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Thank you for this opportunity to share my family's experiences with third party agencies and the 

Uniform Construction Code at the Deer Head Inn. 

The Deer Head lnn is located in rural Spring Creek Township, Warren County, Pennsylvania. 

Ba<>ed on assessment records the structure on the premises was originally built in 1910. The structure 

operated as a restaurant and residential establishment for as long as anyone can remember. 

My family purchased the Deer Head fnn back on April 29, 2009. At the time of purchase. the 

structure was in desperate need of repair. In advance of the formal closing on the purchase, we secured a 

building permit on October 6. 2008 from the third party agency in effect, which permit contemplated 

work to address the roof, including the installation of a truss system with living quarters as well as other 

renovation/repair work to the building. At the time, the third party agency only required hand drawn 

plans. Work commenced after the issuance of the permit. Jn fact, on September 9, 2009, the framing for 

the building was approved for the first floor exterior walls and roof framing as well as the second floor 

interior walls. At this time approvals were also received for electrical, underground plumbing and slab 

inspection and authorizacions were received to pour the concrete over the underground plumbing. A new 

third party agency was involved and on site for the foregoing approvals and authorizations. At this time 

nearly all of the electri.cal and plumbing in the building was complete. 

On October 12, 2009. a new third party agency was retained by the Township. Although the old 

third party agency had issued the original building permit, that third party was no longer involved in the 

project. Even though the new third party agency was present during the aforementioned approvals and 

authori:r.ations, it soon became clear that the new third party agency was not going to honor those prior 

approvals or authori7.ations. Stop work orders were issued and a series of variance requests ensued. 

Notwithstanding the production of multiple engineering reports and other evidence demonstrating 

compliance with the new third party agency's interpretation of the building code, the new third party 

agency's demands continued to change and evolve which resulted in significant expenditures of money. 

A ft er multiple subrnittals and re-submittals of plans in an effort to achieve compliance with the 

demands of the new TPA and their interpretation of the building code. a new building permit was issued 
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for the first floor space from the new TPA on October 15, 2013. Based on prior conversations \\-ith the 

new TPA. we were under the impression that a temporary occupancy permit would be issued fairly 

quickly. However, an inspection conducted on October 18, io l3 by the new TPA revealed otherwise. 

As a result of that inspection, a field inspection report was generated that identified several 

violations as well as several other possible violations. Despite repeated attempts to secure a 

comprehensive list of all of the alleged violations atler the inspection. no such list was ever generated. 

It was during the time of this field inspection that the new TPA finally determined that the 

building was an uncertified building and consequently the agency identified other issues in the first floor 

space relating to the existing windows, doors and walls not being in compliance with current emergency 

escape or fire separation standards. Up to this point, no such concern was ever raised regarding the 

building's status as an uncertified building. I also make note that the building was originally constructed 

in 1910 with the windows and doors built into stone, which based on my understanding most TPAs would 

have grandfathered in. 

Since the field inspection report was issued, we have made every effort to address the alleged 

violations noted in the report and/or to secure the necessary variances with respect to those items that we 

were unable to address. 

The Township recently opted out of local enforcement of the building code. Jn fact, the 

Township otlicially opted out of local enforcement after we had filed our latest variance request with the 

Township. Even though we filed our variance request prior to the effective date of the opt-out. the 

Township did not want to hold a hearing. This was partly due to the fact that the effective date of opt-out 

was narrowly approaching and also due to the fact that no appeals board was in place for the Township. 

Only after threatening to take legal action against the Township did the Township finally agree to 

assemble an appeals board and hold the hearing. 

At the hearing we were granted variances for the outstanding items from the October 18. 2013 

field inspection report concerning the first floor space. After securing the required variances for the first 

floor space. the third party agency reluctantly agreed to issue a temporary occupancy certificate for that 
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space provided that we submit to an inspection that would likely require removal of finishes from the 

building. Mind you, none of the finishes in the building were required to be removed as a part of the 

initial field inspection by the new third party agency. 

This appeared to be yet another attempt of the third party agency to frustrate and delay the 

process of securing an occupancy certificate. Throughout this process it was clear that the new third 

party agency did not want us to open our doors. In fact, we had learned through different vendors and 

other members of the community that representatives of the new third party agency indicated that the 

Deer Head Inn would never open its doors. This has proven to be an insurmountable obstacle in 

realizing my parents dream. It is clear from our experience that these third party agencies have little 

accountability, especially in rural townships where an appeals board may not be in place. This forces 

owners to jump through hoops to satisfy the agency's interpretation of the building code, which may 

vary from project to project. While the building code does give third party agencies discretion, which 

discretion is necessary due to the unique problems presented with each structure, when this discretion 

is left unchecked without any accountability this can lead to abuse which is evident from our situation. 

In all honesty, from my area of the state, so many people are completely frustrated with being 

forced to deal with one TPA that they are literally at their wits end. If it was possible today, hundreds of 

other business owners that I know would be here in support of this bill. Everyone I speak with is simply 

sick and tired of having no system in place that allows the American competitive enterprise system to 

work. People deserve the right to have a choice in selecting a business thcit they choose to work with. 

No company should be allowed to have, or maintain, a monopoly over this system. It is simply unfair 

and quite honestly, forces applicants into situations where they are afraid to speak out in fear of further 

retaliation by the agency. 

By requiring municipalities to retain (2) or more TPA's for an applicantto choose from will force agencies 

to do what the rest of the world has to do to stay in business ... be ethical and reasonable when assisting 

their customers. Passage of this bill will certainly help to make each agency more accountable. 

Thank you for the opportunity to speak here today. 

Page 3of3 


