thru it, along with a key note that says something to the
effect "bracing required at location indicated". Then there may be a general note at the end of the submittal that typically says
"Lateral bracing location indicated by symbol shown and/or by text in the bracing section of the output", and "BSCI is the
industry standard to be used". This information is often misinterpreted or ignored by the truss installer.
The installation of the restraint/bracing is critical for the safe performance of wood trusses, and if the bracing is not installed at
all, or is not installed correctly, can become a life safety issue. This issue is important enough to rise to the level requiring
special inspections. This code change will ensure the bracing gets installed where it is required by the Truss designer.
One such collapse was of a fire station in Pinetop Arizona, where the permanent bracing was not installed

.
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Missing bracing on tall, slender compression members could be seen in several buildings in Joplin, MO after the May 2011
tornado removed portions of roof sheathing or gable end walls

.

2016 ICC PUBLIC COMMENT AGENDA

Page 2367

A 2008 inspection of a building in Gig Harbor, WA showed "piggy-back" trusses with missing bracing and collectors

.

Cost Impact: Will increase the cost of construction
The cost of construction will increase slightly by the amount of the cost of the special inspector. This increased cost however is
minimal and justified.
S138-16 :
1705.5.2HUSTON13310
Public Hearing Results
Committee Action:

Approved as Submitted

Committee Reason: The committee agrees that because the temporary truss bracing is part of the structural design, it needs to
be verified by special inspection.
Assembly Action:

None
Individual Consideration Agenda

Public Comment 1:
Proponent : Gary Ehrlich, National Association of Home Builders, representing National Association of Home
Builders (gehrlich@nahb.org) requests Approve as Modified by this Public Comment.
Modify as Follows:
2015 International Building Code
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1705.5.2 Metal-plate-connected wood trusses. Special Inspections of wood trusses, with a total length between end
bearing points of 36 feet (10,973 mm) or greater and overall height of 60 inches (1,524 mm) or greater, or of wood piggyback
trusses, shall be performed to verify that the installation of the permanent individual truss member restraint/bracing has been
installed in accordance with the approved truss submittal package. For wood trusses with a clear span of 60 feet (18288 mm)
or greater, the special inspector shall also verify during construction, that the temporary installation restraint/bracing is installed
in accordance with the approved truss submittal package.
Commenter's Reason: The purpose of this public comment is to add a minimum clear span trigger for the special inspection
of permanent truss bracing introduced by this code change. Roof slopes of 6:12 and greater are common in multifamily
buildings, four-story townhouses and other residential buildings constructed under the IBC, and in some areas of the country
the average roof slope is on the order of 8:12. For such buildings, this provision as written would trigger a special inspection for
a building just 20 feet in width, or even narrower. Absent significant evidence of widespread truss failures in small residential
and multifamily buildings built to the IBC, there is no justification for such a broad expansion of special inspection requirements.
IBC Section 2308.5 limits the clear span of trusses on conventionally-framed buildings to 40 feet, and IRC Section R802.10.2.1
limits the width of buildings using trusses to 36 feet. The primary intent of these two provisions is to limit the roof load delivered
to prescriptively-selected wall studs, but they also suggest a reasonable minimum trigger for special inspection requirements of
a 36 foot length between end bearing points.
The proponent's reason statement identified piggyback trusses as a concern. This occurs where a truss is shipped to a jobsite
in two or more pieces with one supporting truss and one or more cap trusses which are attached at the site during installation.
Special attention to the bracing for the additional chord plane this creates in the truss assembly may be warranted, and thus
piggyback trusses are called out for special inspection regardless of building width or truss span.

Proponent : Joseph Holland, representing Hoover Treated Wood Products (jholland@frtw.com) requests
Disapprove.
Commenter's Reason: This change is inappropriate. It will require a special inspection for almost all building constructed
with trusses. A pitch of 5 in 12 is typical today. A truss with a span of 24 feet would require a special inspector.
The proponent states it is required for steel trusses 5 feet high. That is not representative of what the two material will span.
How far can a steel truss five feet tall span. it is significantly more.
The examples given in the proposal show the effect of a toronado on a building and piggyback trusses but yet the picture does
not show piggyback trusses. This imposes an additional cost without an incremental increase in benefit.

Proponent : Marvin Strzyzewski, representing MiTek USA, Inc. (marvins@mii.com) requests Disapprove.
Commenter's Reason: Proponent is asking for a special inspection on framing members that a Building Official is adequately
capable of inspecting. The lateral restraints and diagonal bracing members along with any other material and connection
specifications should be clearly specified on the bracing plan for the structure included in the submittal documents. These
members should be installed and thus available for inspection during the rough framing inspection, as are all other framing
members under the inspection review.
A 60 inch height limitation would require that a lot structures would incur higher costs in both inspection fees and increased
time added to the construction schedule. This 60 inch height requirement seems arbitrary, what is the rationale for this?

Proponent : Maureen Traxler, representing WA Assn of Bldg Officials Code Committee
(maureen.traxler@seattle.gov) requests Disapprove.
Commenter's Reason: This proposal creates a massive change in the threshold for required special inspections for wood
trusses. The current threshold for permanent bracing of metal-plate-connected wood trusses is at 60-foot clear span. This
proposal changes from requiring special inspection for a span of 60 feet to requiring it for height of 60 inches. With this change,
almost every structure with wood trusses would require special inspection. The additional special inspections will add
significantly to the cost of construction with limited added value.
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While there may be justification for requiring special inspection of more projects, there is no justification for such a drastic
change. Special inspection is meant for special types of construction that aren't within the typical expertise of building
inspectors. The justification offered by the proponents is consistency with the requirements for open web steel joists, joist
girders, and cold formed steel trusses. Steel construction has different varying requirements and requires more specialized
knowledge than wood-frame trusses. Wood construction is different than steel and doesn't need to be treated the same.

Proponent : Larry Wainright, representing Structural Building Components Association (lwainright@qualtim.com)
requests Disapprove.
Commenter's Reason: This code proposal establishes special inspection requirements for all metal plate connected wood
trusses that are 60-inches in height or deeper. The proponent argues that the special inspections are necessary because
trusses are getting installed without the proper permanent web member plane lateral restraint and diagonal bracing being
applied. This means that trusses are being installed where the manufacturer's installation instructions, IBC referenced standard
industry details (see Section 2303.4.1.2) and SBCA's publically available Building Component Safety Information (BCSI;
http://support.sbcindustry.com/pubs/BCSIED2-D (http://support.sbcindustry.com/pubs/BCSIED2-D)) are all being ignored. Does
this mean there is a need to have special inspections for OSB sheathing, LVL beams, 2x10 joists, 2x6 rafters, etc. since all may
get installed improperly? Everyone knows how hard it is to install the OSB 3/8" edge distance requirement accurately and
consistently, yet for shear walls to perform properly this is what SDPWS says shall be done.
Compared to a 3/8" edge distance inspection of all OSB installations, which does not require special inspections, getting the
permanent lateral restraint and diagonal bracing installed and inspected properly should be comparatively easy. Hence, these
items can easily be inspected by the building official during their normal inspections.
The proponent father states that this code proposal will " harmonize the special inspection requirements for wood trusses so
that they have the same requirements as open web steel joists and joist girders (section 1705.2.3), and cold formed steel
trusses (AISI S240, Chapter D; )" For reference please see
https://cfsei.memberclicks.net/assets/docs/publications/freestandards/s200-15/aisis240-151stprinting.pdf
(https://cfsei.memberclicks.net/assets/docs/publications/freestandards/s200-15/aisis240-151stprinting.pdf).
Chapter D does not reference a 60-inch height limit for truss inspections. The following section contains the framing inspection
requiremements:

Chapter D defines the typical truss manufacturing in-plant and 3rd party quality procedures and define the installers QC and
3rd party quality assurance process. The final inspection is performed as defined in IBC section 110.
Finally, the 60-inch height trigger is completely arbitrary. To put this in perspective, a 20 foot, 5/12 pitch truss with 2' overhangs
would exceed the 60-inch limit. This proposal would require special inspections of nearly all wood truss construction, even
accessory maintenance or storage buildings. No specific evidence has been provided to warrant such a change.
IBC section 1705.5.2 as provided in the 2015 building code is sufficient. It properly requires special inspections where trusses
are 60 feet or greater in length. These are the trusses where history has shown that there is a need for special inspections.
This code section is not broken.
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If enforcement is the problem, then that needs to be addressed in a very specific manner that adding this language to the IBC
will not do.

S138-16
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