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Substitute
FH.E NO, 081113 11£10/2008 ORDINANCE NO.

[Seismic Strengthening of Soft-Story, Wood-Frame Buildings]

Ordinance finding a compelling public policy basis for expediting the processing and
re.view of permits for voluntary seismic retrofit upgrades of soft-story, wood-frame
buildings and aménd%ng the Planning Code, Building Code, Fire Code, and Pubii{:
Works Code to waive permif processing fees for the proportiana»te share of work
related to such seismic retrofit upgrades; making environmental findings and findings

of consistency with the City's General Plan and Planning Code Section 101.1.

Note: Additions are sm,»zlemundeﬂme zfgzzzcs szes Nm Kaman
deletions are strikethrovsh o Tz Jenar B o
Board amendment addstgbns are gsubie Uﬁdgrhgag

Board amendment deletions are sirkethrough-nermatl.

Be it ordained by the People of the City and County of San Francisco:

Section 1. City Policy Concerning Seismic Retrofit Upgrades for Soft-story, wood-
frame Construction. |

(a) Findings. (1) Soft-story, wood-frame buildings are structures where the first story
is substantially weaker and more flexible than the stories above due to lack of walls or
mamentmresisting frames at the first floor and a significant number of walls in the floors above.
Typically, these are apartments and condominiums that have parking or open commercial
space ~ for businesses such as restaurants or grocery stores — on the first floor, which makes
the first story “soft’ and likely to tean or collapse in sarthquakes. As a consequence, such
buiidings are highly vulnerable during seismic events, as the City withessed during the Loma
Priela earthquake in 1988.

(2} The San Francisco Department of Buiiding Inspection (DB} is responsible for
enforcing the San Francisce Building Code and serves the Cily and County, and the general
public, by ensuring that life and property within the City is safeguarded. DB} fulfills its
Mayor Newsom
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responsibilities through plan check review of construction documents; the issuance of per?nits;
the inspection of construction as stipulated by permits; and through code enforcement
procedures that compel property owner compliance and that may include prosecution of code
violations. DBl and its govemning body, the Building Inspection Commission, also provide a
public forum for community involvement in permit review, approval and enforcement

processes.

{3) DBI has initiated the Community Action Plan for Seismic Safety (CAPSS) initiative

- to better understand the types of buildings in San Francisco that are most vulnerable to

seismic events and recommend measures, including legislation to retrofit and improve the

public safety related to soft-story, wood-frame buiidings. The CAPSS recently completed

identification of one type of soft-story wood-frame buiidings in San Francisco and their

location; evaluated a range of vulnerability factors; and designing retrofit options and costs, al;
while engaging and alerting the public to make property owners and tenants aware of |
potential seismic vulnerabilities. The CAPSS initiative completed its seismic soft-story report
in February 2008 and recommended to the Mayor eiemérz’zs to include in a seismic
strengthening ordinance for vulnerable soft-story wood-frame buildings.

(4) In furtherance of this effort and other City actions to ensure and enhance public
profection duriﬁg seismic evenls, Mayor Newsom, on July 7, 2008, issued Executive Directive
No. 08-07 concerning seismic strengthening of soft-story, wood-frame buildings. Said

Directive is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 091113 and

is incorporated herein by reference.
(5) The public and media outlets share in the concern of the City's elected and
appointed officials that City government do all that it can to significantly expand and

accelerate ongoing efforts to ensure the safety of life and property in the City and County of

Mayor Newsom
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ' _ Page 2
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San Francisco. Such concern is demonstrated in articles such as those of the N‘ew York
Times dated February 21, 2008 and San Francisco Chronicle, dated February 13, 2008,
January 22, 2009, and June 29, 2008, énd other media coverage promoting voluntary retrofits
as an immediate action. Said articles are on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in

File No. 091113 and are incorporated herein by reference,

(6} On January 21, 2008, at a duly noticed public hearing, the Building Inspection
Commiission reviewed, approved, and recommended to Mayor Newsom, the CAPSS report
entitied, Here Today ~ Here Tomorrow: Earthquake Safety for Soft-Story Buildings. Said

report is on file with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. _091113 and is

incorporated herein by reference. The Depariment finalized said report, which included ‘
various recommendafions for City actions {o address soft-story buildings, and défivereé itio
the Mayor on February 20, 2009,

(7} As a consequence of this public concern onh the vulnerability of soft-story buildings
to seismic events, during the pendency of the abovementioned CAPSS process and the City's
ability to implement one or more of the recommendations of the CAPSS report én soft-story
buildings , and in response {o Mayor Newsom's Executive Directive No, 08-07, the City should
encourage residents and Qmpeﬁy owners to voluntarily perform seismic retrofit upgrades for
soft-story, wood-frame buildings. |

{8} The intent of this legislation is o provide such encouragement through specified

permit fee walvers and permit expediting in the near term, while the City develops and

implements long-range strategies, including legisiation, to address this issue.

(9) The City further declares, as a matter of public policy, that if properties owners take
advantage of this voluntary program and complete the seismic retrofit upgrade within the

permitted time frame, such projects would be exempt for 15 years from compliance with any

Mayor Mawsom
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subsequent CAPSS-related legislation that imposes mandatory seismic retrofit upgrades for
soft-story, wood frame buildings.

{b} (1} In accordance with San Erancisco Campaign and Governmental Conduct Code
Section 3.400(b), the City hereby finds there is a compelling public policy basis to expedite the
reviaw and permitting process for projects where the scope of work includes voluntary seismic
retrofit upgrades to a soft-story, wood-frame buildings, as defined by the Director of the DB}
{the "Building Official"). The Ethics Commission, Building Official, Director of Planning, Fire
Marshal, Director of Public Works, and directors of other affected departments are urged fo
amend their respective codes of conduct for permit processing to reflect this City policy.

(2) To assist the public and City departments in ascertaining what types of structures
can take advantage of this voluntary program and the seismic retrofit necessary to qualify, the
Department of Building Inspection willissue-an jssued Administrative Bulletin 094 on the
definition of soft-story and the design criteria for seismic upgrades. A-draftofsSaid Bulletin is;‘;

on fite with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. 091113 and is

incorporated herein by reference.  The Building Inspection Commission , at a duly notice
public hearing on _May 20 , 2009, reviewed and approved said Bulletin.

{(3) On January 20, 2010. the Building Inspection Commission held a duly noticed

public hearing on this legislation and recommended its approvat o the Board of Supervisors.
Section 2. Environmental findings and findings of consistency with the City's General
Plan.
{a) Pursuant to Planning Code Section 302, this Board of Supervisors finds that this

Ordinance will serve the public necessity, convenience and welfare for the reasons set forth in

Planning Commission Resolution No. __ 17957 . and incorporates those reasons

Mayor Newsom i ‘
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herein by reference. A copy of said Planning Commission Resclution is on file with the Clerk

of the Board of Supervisors in File No. _ 091113

(b} The Board of Supervisors finds that this ordinance is, on balance, consistent with
the General Plan and the Priority Policies of Planning Cede Section 101.1(b) for the reasons

set forth in Planning Commission Resolution No. 17957 , and

incorporates those reasons herein by reference.

{c) The Planning Depariment has completed environmental review of this ordinance
pursuant o the Califoinia Environmental Quality Act ("CEQA"), the CEQA Guidelines, and
Chapter 31 of the San Francisco Admin%éiraﬁve Code. Documentation of that review is on file

with the Clerk of the Board of Supervisors in File No. . 091113 andis

incorporated herein ﬁy reference,

Section 3. The San Francisco Planning Code is hereby amended by amending Section
355, to read as follows:

SEC. 355. PERMIT APPLICATIONS.

{a) Building permit applications for a change in use or alteration of an existing
building, to be collected by Central Permit Bureau; provided, however, that the fees charged
for Planning Department approval over-the-counter for the replacement of windows, roofs,

siding, and doors shall be reduced to 1/2 the fee set forth below,

TABLE INSET:
Estimated
Consfruction Initial Fee
Cost
$0.00 to $9,999.00 $305.00

Mayor Newsom
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS . Page 5
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$10,000.00 to

$306.00 plus 3.196% of cost over $10,000.00
$49,989.00

$1,585.00 plus 2.136% of cost over $50,000.00 plus
$50,000.00 0

$81.00 Discretionary Review Surcharge and $267.00 |
$99,899.00

‘ Categorical Exemption Stamp Fee

$2,654.00 plus 2.337% of cost over $100,000.00 plus
$100,000.00 to

.$81.00 Discretionary Review Surcharge and $267.00
$499,999.00
» Categorical Exemplion Stamp Fee

$12.003.00 plus 0.591% of cost over $500,000.00 pius
$500,000.00 to

$81.00 Discretionary Review Surcharge and $267.00
$989,999.00

Categorical Exemption Stamp Fee

$14,859.00 plus 0.232% of cost over $1,000,000.00 pius

$1,000,000.00 to
$81.00 Discretionary Review Surcharge and $267.00

$4,999,699.00
Categorical Exemption Stamp Fee
_ $24,240.00 plus 0.004% of cost over $5,000,000.00 plus
$5,000,000.00 to
$81.00 Discretionary Review Surcharge and $267.00
$938,996,699,00

Categorical Exemption Stamp Fee

$100,000,000.00 or $28,041.00 plus $81.00 Discretionary Review Surcharge

more and $267.00 Categorical Exemption Stamp Fee

(1) Applications with Verified Violations of this Code: The Planning Depariment shall
charge fime and materials as set forth in Section 350(c).
(2) Back-Check Fee for Permit Revisions: $191.00 for the initial fee, plus time and

materials as set forth in Section 350(c), to be collected at time of permit issuance.
;
AN
Mayor Newsom
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(3} Shadow Impact Fee for New Construction or Alteration Exceeding 40 Feet in

Height (Section 295); Additional $438.00 plus time and malerials as set forth in Section

| 350{c).

(4) Public Notification Fee for Projects Reqguiring Public Notice Pursuant to Section

311: $45.00, plus $3.03 per envelope (subject to increase based on envelope and postage

costs). The City's reprographics depariment will print and mail public notices.

(5) Public Notification Fee for Projects Requiring Public Notice Pursuant to Section

312: $45.00, plus $0.89 perenvelope (subject to increase based on envelope and postage

costs). The City's reprographics department will print and mail public notices.

{(68) For projects with a construction cost of $100,000,000.00 or more, the apéiicant

shall be charged the permit fee for a project with a $100,000,000.00 construction cost.

(7) Permits for solar panels and over-the-counter permits for solar equipment

installation shall be $129.00 per permit.

buildings, as defined by the Department of Building Inspeciion in its Administrative Bulletin, These

fees will be waived only if g proposal to refrofit a building triggers Plannine Department review. The

fee waiver shall not apply to other componenis of work that may be included in the application,

(b) Building Permit Appf?caﬁens for a New Building:

TABLE INSET;

Estimated

E Conslruction Cost

initial Fee

$0.00 to $99,299.00

$1,734.00, plus $81.00 Discretionary Review Surcharge
and $267.00 Categorical Exem‘pﬁon Stamp Fee

Mayor Newsom
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$1,735.00 plus 2.337% of cost over $100,000.00 plus

$100,000.00 to

$81.00 Discretionary Review Surcharge and $267.00
$499,989.00

Categorical Exemption Stamp Fee

$11,084.00 plus 0.746% of cost over $500,000.00 plus
$500,000.00 to

$81.00 Discretionary Review Surcharge and $267.00
$9,999,999.00

Categorical Exemption Stamp Fee

$1,000,000.00 to

$14,815.00 plus 0.287% of cost over $1,000,000.00 plus
$81.00 Discretionary Review Surcharge and $267.00

$4,699,999.00

Categorical Exemption Stamp Fee

$26,296.00 plus 0.005% of cost of $5,000,000.00 plus
$5,000,000.00 to

$81.00 Discretionary Review Surcharge and $267.00
$99,999,999.00 '

Categorical Stamp Fee

$100,000,000.06 or

more

$31,047.C0 plus $81.00 Discretionary Review Surcharge
and $267.00 Categorical Exemption Stamp Fee

(¢) Demolition Applications, to be collected by Central Permit Bureau: $1,351.00.
(d} Fire, Palice, Entertainment Commission, State Alcohot and Beverage Control and
Health Department Permit Applications Referral Review: $114.00 initial fee collected by the

other Departments in conjunction with current fee collections, plus time and materials as set

forth in Section 350(c).

(&) Sign Permit Applications, to be collected by Central Permit Bureau: $119.00.

Section 4. The San Francisco Building Code is hereby amended by amending Section

107A.3, to read as follows:

Mayor Nswsom
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Sec. 107A.3. Plan Review Fees. (a) When submittal documen{s are required by
Section 106A.3.2, a plan review fee shall be paid at the time of filing an application for a
permit for which plans are required pursuant to Section 106A.3.2. Said plan review fee shall
be based on the valuation determined by Section 107A.1. See Section 110A, Table 1A-A -
Building Permit Fees — for applicable fee.

The plan review fees specﬁiﬁed in this section are separate fees from the permit
issuance fees specified in Section 107A.2 and are in addition fo the permit fees.

When submittal documents are incomplete or changed so as fo require additional plan
review or when the project involves deferred submittal items as defined in Section 106A.3.4.2,
an additiona! plan review fee shall be charged as shown in Section 110A, Table 1A-B — Other
Building Permit and Plan Review Fees.

(b) If a project involves voluntary seismic retrofit upgrades to sofi-story, wood-frame buildings,

as defined by the Building Official_the applicant for said project shall be exempt from the

proportionate share of plan review fees specified under this Chapter that is related to such retrofit

work, provided all permit conditions and timelines are met.

Section 5. The San Francisco Fire Code is hereby amended by adding Section 112.21
of Appendix Chapter 1, to read as follows:

See. 11221 Notwithstanding the fees established herein, if a project involves voluntary

seismic retrofit upgrades to soft-story, wood-frame buildings, as defined by the Director of the

Department of Building Inspection, such project applicant shall be exempt from the proportionate

share of plan review fees specified herein that is related to such retrofit work,

Section 6. The San Francisco Public Works Code is hereby amended by amending

‘Section 723.2, to read as follows:

Sec. 723.2. MINOR SIDEWALK ENCROACHMENTS.

Mayor Newsom
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS " Page®
1072712009
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(a) The Director of Public Works may grant permission, revacable at his or her will, to
an owner of property abutting any court, alley or street to install and maintain minor |

encroachments such as fences, retaining walls, steps or stairways and other minor structures

" in the sidewalk fronting such property where such encroachments are desirable or convenient

in conjunction with the owner's use and enjoyment of the property, or required for the safety,
convenience aﬁé comfort of the public using the sidewalk.

(b} Such encroachments shall not occupy more than 10 percent of the area of the
sidewalk fronting the propas:ty nor more than 25 percent of the width of the sidewalk, unless
the Director of Public Works determines that such restrictions are not applicable due to the
nature of the encroachment. The Director may require fur{her restrictions or modifications and
impose such conditions as he or she deems necessary. No advertisement shall be permitted
on the encroachments.

(é} In considering the issuance of permits under the provisions of this Section, the
Director of Public Works shall give due regard to the location, neighborhood pattern,
anticipated pedestrian {raffic, access requirements of the Fire Department, and fo the
convenience and necessities of the owners, cccupants or tenants of offices, stores or shops in
the vicinity.

(h Thé owner of the real property or the owner's authorized agent applying for a
permit under the provisions of this Section shall agree to hold harmless the City and County of
San Francisco, its officers, agents, and emplovees, from any damage or in}ary caused by
reéson of the instaliation or maintenance of the encroachment in the sidewalk, and the owner
or owners or subsequent owner or owners of the respective real property shall be solely liable
for any damage or loss occasioned by any act or neglect in respect to the installation or

maintenance of the encroachments in the sidewalk.

Mayor Newsom
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(e} Each permil issued under the provisions of this Section shall not become effective
until the permit has been signed by the owner or the owner's authorized agent and é copy
thereof has been recorded In the office of the Recorder of the City and County of San .
Frafsciscp; provided, however, that within 15 days following the approval, denial or revocation
of a permit by the Director, any person may file a notice of appeal with the Board of Appeals.
In the alfernative, when the encroachment is related fo building construction, rehabilifation or
mainienance, any pefson may appeal the encroachment permit decision to the Building
Inspection Commission. A person waives his or her right to appeal to the Building Inspection
Commission encroachment permit dacisidns relating to building construction, rehabilitation or
maintenance by instead filing the appeal with the Board of Appeals. No encroachment permit
decision may be appealed to bolh bodies. |

(i For purposes of this Section, an encroachment permit is related to building
construction, rehabilitation or maintenance when the object of the encroachment permit
affects the applicant's ability to construct, repair or maintain the building.

{g) Pending decision by the Board of Appeals or the Building Inspection Commission,
the permit decision by the Director shall be suspended.

(h) Before issuance of the permit, the app!_icant shall be required to pay to the
Department of Public Works a fee as set forth in Section 2.1.1 et seq. and a public right-of-
way occupancy assessment fee as set forth in subsection (k).

(i} Nething in this Section shall be construed as authorizing the Director of Public
Works to grant permit for ény encroachment which he or she determines to be inimical to the

health, welfare, safety and best interest of the general public, or in violation of the Charter or

“laws of the City and County of San Francisco or laws of the State of California.

Mavor Newsom
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(i) The Board of Appeals or the Building Inspection Commission may affirm, reverse

or modify any permit decision made by the Director of Public Works under the provisions of

| this Section. The decision by the Board of Appeals or the Building Inspaction Commission is

final.

(k) The Board of Supervisors raserves the right to exact a public right-of-way
occupancy assessment fee for the use of the sidewalk br other public right-of-way space
permitted under the provisions of this Section. ‘

{1} Inaccordance with Subsection (k) the public right-of-way occupancy assessment
fee for minor sidewalk encroachments, whether permitted or unpermitied and as spéciﬁed in
Subsection (k}(2), shall be an annual fee of $3.00 per square foot of occupancy of the
sidewalk or other public right-of-way space. For purposes of cak!culaiing the assessment fee,
the Department shall charge no less than $100.00 per year even though the calculated square.
footage charge for the encroachment may result in a smaller assessment fee. E

{2} The following categories of minor sidewalk encroachments are subject to the
public right-of-way occupancy assessment fee:

(a) Encroachments in, on, above, or below the public right-of-way that are

affixed or appurtaﬁént to any building whose owner obtained a site permit for new

- construction on or after August 29, 2005. This Subsection (k){(2)(a} also shall apply to any

commercial, industrial, or. mixed-use bg itding whose owner obtained a site permit for new
construction prior to August 28, 2005; provided, however, that such building is not located in
ény Neighborhood Commercial District as designated in Planning Code Article 7 and that the
encroachment associated with such building was installed or encroachment permit obtained
priior to August 28, 2008, This Subsection shall specifically include, but not be limited to, doors
that open over the public right-of-way and subsidewalk 5asemanis; provided, however, that
Mayor Newsom )
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this Subsection shall exclude encroachments for shoring and tiebacks. This Subsection shall
not apply to a building that has been converted from a commercial, industrial, or mixed-use
building into building containing only residential use. ‘

{b) Encroachments associated with a commercial, industrial, or mixed-use
building that change the vertical or horizontal plane of an existing sidewalk and modify the
existing sidewalk slope pattern in order fo provide access necessary to comply with the
Americans with Disabilities Act; provided, however, that the building obtained a site permit for
néw construction on or after A’ugu&{ 29, 2005.

{c) Any enclosure of the public right-of-way that is used exclusively for private
benefit and was installed on or after August 29, 2005. This Subsection (k)(2)(c) also shall
apply to any enclosure installed prior to August 29, 2005 that is asscciated with a commercial,
industrial, or mixed-use building; provided, however, that the building is not focated in any
Neighborhood Commercial District as designated in Planning Code Atlicle 7,

{dy Underground storage tanks.

(3) For @urpoées of Subsection (k}{2), the term "site permit" also shail mean "building
par‘;‘ﬂifﬁ* .

(4) Notwithstanding Subsection (k}{2), no public right-of-way occupancy assessment
fee shall be charged against the owner of an historic or architecturally significant building who
has installed or seeks a permit 1o install a minor sidewalk encroachment in order to conform

with an applicable Municipal Code; provided, however that this exception shall not apply if the

encroachment is a subsidewalk basement. For purposes of this Subsection, an histeric or

architecturally significant building shall be a building so designated pursuant to Planning Code
Article 10 or specifically identified as an architecturally significant building on the Planning

Department's database or on a list maintained by the Planning Department.

Mayor Newsom
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(5) The public right-of-way occupancy assessment fea shall be subject to the review
and adjustment procedures as forth in Sections 2.1.1 et seq. |

{6y The public right-of-way occupancy assessment fee shall not be charged to any
federal, state, or local governmental agencies, commissions, or departments.

(7) Notwithstanding this Subsection (m), the public right-of-way assessment fee for

underground vaults shall be as specified in Section 2.1.1 et seq.

(1} Notwithstanding the fees specified herein, if a project involves voluntary selsmic retrofit

uperades o sofi-storv, woa:}d—f?amez buildings, as defined by the Director of the Departmeni of Building

Inspection, such project applicant shall be exempt from the proportionate share of fees specified under

this Section and Sections 2.1.1 et seq. thal is related to such retrofit work.

Section 7. This Section Is uncodified. (a) In order to facilitate administration of this
voluntary seismic retrofit program for soft-story wood-frame buildings, all permit issuing
departments may treat the seismic retrofi{ portion of the proiéz:t application as a separate
permit so fong as other related permits for the subject property receive the expedited permit
review specified in Section {b)(1) of this Ordinance.

{b) Reporting requirement. After the effective date of this Ordinance, the Department
of Building Inspection shall submit annual reports fo the Building Inspection Commission,
Board of Supervisors, and Mayor concerning the effectiveness of the voluntary seismic retrofit
program for soft-story wood-frame buildings. The“report specifically shall include information
on the number of permiltees who have taken advantage of the program, the number of
retrofits completed, and the permittees’ costs for the retrofits. This reporting requirement éhalt
be in effect for 5 years or until the City adopts an alternate program to address seismic retrofit

of soft-story wood-frame buildings, whichever first occurs.

Mayor Newsom )
BOARD OF SUPERVISORS . Page 14
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APPROVED AS TO FORM:
DENNIS J. HERRERA, City Attorney
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hn\D. Malamut e(
eputy City Attorney

Mayor Newsom
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FILE NO. 081113

' LEGISLATIVE DIGEST

[Seismic strengthening of soft-story, wood-frame buildings.]

Ordinance finding a compelling public policy basis for expediting the processing and
review of permits for voluntary seismic refrofit upgrades of soft-story, wood-frame
buildings and amending the Planning Code, Building Code, Fire Code, and Public
Works Code to waive permit processing fees for the proportionate share of work
related to such seismic retrofit upgrades; making environmental findings and findings
of consistency with the City's General Plan and Planning Code Section 101.1.

Existirﬁg Law

The Planning, Building, Fire, and Public Works Codes contain various provisions concerning
fees for City permit review and processing.

Amendments fo Current Law

This Ordinance would amend Section 355 of the Planning Code to waive permit review fees
proporttionate to that portion of a project involving voluntary seismic retrofit to a soft-story,
wood frame building.  Amendments to Section 107A.3 of the Building Code, Section 112.21
of Appendix Chapter 1 of the Fire Code, and Section 723.2 of the Public Works Code would
similarly waive a proportionate amount of permit review fees for such seismic retrofits. The
legislation’s amendments to the Public Works Code also would waive a portion of the right-of-
way occupancy assessment fee for minor sidewalk encroachments in a similar manner. The
legislation would find a compelling public policy basis for expediting the processing and
review of permits for projects involving voluntary seismic retrofit of soft-story, wood frame
buildings. The Ordinance would make environmental findings and findings of consistency
with the City's General Plan and Planning Code Section 101.1. The legislation also wouid
establish an annual reporting program on the effectiveness of the legisfation.

Background Information

The Department of Building Inspection adopted Administrative Bulletin 094 to define soft-
story, wood frame buildings and provide additional guidance concerning seismic retrofits.

BOARD OF SUPERVISORS Paget
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Here Today—Here Tomorrow:

Earthquake Safety for Soft-Story Buildings

'?repaxed for the

SAN FRANCISCO DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION
under the Community Action Plan for Seismic Safety (CAPSS) Project

by the

APPLIED TECHNOLOGY COUNCIL
Redwood City, California
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File Ne. 0@!??3

Office of the Mayor Gavin Newsom

City & County of San Francisco

Executive Divective 68-07

Seismic Strengthening of Soft Story Buiidn;gs
July 7, 2008

By virtue of the power and authority vested in me by Section 3.100 of the San Francisco Charter to
provide administration and oversight of all depariments and governmental units in the executive
branch of the City and County of San Francisco, I do hereby issue this Executive Directive to
become effective immediately:

The San Francisco Department of Building Inspection (DBI) is responsible for enforcing the San
Francisco Building Code and serves the City and County, and the general public, by ensuring that
life and property within the City is safeguarded. DBI fulfills its responsibilities through plan check
review of construction decurnents; the issuance of permits; the inspection of copstruction as
stipulated by permits; and through code enforcement procedures that compel propeity owner
cotapliance and that may include prosecution of code violations. DBI and its governing body, the
Building Inspection Conmmission, also provide a public forom for community involvement in
permit review, approval and eoforcement processes. In our continuing effort to ensure that _
buildings in San Francisco are as structurally sound as possible, I am urging the Building /

Inspection Commission, the Planning Departnent and the Department of Emergency Management
{DEM) to work toget})er fo nn;siemen’z the follawmg efforts:

I 3 Expedlte completion of the soft-story component of the Communlty Aetmzi Plan for
Seismic Safety (CAPSS) initiative, inclading the deveiﬂpment of retrofit guldeﬁnes for
saft»stery, wood-frame buildings, ‘

Seﬁ—si;ory, Woad~frame Emzidmgs are structures whf:re: thc ﬁrst stery is substantially weaker
and more flexible than the stories above due to lack of walls or moment-resisting frames at the
first floor and a significant number of walls in the floors above, Typically, these are
apartments and condominiums that have “tuck-under” parking or open commercial space - for
businesses such as restaurants or grocery stores — on the first floor, which makes the first story
“soft” and likely to lean or collapse in carthquakes. The CAPSS inifiative is currently
identifying the types of soft-story wood-frame buildings in San Francisco and their location;
evaluating a range of vulnerability factors; and designing retrofit options and costs, all while
engaging and alerting the public to make property owners and tenanis aware of potential
seismic vulnerabilities. The CAPSS initiative is expected to draft a seismic strengthening
ordinance for vulnerable soft-story buildings. By no later than January 30, 2009, DBI shall
complete the CAPSS® soft-story evaluations and studies, and provide me with
recommentdations for a seismic strengthening ovdinance for sofi-story buildings.

1 Dr. Caslton B, Coodiett Phace, Room 200, San Francisco, California 94182—4641
pavinnewsom@sfgov.org « (415) 554-614)
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BErecutive Directive §8-47

Stz Strengthening of Soft Story Bulidings
Juky 7, 2008

Pege 2 of 2

2. Expedite immediafely and walve fees for projects that inclade seismic strengthening and
related Planning Department reviews of soft-story buildings

On July 8, 2008, 1 will introduce legislation requiring DBI, the Planning Department and all
other City departments that issue building and renovation permits to expedite the review and
permiiting process for projects where the scope of work includes voluntary seismic retrofit
upgrades fo soft-story buildings, as defined by the building official. In addition, this legislation
will propose the waiver of those fees associated with the review and permitting of such scope
of wotk.

3. Increase outreach and awareness on the importance of seismic strengthening
DBI and DEM will work together to develop outreach and education materials that include
preparedness information for property owners on seismic strengthening of soft-story buildings.
In addition DBI will develop preparedness and "how to" information for its website. Websites
for both depariments will be linked.

4. Create a soft-story, wood-frame exercise scenario in the October 2008 Citywide
emergency drill '

DEM will work with DBI to develop an exercise involving seismic mitigation and
preparedness for the planned October 21, 2008 "Shake Up San Francisco” citywide drill,

Implementation of theses initiatives will expand significantly and accelerate ongoing efforts to -
ensure the safety of life and property in the Cify and County of San Francisco.

v/

Gavin Newsom
Mayor
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February 21, 2009
San Francisco Identifies Buildings Most at Risk

By MALIA WOLLAN

SAN FRANCISCO — The picturesque Victorians and brightly painted apartment
buildings where thousands of city residents live and work are especially vulherable
during earthquakes, according to a report issued Friday by the San Francisco
Department of Building Inspection. _ ) ‘

The report sald that an earthquake with a magnitude of 7.2 or higher could render
unlivable as many as 85 percent of the city's “soft-story” apartment buildings - those
that are less structurally sound because thelr ground floors are open space, often used
as retall stores or garages. At least 65,000 people live and work in the 2,800 most
vuinerable buildings studied in the report.

The cost to retrofit those wood-framed buildings would he about $260 million, The
expense would be borne by the landlords and the city, which Is facing a $576 miilion
budget shortfall.

"A big earthquake is overdue in the region, and we're not naive to that reality,” said
Mayor Gavin Newsom, who ordered the report in July and is working on legisiation to
make earthquake safety upgrades mandatory on soft-story buildings. "We cannot wait
five years. We should have done this 35 years ago, 100 years ago.”

Mr. Newsom said that he recognized the economic realities facing the city and its
744,000 residents and that he did not want retrofitling to put building owners “at risk
of insolvency.”

hitpi/fwww.sfgov.org/site/dbi_page.asp?id=99438 . 212312009
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Still, bullding owners say they are nervous about the cost of earthquake damages and
the cost of mandatory changes. Few aparfment owners in the city carry earthquake
insurance, the report said, '

*We want to keep our tenants safe, but we're fearful in this economy,” said Janan
New, director of the San Francisco Apartment Association, a rental property cwners
association. “No one is golng to get financing for construction In this market.”

There is a 20 percent chance of a magnitude 7.2 earthguake on the San Andreas Fault
just west of the city sometime In the next 30 years, according to the United States
Geological Survey. That probability jumps to 63 percent for a magnitude 6.7 tremor,
And seismologists say many of the fault lines running veinlike across the state could
begin shaking anytime,

Predictions about earthquakes and the potential wreckage wrought are not taken
lightly in San Francisco, where a quake in 1906 left much of the city in ruins and
started a fire that lasted three days, killing more than a thousand people, A 1989
earthguake, which had a magnitude 6.9 on the Richier scale, resulted In dozens of
deaths and billions of doliars in damage.

Some neighborhoods, particularly those along the water, were once wetlands and sand
dunes that had to be fortified. Particularly precarfous are the soft-story building atop
the artificial fill because, “the ground becomes liquid and buildings lose their abllity to
stand and then they begin sinking into the ground,” said Thomas Brocher, a chief
scientist for the Geologlcal Survey’s Western Earthquake Hazards Team.

Building department employees walked block by block through the city, tallying the
number of multiunit, soft-story bulldings constructed before 1973, when changes to
the city’s bullding codes mandated more structurally sound buildings. The count was
4,400. The study released Friday by the building departiment’s Community Action Plan
for Seismic Safety considers only the most dangerous of those. :

The price tag to fortify the city against the grinding fault lines flanking it on all sides is
likely to climb as the building department continues to study other at-risk structures
over the next 18 months.

“This report shows the potential for soft-story buildings to collapse,” said Vivian Day,
director of the building department. “But in earthquake country, almost any kind of
building can collapse, It just depends on the size of the earthquake.”

http:f!www.sfgov.orgfsi’tefdbi page.asp?id=0043§% 212372009
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SFEGate.on
S.F. mayor backs mandatory earthquake retrofits

Robert Selna, Chronicle Staff Writer
© Friday, February 13, 2009

Thousands of San Francisco property owners would have to dig deep into their pockets to pay for
mandatory earthquake retrofits of their buildings under a plan Mayor Gavin Newsom said he
supported Thursday.

Arecent city—sgmﬁsored report recommeﬁd&;ﬁ' mandatory xetrofits for about 2,800 large, wood-
frame buildings that are liable to collapse or sustain serious damage in a major quake centered
near San Francisco.

Such a temblor, which could be as big as the 1906 quake that devastated the city, is likely to hit
before 2032, according to the re;gort

The total cost to shore up the largest so-called soft-story buildings, which are believed to be the
city's most vulnerable, would be about $260 million, but about §1.5 billion in possible damage
could be prevented. For building owners, the cost could range from $9,000 to $28,000 per
residential nuit. '

~ Newsom had supported voluntary measures to encourage retrofitting. But Thursday, he said that
engineers and other experts analyzing the issue had come to the conclusion that "mandatory is
necessary.” ,

“That needs to be the framework of discussion now," he said st gubernatorial campaign sto;:;’iﬁ
Stockton. "We might as well admit to that as the end result. We need to let folks know” that
mandatory retrofits are the intent.

Property owners in San Franeisco said that they would need financial assistanee from the city,
especially given the current economic climate.

"Our primary goal is to make our tenants safe, and the mayor's intentions are good and our
intentions are good, but financing is the third leg on the stool on this issve,” said Janan New,
executive divector of the San Francisco Apartment Asgociation, which represents 3,000 small and
large apartment building owners. ‘

New said businesges and residents would be displaced by re&oﬁi construction work and that
landlords are reguired to pay hefty relocation fees.

http://wvw. sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?f=/c/a/2009/02/13/MNGEK 1 5T7S8.DTL&type=p... 10/6/2009
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Newsom woulé not say when legislation would be introduced at the Board of Stzp ervisors, and he
noted that he did not expect the refrofitting to be done all at onee,

"There needs {o be a process and s imeline that addresses the ﬁnamial concerns, particidarly in
this economic crisis. Not everyone can afford fo retrofit their building, we know that. We want to
phase this in," he sajd.

Space without walis

The soft-story struetures at issue are the classic San Francisco apartment buildings with a store or
- restaurant on the first floor. They get thelr name from a ground-floor space - a window or garage
door ~ situated where a wall might otherwise be. '

San Francisco has more such buildings than any other Bay Area city, and the buildings are more
precarions in neighborhoods perched on unstable soil.

The open space sitting below several floors makes the frames prone to twisting and buckling, and
many such buildings were damaged in the Marina distyict in the 198¢ Loma Prieta earthquake and
in Southern California during the 1994 Northridge earthquake.

Newsom said in July that he did not believe it was necessary to reguire owners to shore up their
buildings as ether Bay Area cities had done. But in recent months, he has said he might change his
mind after reviewing more data.

Preventive action

In recent weeks, San Francisco Planning + Urban Research Association, a leading local think tank,
also urged the city to reqnire building owners to strengthen soft-story buildings and projected
bleak conditions that San Franeiseo might face - including mass displacement of residents ~ aﬁer
an earthquake if the city did not demand yetrofits and take other preventive action.

The buildings that would be the subject of a retrofit requuemen‘t house nearly 60,000 residents
and 7,000 employees but represent only a fraction of the structures that m&ght be destroyed in the
city if a big temblor were to hit today.

The large soft-story buildings studied comprise only 10 percent of the city's residential vnits that
are believed to be unsafe. There are thousands of shorter soft-story buildings and others with fewer
units that also might not hold up iu a quake. Large conerete buildings lacking sufficient steel in
their colurons and beams also are a concern.

Earthquake consultants are scheduled to study more building types in the coming months and
report back to the city about their vulnerability.

https//ervw. sfgate. com/ogi-bin/article.cgi?fi/c/al2009/02/1 3/ MNGE15TTSS. DTL & type=p... 10/6/2009
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Chronicle reports last sumimer highlighted the fact that the city had no strategy for fixing the soft-
story problem even though the danger had been known for decades.

At ﬁmt time, as part of a study that had recently been restarted by the Department of Building A
Inspection, Newsom directed city ernployees and earthquake consultants to first analyze soft-story
structures and to develop retrofit guidelines for them by the end of last month.

A 10-year plan

While the final study has yet to be released, a draft report éalks for méﬂdatory retrofits within 10
. years. The report also recommends that that the repairs ensure that buildings would not only make
it through a large quake, but also be habitable immediately afterward.

Laura Samant, a sefsmic engineering consultant whe has led the city's studies, said she was glad to
hear that Newsom was cn board with a required retrofit program.

“"We have recommended a mandatory retrofit ordinance for the city becanse we have decades of |
experience showing that these buildings don't get retrofitted if you don't mandate it," Samant said.
"These are very dangerous buildings and that's why we have recommended the mandate.”

The report does not provide details about the specific codes that should guide the retrofit work or
what matetials would be used. According to Samant, those details would be hashed ouf later by
committees of engineers working with the city. ‘

Staff writer Erin Allday contributed to this report. E-mail Robert Selna at rselna@sfchronicle.com.

hilp://sfonte.com/fegi-hinfarticle.cgi?f=/cfaf2008/02/ 13/ MNGK LTSS, OTL

This article appeared on page A - 1 of the San Francisco Chronidle

hitp:/fwww.sfgate.com/cgi-bin/article.cgi?6+/c/a/2009/02/13/MNGKIST788 DTL&type=p... 10/6/2009
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City advised fo require building retrofits

Rebert Seing, Chronicle Staff Writer
Thursday, Janumy 22, 2008

San Franeisco should foree owners of the city’s weakest buildings to evaluate thejr properties’
seismic safety and complete any necessary retrofit work, according to a new report.

At a minirum, such a mandate would cover abont 2,800 laree, wood-frame buildings that are |
Hable to collapse or sustain serious damage in a major earthquake. Such a temblor is likely fo hit
the city before 2032, the report states. :

‘The draft report was reviewed Wednesday by the city's Building Inspection Commission, and a
final version is scheduled to be delivered to Mayor Gavin Newscrn by Jan. so.

The report estimates that mandatory retrofits would dramatically reduce damage and the need for
emergency sheliers and would preserve rental housing and neighborhood character. Retrofits could
cost $9,000 to $28,000 per residential unit. '

The city could help building owners pay for the retrofit work by offering low-interest loans backed
by bonds, but the bonds would nesd voter approval.

The buildings that were analyzed house nearly 60,000 residents and 7,000 employees but
represent just a fraction of the buildings that would be destroyed in the cily if a big temblor hit
today. The buildings studied make up only 10 percent of the city's residential units that are believed
to be unsafe. Other building types will be studied later.

'Significant hazard’

"This data is a confirmation that thesé buildings represent a significant bazard to the community
and possibly all sorts of problems,” said Laurence Kornfield, the city’s chief building inspector.

In July, Newsom said be did not feel that it was necessary to require owners to shore up their
buildings as other Bay Area cities have done. Last month, Newsom said he would be willing to
reconsider affer reviewing more data. On Wednesday, his spokesman reiterated that sentiment,

"There appears {o be a growing consensus for a mandatory program. After the final
recommendations are presented to him, Mayor Newsom will weigh the evidence and make a policy
decision,” spokesman Nathan Ballard wrote in an e-mail.

hﬁp;wawwksfgate,aomfcgi«bixﬁazﬁci&,agi_?fsfa!afm@?/ﬂIZZTZ&&NSBISEKGS.D’YL&@;;&‘:;)W 10/6/2009
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At issue are wood-frame, "soft-story” structores, They include the classic San Francisco apartment
building with a store or restaurant on the first floor. They have a ground-floor space - for example,
a large window or garage door - where a solid wall rpight otherwise be,

San Francisco has more of thoss buildings than any other Bay Area city, and they are made more
precarious by neighborhoods perched on unstable soil. The open spaces in walls make the frarmes
prone to twisting and buckling, and many of the bulldings were damaged in the Marina district in
the 1989 Loma Prieta earthquake.

The city-funded study focused on 2,800 buildings that have three stories or more, at least five
residential units and proportionally large ground-level openings. The study notes that the city has
thousands of other types of soft-story buildings, such as homes bmlt over garages like those
coramon in the Sunset Dmtnct :

Many of the burildings under review were constructed before 1006, and 90 percent are rental
apartments. Surveys indicate that the vulnerable soft-story buildings are most conéentrated in six
neighborhoods: the Mission, the Western Addition, the Richunond, North Beach, Pacific Heights
and the Sunset.

Understanding risk

‘The draft report is part of the city's first endeavor to fully understand the health, safety and
economic risk posed by the city's buildings during a major earthquake. Tt considered the result of a
7.2 earthquake on the San Andreas Fault, which lies just off the city's western shore about 10 miles
from downtown. The study also reviewed a span of guakes from magnitade 6.9 (Loma Prieta) to 7.9
(ihe 1006 quake).

A Chronicle report in June highlighted the fact that the city had no strategy for fixing the probiem
z:iesplte the fact that the danger of soft-story buildings had been known for decades,

As part of a study that had recently been restarted by the city's Department of Building Inspection,
Newsom directed departments and earthquake consultants to analyze soft-story structures and to
develop retrofit guidelines for them by the end of this month.

The study calls for mandatory retrofits within a 10-year period. The repairs would have to be
sufficient to ensure that the buildings can be lived in afier a large quake.

It also said the city should offer incentives to encourage property owners to retrofit. One option is
to offer loans using several bundred million dollars in city bond funds that were previously set
aside for fixing brick buildings.

Estimates put the total cost of retrofitting just the weakest soft~story buildings at $260 million.

}ﬁ;tp:!/www.sfgate.wmfcgim’%}in/axﬁcie.cgi?%fcfaf%%&?z’ﬂl&ZMNSS1552*’2(35.D’§£&t}!p&*«“p-._ 10/672009
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That could eliminate $1.5 billion in damage in the event of a big earthquake.

One member of the city's Building Inspection Commission who reviewed the report implied that
property owners would need more than health and safety as incentive to retrofit.

"You've really got to make it atiractive to individual homeowners to do this work ... it gets back to
incentives,” Commissioner Mel Murphy said.

Others wers gung-ho about a city refrofit requirement.

"7 think we need to mandate this," said Commissioner Debra Walker, who is planning a run for the
Board of Supervisors, "It's scary for people financially, but it's mruch more scary to think about
these things falling down and much more expensive if we don't do it.”

A searchable database includes addresses of buildings that eould be forced to undergo expensive
retrofits under a new proposal. sfoate.com/webdb/softstory

E-mail Robert Selna at rselna@sfehronicle.com.

hitp://sfgate.com/egi-Binfartide.cglif=/ofa/2009/03 /22/MNE3 L SEKGS.BTL

This article appeared on page A - 1 of the San Frencisce Chionicle

http:/ferww.sfgate. com/egi-bin/article.cgi 76=/c/a7/2009/0 L/22/MN5 3 1 SEK G5.DTL & ype=p...  10/6/2009
415



S.F. leaders ignore weak bu” g5’ quake risk Page 1 of 4

B¥Gateon

5.F. leaders ighore weak buildings' quake risk
Ruobart 5elna, Chronicle Staff Writer .
sundesy, June 29, 2008

Tens of thousands of San Francisco homes and businesses are built in a way that will probably
cause them to collapse in the next big earthguake, yet cily leaders and I}uddmg officials have largely
ignored the danger for decades.

The valnerable buildings are often the clagsic San. Fran&sco apartroent butldiog with a store or
restaurant on the first floor, or the Sunset District home built over a garage.

The "softwst&ry“ buildings feature a space - a glass window or & garage door - on the ground floor
where a wall would ordinarily be, making their wood frames prone to twisting and buckling in an
earthguake.

San Francisco has more of the buildings than any other Bay Area city, and they are made more
precarious by neighborhoods perched on unstable soil - sand and dirt shoveled into former
lagoons, creeks, lakes and the bay. The structures also house most of the city’s affordable rental
units, which are eritical t6 economic diversity. '

So far, the guakes to hit the city over the past century have only hinted at the danger posed by these
buildings, many of which have been constructed over the past several decades.

The destruction in the Marina district after the 1986 Loma Prieta quake - garages caved down on
sidewalks, splintered wood, cracked stucco, and brown columns of smoke rising from burning
buildings - could easily be multiplied 100 times by a closer quake on the Hayward or San Andreas
faults, aceording to engineers who have studied the danger. Loma Prieta hit about 6o miles south
of the city.

"Almost everj apartment building in the Sunset District and the Richmond District with ground-
floor grocery stores and shops. ... They're toast!” said Pat Buscovich, a structural engineer who has
sat on numerous city seismic safety panels, "In the Marina, (the buildings) rolled over and killed
cars. Tf they roll over in other neighborboods, which they will, theyll kill a lot of people.”

There is widespread agreement that the potential destruction - deaths, loss of housing and damage
1o businesses - would be enormous in San Francisco because of the prevalence of soft-story
buildings. Yet the cost to seismically stabilize them can be as low as $20,000 for a five-unit
apartment building. - .

hﬁpz//www.sfgate.camfcgi&inf&tﬂcl&cgi‘?%!afaf%??8/06!2?3‘2@2@3)! OURZEDTL&ype=... 10/6/2000
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Nevertheless, city officials have shown a lack vrgency when it comes to retyoiitting the city's
striuctures, In one example, Mayor Gavin Newsom and city Assessor Phil Ting proposed in
December taking some public loan money available for retrofittibg brick buildings and using it
instead to subsidize the instellation of solar panels. Ultimately, another pot of money was used for
a similar solar program. (

Buildings® foll in northridge

San Francisco building-safety experts wonder why it's taking so long for the city to craft a soft-story
building retrofit plan. The buildings were blamed for many of the 72 deaths and 9,000 injuries
after the magnitude 6.7 Northridge earthquake, which caused an estimated $25 billion damage fo
1994. One soft-story apartment building collag;*s&d and killed 16 people.

In Aprﬁ, scientists calculated that there is a 63 percent chance a magmtuée 6.7 or greate;: qguake '
will hit on a Bay Area f&uit in the next 30 years,

Soft-story buildings erecied on street corners and 1mstable soil are considered to be the most
suscaptible to collapse, but there has never been a city order to refrofit even those structures. In
May, after China's magnitude 8 earthquake, Newsom talked about requiring property owners to
address the issue, but he has not put forward a formal plan or ordinance. His spokesman said last
week that the ma:;}m: had recently asked to be briefed on the issue.

"It's alarming how unprepared we are,” said Debra Walker, 2 member of the city Building
Inspection Commission. "We haven't been doing the work we need to be doing, and it scares me."

Estimated deaths, cosfs

Walker and concerned engineers and civic groups recently persnaded the city's Building Inspection
Departiment to restart a study of various city building types, attempting to estimate the number of
deaths and the costs resulting from a major earthguake.

The study, which began in 2000 before it was abruptly abandoned three years lafer, showed that
~ soft-story buildings would cause the overwhelming majority of damage and loss of housing in a
major earthquake centered near the city.

Because the buildings also house most of San Francisco'’s 180,000 rent-controlled apartments, the
destruction could profoundly affect the city's Housing market. ' :

Work on the report was shelved in 2003 because of a murky combination of bureancratic inertia
and politics, according to Walker and others involved.

The hope among some engineers is that the completed study will prompt a comprehensive retrofit

- bitp/fwww.sigate.comfogi-binfarticle.cgi?f=/c/a/2008/06/29/MNDDTT0U2E DTL&ype=...  10/6/2009
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program for at least the most vulnerable structures. But bistory indicates that, despiie the real
threat that a major earthquake could hit San Francisco at any moment, progress will be slow.

A notable example is the decadeslong slog 1o stabilize unreinforced brick buildings, The buildings
were known to be dangerous since even before many hrick sechoolbouses erumbled in the 1933
Long Beach earthquake. But San Francisco didn't begin to require retrofits on those masonry
buildings until 1992. Still, about 150 brick buildings haven't been fxed. :

Learning from other quakes

The recent earthquake in Sichuan province, China, where 87,000 people are estimated to be dead
or missing, is a cautionary tale. News reports after that disaster indicate that government officials
did Hittle to stabilize structures they knew could collapse. ‘

‘While much of downtown San Franeisco also sits on landfill, its buildings are considered safer than
most of the city's housing stock. Whereas many downtown structures have been retrofitted or
engineered for earthquake resistance, most apartment buildings and single-family homes have not.

In 1980, the Marina district was the site of at least 124 destroyed or damaged buildings and three
deaths. A temblor centered closer to San Francisco could cause that sort of damage across much
more of the city, from the Sunset and Richmond distriets to the Mission and South of Market
neighborhoods.

Structoral engineer David Bonowitz conducted a rough survey that showed 180,000 San
Franciscans live in about 5,700 soft-story residential aparbment buildings with three or more units.
That doesn't include the tens of thousands of soft-story homes in the Richmond and Sunset
districts, he said. ’ :

Bonowitz said the city needs to come up with a retrofit plan soon because a high percentage of the
buildings would be uninhabitable after a major earthquake.

The city has estimated that 50,000 to 60,000 people would need emergency housing after a big
quake, and there are plans to provide short-term shelters in churches and community halls. But
Bonowitz said the city should prepare for far more than 60,000 displaced residents, given what is
known about soft-story buildings. '

"This is a city of renters, and t}iey dont't have a lot of control over whether their buildings are safe
and don't have a Jot of alternatives,” Bonowitz said.

Uncertain future for renters

 Likewise, mﬁy owners of apariment buildings bave litt},e incentive to retrofit buildings when, in

http:f!ww.sfgaiz*c&mf’cgimbinf&xticle,cgi?f—‘fcfaf%%ﬁglﬂéfﬁm%]}1 1OUZE.DTL&type=... 10/6/2009
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most cases, they can't pass all the costs on to residents.

Alegal quirk makes renters’ future even more uncertain in the event of a big earthquake, because
ovmners of rent-controlled dwellings destroyed in a quake wouldn't have to abide by rent-control
laws once they rebuild.

Apart from the buman toll and economic damage these buildings pose, the city’s chief building
inspector says the destruction of soft-story buildings also could drastically alter the architectural
charm and feel of S8an Franeisco's historic neighborhoods.

"The soft-story corner buildings tend to have neighborhood services and small businesses and
housing,” Lanrence Kornfield said. "Their effect on the city (if they were damaged) could be
exireme.”

City voters alreédy have approved bond money for retrofitting brick builidings, but anless voters
change that law, the remaining $320 million cannot be used to stabilize soft-story buildings.

Bonuds, rebates suggested

Engineers and bﬂii&ing commissioners have suggested requiring retrofits of the buildings and also
allowing property owners to use public bond money or giving therm rebates on property taxes.

Other Bay Area cities have taken steps to fix the problem.

In 2007, Fremont approved an ordinance requiring the retrofitting of all soft-story apartment
buildings. : : '

Berkeley requires owners to post warning signs about their soft-story buildings' earthquake danger
and submit plans to stabilize them. Building officials there expect to draft a retrofit ordinance by
the'end of the year that will require property owners to comply with seismie safety codes.

"We've been very impressed that people have started io do the retrofitting after they were alerted to
the problem,” said Dan Lambert, Berkeley's building mitigation manager. "People usually don't like
the city to tell them what to do, but in this case they've been very receptive.”

Buildings violate law; Despite a 1086 state order, about 150 brick structures in 8.F. have not
been retrofitied. A14

E-mail Robert Selna at rselna@sfehronicle.com.

httprfisfoste.com/ogi-binjarticle cgl?f=/c/a/2008/06/25/MNDDTIOUZE DTL

This article appeared on page A - 1 of the San Francisce Chronicle

httpr/fwww .sfgate.comfegi-binfarticle.cgi 76=/c/a/2008/06/29/MNDD110UZE DTL&type=~...  10/6/2009
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Newsom Wants San Francisco Property Owners to Add Quake Defense
©2009 Bloomberg News
By Ryan Flinn

Feb. 12 (Bloomberg) -~ San Francisco Mayor Gavin Newsom said he favors iegisiaﬁoxi that
would force the city’s property owners to spend thousands of dollars to shore up buildings
gusceptible to collapse during a major earthquake.

Newsom has directed the city’s Department of Building Inspection to crafl a law mandating the
work, according 1o a statement provided to Bloomberg News. A commiittee tasked by Newsom in
July with stadyving the issue estimated that it would cost about $260 million to fix the most
vaiperable buildings, or as much as $28,000 per residential unit.

“Although there is no such thing as an earthquake-proof building, engineers agree that proper
seismic refrofitting can give buildings a fighting chance against a sizeable earthquake,” Newsom
said in the statement. “Now we must act decisively to protect our homes and workplaces.”

So-called soft-story, wood-frame buildings, mostly more than 35 years old, have large openings
on their ground floor and lack partitioning walls. They typicaily house shops, restavrants or
garages. During a strong quake, the ground floor may not be able to support the stiff, heavier
floors above, leading the entire building to shift sideways or coifapse according to a draft version
of the Community A;;tmn Plan for Seismic Safety repost.

The fixes are necessary to prevent $1.5 billion in, damage after a temblor of magnitude 7.2 or
larger on the San Andreas Fault, according fo the z:eport. Such destruction could leave tens of
thousands bomeless for years, it said.

Property Owners’ Burden

The plan leaves property owners footing too much of the bill, said Nond Richen, president of the
. Small Property Owners of San Francisco Institute,

“We need 1o retrofit the buildings somehow,” Richen said. “But to put all the burden on property
owners, especially small property owners, will put us out of business.”

The retrofitting plan assumes a weaker quake than struck the city in 1906. That temblor, which
kilied more than 3,000 and left 225,000 people homeless out of a population of 400,000, was at
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least magnitude 7.7 and possibly 8.3, according to the U.8. Geological Survey.

That temblor ruptured the porthermmost 296 miles of the San Andreas Fanlt and caused $400
miilion in damage in contemmporary dollars, the USGS says. Of the 28,188 buildings lost in the
guake and the fires it sparked, almost 90 percent were wood structures,

Several soft-story buildings were damaged in the 6.9 magpitude temblor that struck in 1989 in
Loma Prieta, about 60 miles south of San Francisco. A larger quake closer to the oty would have
a greater impact, the report said.

Buildings at Risk
The report identified 4,400 buildings most at risk, mostly with three or more stories and at least
five apariments,

Building owners say fhe current lending market would make it difficolt to pay for the necessary
construction, and that passing costs on to tenants is an arduous and time-consuming process,

“Commercial financing is non-existent right now,” said Vincent Malta, a vice president with San
Francisco-based real estate finm Malta & Co., and owner of an 18-umif apartroent building in the
city, “This couldn’t have come at a worse time.”

While the reinforcements are necessary, “it will force many people to sell their boildings,” he
said.

Property owners might have fo compensaie commercial tenants, such as restaurants and shops,
that might be displaced for months dwring construction, the report said, and owners would also
be on the book for the costs of residents who need 1o be relocated.

Incentives for Owners

The mayor said e is developing incentives for building owners who retrofit their properties, and
supports financing programs such as using an existing construction bond program to make it
easier to pay for the work, acdording to the statement.

Richen, who has owned a four-unit apartment building in San Francisco since 1974, said many of
the 2,000 property owners in her association ave retired and use rental income to supplement their
savings.

“San Francisco is a tenant town - I know they’re pandering to tenants, but it’s unrealistic to put
the cost of the upgrade on owners,” she said.

Hit
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FOR IMMEDIATE RELEASE:

Thursday; February 12, 2009

Contact: Mayor’s Office of Comumunications,
415-554-6131

**% PRESS RELEASE ***

MAYOR GAVIN NEWSOM TO MAKE SEISMIC SAFETY
- MANDATORY

SAN FRANCISCO, CA -Mayor Gavin Newsom today announced that be hids directed the
Department of Building Tnspection to craft specific legislation requiring mandatory upgrades to
San Francisco’s soft-story wood frame buildings.

“Although there is no such thing as an earthquake-proof building, engineers agree that proper
seismic refrofitting can give buildings a fighting chance against a sizeable earthquake,” said
Mayor Newsom. “Now we must act decisively o protect our homes and workpiaces.™

- A soft-story building is one that typically has large openings on the ground floor such as multiple
garage doors or large storefront windows. The buildings are found throughout San Francisco:

The plan for mandatory soft story upgrades coinvides with a report about to be released by the
Comrounily Action Plan for Seismic Safety (CAPSS) that focuses on one type of soft-story
wood-frame buildings in San Francisco and their location, evaluates a range of vulnerability
factors, and will propose retrofit options and costs. CAPSS also is studying other types of
potentially vulnerable buildings within the City, and will be generating additional anafyses and
recopumendations over the next 18 months for policymakers’ consideration.

The report was ordered by the Mayor lasi July ad a top priority. Its analysis and recommendations

are expected to recommend both voluntary and mandatory progranis to address seismic safety
issues around such soft-story buildings.

Inn addition, Mayor Newsom is developing retrofit incentives for San Francisco building owners

and a feasible financing program ~ such as the possible repurposing of existing noreinforced
masonry building bond monies — to help facilitate these retrofits under what everyone recognizes
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are difficult market conditions.

i

t ‘!
02_12 13,50l Stom Press Refease pilf

Joe Arellano

Deputy Cormmunications Direcior/Sub-Olrector de Prensa
Mayor's Office of Communications

1 Dr, Carlion B. Goodiett Place, Room 281

San Francisco, GA 94102

415.554,5608 Direct

415.554.6131 Main

415.554-4058 Fax

Joe Arellano@sfoov.org
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City and Couniy of San Francisco
Bepartment of Bullding Inspection

Gavin Newsom, Mayor
Vivian L. Day, C.B.0., Director

NO. AB-094
DATE  : May 26, 2009
SUBJECT :  Permit Review and Operation
TITLE ;  Definition anii Design Criteria for Voluntary Seismic Upgrade of
Soft-Story, Type V (wood-frame) Buildings
PURPOSE © * The purpose of this Bulletin is fo establish definitions and acceptable design
criteria for voluntary seismic upgrade projects for soft-siory Type V (wood-frame)
buildings that may qualify for various incentives, such as expedited permit review
and fee adjustments.
REFERENCE : 2007 San Francisco Building Code
' Section 1613, Earthquake Loads |

Section 3403.5, Lateral Force Design for Existing Buildings

Section 1604.11, Minimum Laferal Forces for Existing Buildings

AB-004, Priority Permif Processing Guidelines

2006 International Existing Building €ode, Chapter A4

2007 California Historica!l Building Code, Chapter 8-7 and 8-8

ASCE/SEI Standard 41-08, 2007 Seismic Rehabilitation of Existing
Buildings ‘

DISCUSSION: A clear definition of "soft-story Type V (wood-frame) building” and the basic
design criteria for seismic upgrades 1o such buildings are essential to the permit submittal and
approval of projects that wish fo take advantage of City-sponsored voluntary incentives to
implement seismic upgrades of potentially seismically hazardous buildings.

Permits for voluntary structural work that do not reference meeting a specific code standard or
that do not qualify for incentives for voluntary seismic upgrade work permit processing may meet
any level of upgrade If such work does not increase the hazard of the buiiding.

Technical Services Division T
1660 Mission Sireet — San Francisco CA 94103 .
Office {415) 558-6208 - FAX (415) 658-6688 - www.sfgov.org/dbi
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AB-094

IMPLEMENTATION

Building owners who wish to take advantage of voluntary seismic upgrade incentives must meet
the definition of a soft-story Type V (wood-frame) butidmg and must comply with the retrofit
standards as detailed below.

DEFINITIONS
For the purpose of this Adminisirative Bullstin the following definitions shall apply:
Soft-story Type V (wood-frame} building means a building that meets the following criteria;

A aTypeV {wood-«frama) building as defined in the San Francisco Building Code, and
B. was constructed prior to May 21, 1973, and
C. has a ground floor {1* story) level in which
a. the total length of walls in a given direction is less than 70% of the total %eng%h of
walls in that direction of the story above, or
b. an open exterior wall line at the ground floor level (1% story) in which the
percentage of openings along that length of wall exceeds 70% of the wall fine, or
c. atleast 50% of the floor area of the ground floor is used for Occupancy
Classifications A (assembly), B (business), M (mercantile), S (storage, open or
enclosed parking garages), or U (private garages), or
d. the building has been determined by enginesaring analysis to be in a structural
condition due fo design or material deferioration such that it might collapse in the
design earthquake event.

The application of this definition of a soft-story wood-frame building is not to be considered as
equivalent to a complete structural analysis; rather, this definition provides a Simpﬁf ied
analysis method to include the most likely sofi-story buildings.

Length of Wall is the total Iength of any wall minus apenin'gs, including windows and doors of

any size. Ducts, vents, pipes, and-similar penetrations are not considersd openings for purposes
of this definition of soft-story building and need not be subtracted from fotal length of wall,

Page 2 of 4
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RETROFIT STANDARDS

The standards to be applied to the seismic upgrade of soft-story wood-framed buildings in Aorde-:zf
to qualify for voluntary upgrade incentives shall be one of the following:

A. Meets the requiremenis of Appendix Chapter A4 of the 2006 International Existing
Building Code, IEBC, or _

B. Any other alternate design and/or construction methodology, such as ASCE 41, that
demonstrates compliance with the intent of San Francisco Building Code Section 1604.11.
Provisions and analysis techniques referenced in the California Historical Building Code,
Chapter 8-7, Structural Regulations, and Chapter 8-8, Archaic Materials and Methods of
Construction may alsc be used to assist in meeting the refrofit standards.

For the purposes of this bulletin, mitigation of the soft-story condition at the ground floor (1%
story) shall be considered the part of the voluntary soft-story woed-frame upgrade work

~ eligible for incentives, Additional seismic upgrade work may be undertaken on the floors
above the ground floor; however such additional seismic retrofit work is not considered part of
the voluntary soft-story upgrade work and may be subject to standard permitting
requirements.

PERMIT PROCESSING
Submiftal Documents and Building Permit Application

Building permit applications for voluntary, soft-story Type V (wood-frame) building upgrade work

must clearly state the intention to qualify for voluntary incentives in the Project Description

portion of the building permit application form. Submittal documents should include the following:

A. Dimensioned plans of the ground floor (1% story) and second floor showing all exterior

walls, interfor part itions and any iateral braces or other lateral load-resisting elements if

thase are used in calculating the length of walls and openings, or plans showing

Oceupancy Classifications and uses of the ground fioor if that is the method of quahfymg

as a soft-story building under this Administrative Bulletin, and

A photograph of the exterior of the huilding, and

. Sfructural upgrade plans and necessary suppomng calculations and documents prepared
by a licensed design professionat showing how seismic upgrade will meet the standards
adopted in this Administrative Bulletin. Included in these submiital documents should be a
listing of archaic materials and values for those materials, if these are o be used as part
of the lateral force resisting system.

Ow

Page 3 of 4
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Expedited Permit Processing

Building permit applications for voluntary soft-story wood-frame seismic refrofit will be expedited
as authorized under AB-004 and will be tracked by the Department of Building Inspection for
reporting purposes,

Uiy erer

Vivian L. Day, C ate
Director
Department of Buzidmg Inspection

Apprd\fed Building Inspection Commission 5/20/2009

Attachment A International Code for Existing Buildings, Chapter A4
Attachment B California Historical Building Code, Chapter 8-7 and 8-8

Page 4 of 4
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Attachment A

CHAPTER A4

"EARTHQUAKE HAZARD REDUCTION
IN EXISTING WOOD-FRAME RESIDENTIAL BUILDINGS
WITH SOET, WEAK OR OPEN-FRONT WALLS

SECTION A401
GENERAL

AANDL1 Porpose. The pupose of thiy chapter is to promots
puhilic welfave and safety by reducing the risk of death orinjury
that may result from the effects of earthaquales on existing
wood-frame, molticeit residential buildings. The growad
motions of past earthguakes have cansed the Toss of hurean lifs,
pe:sunal injury and property damage in thebe types of build-
ings. This chupter creates minivowm standards to strengthes ths
more vulnersble portions of these stctures. When. fully fol-
lowed, these minirum standerde will tmprove the perfor-
mance of fhese bufldings but will not necessaily prevent all
cartbrake-related dunage.

AAD1.2 Beope. The provisions of this chapter shall apply to all
existing Occupaney Group R-1 apd R-2Ingldings of wood con-
stonetion or pertions thereof where:

1. The grouad flowr pator of the woud-frame structure
contains parking or other similar open Hloor space, which
canges soft, weak or open-Front wall lines 25 defined in
this chapier, and there exdsts one or mes stories above,
or

2. Thewalls of any story or baserment of wood constroction
are Jaterally braced with noseoaforniay stroctnral mate~
gials as defined in this chapter, & soft or weak wall live
exists as defived in s chapter and there exist two or
mure Hories zhove.

3. The strustore Is assigned to Seismic Design Category C,
Deork )

SECTION AdnZ
DEFINTIONS

Notwithstanting the applicable definitions, symbols and nota-
Hons ia the building code, the following definifions shall apply
for fhe porposes of this chapter:

APARTMENT HOUSE. Any bollding or postion thmf that
containg three o more dwelling units. For the purposes of this
chapier, “aparbment house” inclades residential condomini-
wns.

ASPECT RAYIO. The span-width ratio for horizontad dia-
pheagms and the height: Eﬁngtﬁ rafio for vertical dinphragms.

CONGREGATE RESIDENCE. A congepate residenos is
any building or portion theveof for ocoupancy by other than a
fanily feat contdins facilifies for Yving, sleéping aod sanftation
as reqquiced by the buflding cods and that reay fatlude facitities
ooy eating and enoking, A, congregate yesidence muy be a chel.
ter, convent, rnvanstory, dosmitory, fraternity or sorority house,
but dees not include jails, hospitals, pomsing bowes, hotels or
lodging houses,

2006 INTERNATIONAL EXISTING BUILDIHG CcoDE® 488

CRIPPLE WALL. A ¥ood-frame stud wall extending from

the top of the foundation wall to the underside of the lowest -

fioor fraraing.

DWELLING UNIT. Any budlding or portion thereof for not
more than one farpily that contaius Hving facilifies, including
pmmnns for sleeping, eating, cooking and Sanitation ax

required by Ehsbﬁﬁdmg code: or congregate yesidence for 16 or .

fewver persons,

EXPANSION ANCHOR. An approved mechanica! fagteper
placed in hardened copoete that is designed fo expand & a
seif-drilled or pre-drilled hole of a specified size and sugage
the sides of the hole in ome or more locetions io develop shear

/o fension resistance to appled loads wzt]mut grout, adhe.
sive or drypack. .

GEROUND FLOGR. Axy Hoor whoze slevation is fmmedi-
ately accessible from an adjacent grade by vebicles orpedestsi-
ans. The ground floor portion of the strachare does not inchide
any Hoor that is cumpkstciy below adjacent grades.

GUESTROOM, ANy roum or rooms vsed or intended wba
used by a guest for skeeping Purposes. BEvery 100 square fest |
(83w of supmﬁmlﬁwf area in a congrepete residence shafl
be considered 4 guestroom.

HOTEL. Any milding contsining six or more goestrooms
intended or desipped to be need, rented, hired sut o be ooca-
pied, or that axe ovcapied, for sleeping parposes by guests.
LIFE SAFETY PERFORMANCE LEVEL. The building
performance levél that iocludes significant damage to both
strocteral and nopstrochiral components during 2 dexign earib-
quake, thongh st least some margin’ agaiost cither partial or

. total sbmecturs), collapse remains. Injuries may ooeur, but the

level of risk for Hfe-threstening injury and enteapment is Tow.

LODGING BOUSE. Any building or portion thereof contaia-
ingatleast one but not more than Hve puest rooms where rent iz
paid in money, goods, labor or ofherwise.

MOTEL. Motel shall mean a hotel as defined in this thapfer.
MULTIONIT RESIDENTIAY, BUILDINGS. Hotels, lodg-
ing houses, congregate residences and apartment houses.
NONCONFORMING STRUCTURAL. MATERTALS.

Wall braring materals vther than wood stouctoral panels or
diagonsl sheathing.

OPEN-FRONT WALL LINE. An exterior wall line, withont
vertical clements of the latersd-forco-resisting system, that

5

5.

‘ \

£

reqmms tribmtary seismic forces to be resisted by dlaphragm

rotation or excessive eantilever beyond paraliel lines of shes

wealls. Diaphragsns that canlilever more than 25 percent of the -

distance between Bogs of lateral-force-resisting elements from
which the dlaphragm cantilevers shall be considerad exeessive.
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Exteror exit baleonies of 6 fect (1829 mun) or loss o width
shall not be copsidered excessive cantilovers,

RETROFTE. An improvement of the Iateral-force-tesisting
syatem by slteration of existing structoral elements or addition
of pew structural eloments,

SOFY WALL LINE. A wall line whose lateral stiffaess is leys
than that roguired by story deift Hmitaions or deformation
compafibility requirsments of this chapter. In lien of analysis, a.
soft wall Hoe roay be defined ap a wall line in a story where the
story stiffness is less than 70 percent of the story abmm for the
direction onder consideration.

STORY. Astory as definad by the beilding code, ineluding any
basement or taderflooy space of a building with edppls walls
exeeeding 4 feet (1219 mam) in height.

STORY STRERGTIL The iotal strength of all selsmic-resist-
ing clements sharing the same story shear in the direction under
nonsideration.

WALL LINE. Any length of wall slong 2 pdacipal axis of the
butlding used to provide resistance to laterml loads. Parallel
wall Tines separated by less then 4 fert (1219 mun) shall be cone-
sidered oo wall Hoe for the disizibotion of loads.

WRAK WALL LINE, A willline in & story where the sﬁ%sry
strength is less than 80 pezcent of the story above in the dires-
tion endes wnssdcramw

SECTION A403
ANALYSIS AND DESIGN

AAD31 General. Buildings within the scope of fhis chapter
shall be analyzed, designed snd constricied in conformance
with the building code, except as modified in fhis clupter,

Ezcepfion: Buildings for which the prescriptive meastres

provided in Section A405 apply and are nsed.

No alterstion of the existing Jateral-fince-resisting o vert-
cal-doad-carrying systom ehall rednce the strength or stiffiess

of the exicting structzre. When any porfion of a building within®

the seope of this chapter is consttucied on or inte a slope

stecper than one unit vertical In free uedts horizontal, the Iat-

erabforce-resisting systern &t sed below the base level dia-

phragm shell be analyzed for the effects of concentrated lateral
- forces at the base cansed by this hillside condition.

AsA03.2 Beope of analysis. This chapter reguires the alteration,
repalr, replacement or addition of sirochs] elements and their
sonnpclives o meet the strength 2nd stiffsss reqrivermenty
herein. The lateral-load-path apalysis shall inclnde the resist-
ing elements apd ronnections from the wood diaphuagm s

diately above any soft, weak or epeoa-front wall lnes to the
Foundation sofl interface or to the nppenmost foor orroof of &
‘Type Istiuctue below. Stories above the uppermost story with
a soft, weak o opeg-front wall ine need not be modified. The
lateral-loait-path analysis for alded strontiural elements shall
also inclade evaloation of the allowsble soil-bearing and latersl

{ presswres in accordanes with the building code. *
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Exzeeption: When an opsn-front, weak or soft wall Yine
oxists berause of parking at the grovnd floor of 2 two-story |
building and the parking area is logs than 20 peresnt of the
gronnd fiovr arez, then ondy the wall lines in theopen, weak B
or soft directions of the enclosed parking area need comply
with the provisions of tis chapter.

A403.3 Design base shear, The design base shear ia a given
direction shall be 75 percent of the value regquired for simifar
new sonstroction in accordance with fhe building code, ]

A403.4 Vertical distribufion of forces. The total seismic Foroe
shall be disteibuted over the hedght of the strocture ag for new
construction in aceopdance with the building eode, Distritution ¥
of force by story weight shall be pegritted for two-story biiid-
ings. The value of B used io the design of any story shati be lpss
than or eguad to the value of £ nsed in the given dirsetion for the
gtory above.

Ad03.5 Weak story Mmitafion, Bvery weak story shall be
strengthened to the lesser oft

1. €, times the story shear presenbed by Sections A403.3
and A403.4.

2. In two-story buildings up fo 30 feet (9144 mm) in height,
&5 percent of the strength of the story above. In all ofher
buildings, 80 pereent of the strength of the story above,

Ad03.6 Story drift limitalion. The calculated story drift for
each retcofitied story shatl not exceed the allowsble deforme- ¥
Hon compatible with 2l vertical-load-resisting elements and
0.025 tizpes the story beight. The calenlated story dnfe shall not
be mdoced by the effects of borizonial disphragm stiffnecs but
shall be increased when thess effects produocs roafion. Drift -
calontations shall be in secordance wifh the building code,

The effects of rotation and sof! stifiness shall be ncinded in
the. calenlated story drift when Iateral loads are resisted by ver.
tical elemnents whose yequired depth of embedment is deter-
mined by pole formulas. The cosfficient of subgrade reaction ¥
used in the deflection caloulations shall be provided from an

» approved geotechrics]l eaghueering mpm‘t or gther approved

mathods,

AAD3.7 T A effects. The rsquirements of the buildiag code §
shall apply, except a5 modified herein. All stroctacal faming
elements gd thelr eonopctions not seimired by desipn o be
part of the laterab-fores-resisting systern shall be desigped
and/or detailed to be adequate fo maintain sapport of design
dead phos Yive lvads when sobjected to the expected deforma.-
Hons caneed by seismic Foroes, The stress analysis of cartilover
eolunne shall pee p buckling factor of 2.1 for the: direction nor-
tnal fo the axie of the bean,

AA4D3.8 Tizs snd continxify. Al parts of the strocture inchuded
in the scopé of Section A403.2 shall be interconnected &y
requited by the building code. K

A403.8.1 Cripple walls. Cdpple walls braced with
nonconforming stroctosl materials shall be braced in
aceordanee with this chepter, When a slogle top plate existe
o the axipgle wall, o7l end joints in the top plate shall be fled.
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Ties shall be cormected to each end of the dscontinuons top
plate and shall be equal to one of the following:

1. Three-inch by G-inch (76 mm by 152 mm), 18-gage
galvanized steel, nailed with six Bd comsnon pails af
each end. \

2. Use and one-fourth-inch by 12-dnch (32 mm by 305
mumy, 18-gape galvasized steel, nailed with six 164
common nails at each end.

3. Two-inch by 4-inch by 12-4ech (51 mza by 102 mn
by 308 rmm) wood blocking, nailed with six 16d cosn-
wioy nails sf sach and.

A403.9 Collector elements, Collector elements shall be pro-
vided that can transfer the reismic forces exigivafing in other
portions of the building tothe elements within the scope of Sec-
tion A403.2 that provide resistance to those forces.

A403.10 Bopzental diapbragms. The strength of an existing
hotirontsl dlaphrapm sheathed with wood stncfira] panels or
diagonal sheathing need not be investipated vnless the dia-
phraprm is wanired o ansfer Interg) frorces Som vertdenl ele-
ments of the gelgmin-force-yesizting gystem’ above the
dizpsbragre to elements below the diaphragim becanse of =n off-
set in placement of the elements,

Wood diapbragms with, stocies sbove shall not be sllowed to
transmde Jafersl forces by solafion or caotleves except as
allowed by the building code; howevesr, rotational effects shall
bes accounted for when tnsymmettie wall stiffness increases
shear demands, '

Excepiion: Diaphragws that cantilever 23 peroent orless of
the distance between Lines of aferal Joad-vesisting elements
From, which the diaphoagm cantilevers miy travsmit their
shears by cantilever, provided that rotationa] eifects on
shesar wallz parallel apd perpendicnlar to the load are taken
into account. :
Ad403.11 Wood-framed shear walls, Wood-framed shear
watls shall bave strenpth and stiffness sefficient to resist the
seismoic loads and shall comform to the reguirements of this sec-
Bom, -

AA403.11L.1 Gypsam or cement plaster products. Gypsum
or cement plaster products shall not be nsed to provide lat-
eral resistance o a 20ft or weak story or i 8 story with an
open-front wall line, whether o notusw slements sre added
to mitigate the soft, weak or open-front condition.

A483.11L% Wood shrachural panels,

AA03.3L2.1 Dhift feoit. Wood struetuzal penel ghear
walls thall mest the story &ift Hmbtation of Section
Ad(38. Conformance to the story drift hmitation shall
be determined by approved testing or ealculation, notby
the use of an espect ratio, Calculated deflection shall be
determined socording to International Building Code
Eqoation 23-1 and shall be Incressed by 25 pescent. Con-
tibution to the shear wall deflection fom the anchor or
He~down stippage shall slge be included, The shippage
coptributon shudl include the vertical elonghtion of the
sonnector mefal components, the vertical dippege of the
copnestors to framing membery, Ioeslized cristdng of
wood dos to bearing Yoads and shrinkape of the wood
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elements becanse of changes I woisture content as 2
resnitofaging. The total vertical slippage shall be pmlti-
plied by the shear panel aspeet rutic md 2dded o fhe total
hovizontal defiection. Individual shear panels shall be
permiited to exceed the maxinmm aspegt rafio, provided
the allowable story difk and allowable shear capacitics
are not excesded.

 A40311.2.2 Openings. Shear walls are permitted to be
designed for confionity around cpenings fn sccordance
with the building code, Blocking and stes] strapping

_ shall be provided at comners of the ppenings o transfer
forces from disconfinuwous bowadary elements fnto
afjointug panel elements. Alternatively, perforated shear
wall provisions of the building sode are permitted to be
wsedd.,

A403.31.23 Wood specles of framing members,
Allowable shear values for wood structursl panels shall
congider the species of the Sawing members, When the
allowable shear velves ave based on Douglas firdarch
framing members, sad farpiug members ame congtncted
of other species of lumber, the allowable shear values
shall be muitiplisd by the following factors: 0.82 for spe-
cies with specific gravities greater than or equal to 0.42
but Jasg than 049, and 0.65 for species with specific
gravities loss than 042, Redwood shall use 5.65 and hem
fir shall uze 0.82, noless otherwize spproved.

A403.113 Substitation for 3-inch (76 mm) nominal
widih framing members. Two Zdoch (51 mm) nomsfea)
widisy fraxping members shall be permitied in lies of any

required 3-2nch (76 mm) nomival width Hamdog member -

when the existing and new framing members are of eqoal

dimeasions, when they are conpected as requived to tansfer
the in-plave shear between themm, and when the sheathing

fasterieys are equally divided between them
A40311.4 Hold-down connectors.

AA0Z.TLAL Expansion anchers fn teasion. Expan-
sion ancheors thet provide tension strength by friction
resistanes shall aot be wsed fo connect hold-down
devices to cxistiog concrete or masonry elements,
Expansion axchors that provide tension stength by bear-
ing {commonly referenced as “undercut’” anchors) shall
be permitted,
A403.114.2 Reguived depth of embedmesnt. The
required depth of exmbedment or edge distance for the
_ anchor used in the hold-down ednnector shell be pro-
“vided in the concrete or masonry below any plain con-
crede shab anlest satisfactory evidenes fe sobmitted to the
building official that shows that the concrete slab mmd
footings me of monolithic construstion.

A403.11.43 Reynired preload of bolfed hold-down
conneciors. Bolted bold-down copnectors shall be
preloaded to reduce slippage of the consector
Preloading shall consist of fightening the not on the ten-
sion anchor after the placement butbefore the Gghtening

of the shear boits bn the panel boundary flange mewber,
The tengion anchor shall be tirhtened uofil the shear
bolts are in G contact with the edpe of the hole nearest
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the direction of the tenston anchor Hold-down conpee-
tops with seli-jizging bolt standofs shall be installed in s
mazer to permit preloading.

- SECTION A404
PHASED CONSTRUCTION

| 'i‘hswerksgmﬁsdmtms chapter shall be permitted to be done
in the following phases. Work shall start with Phase 1 unless
otherwise approved by the boilding official. When the brilding
g dozs not contain the conditions sssocisted with the given
d phase, the work shall proceed to the next phase.

B Phase ]l Werk. The first phase shall include all work in the
¥ lowest dory with & soff, wask or open-front wall line and all
§ foundation worlk |

4

Phase 2 Work. The second phasc ghall inclnde

8 woorl-Framed walls in any story With two or more stories above
§ hatarelatzrally braced with noncorforming stuchirel matesi-
Phase 3 Work. The third and faal phase shall include all
? required work not performed. in Phase 1 or Phase 2.

SECTION A405
PRESCRIPTIVE MEASURES
FOR WEAK STORY

| A405.1 Limitation. These prescriptive measures shall apply
3 only to two-story buildings and only whea deemed appropriate
B by the code offictal. These preseriptive meastwes wely on rola-
1 tion of e second floor disphrapm fo distribute the seismic
i load between the side and rear walls of the ground Boor open
8 aren To the absence of an existing floor diaphrago of wood
¥ stuctral panel or diagonal sheathing, n new wood stroctural
§ ponel dieaphragm of minimum thickness of ¥, inch (19 ram) and
8 wAth 104 common nalls &t & ipches (152 rom) on center shall be
§ applicd.

AAD5.1.1 Additiona] conditions. To quslify for these pra-
+ staiptive measures, the following addifional .conditions

need to be satisfied by the reteolitted stoucture:

1. Diaphragm aspett ratin L/ ix less than 0.67, where
W is the diaphrageo dimeesion pavelle] to the poft,
weak or opsu-front wall line and L is the distance in
the prihogoal direction betwesn that wall line and the
ey wall of the ground floor open area.

2. Minimnm Jength of sids shear walls =20 feet (6026
kives) 8

3. Minirpum length of rear shear wall = &zw-fcurfh of
rear wall

4. No plap or vertical iregularies otber than a soff,
weak or open-front wall Hne.

5, Roofmg weight less then or equal to 3 pounds per
syuare foot (240 N/m?).

£. Aspac%:mm of the full setond fioor é{apimsgmma‘fs
the myuirements of the bullding code for new con-
stroction,

AAD5.2 Minbmorn reguired refrofit

AA4G5.2.1 Anchor boll size and spacing. The anchor boit
sizt and spacing shall be a misimuom of 3/ inch {19 mm) in
dizroster &t 32 fnches (813 mum) on center. Where existing
bolts we inadeguate, new siee] plates bolted to the side of tha
foundation and nailed to the sill may be wsed, such as an
approved commector,

A405.2.2 Counection fo foor above. Shear wall fop
plates shall be copnected to blocking or rim joist at upper
floor with 2 mioimem of 18-gage gelvanized stesl angle
clips 44/, inches (124 mim) loung with 12-8d oails spaced no
farther then 16 inches (406 mm) on center, or'by eguivalent
shicar transfer methods,

3.665.23 Shear wall shmﬂzmg. The shear wall sheathin g
shall be 2 minine of ¥, tnch {119 mm‘} 5-Fly Struchirall
with 104 paile at 4 foches (102 mm) on ceoter at edpes and
12 inches (305 mm) on center at field; blocked afl erdges
with 3 by 4 o Jarger. Where existing siil plades wea loss than
3-by thick, place flat 2-by on top of ¢ill between strds, with
flat 18-gage gelvanized stoel clips 4/, ivches {114 mm) lonp
with 12-8d nails ox ¥-ineb-diameter (3.5 mm) Lags thetmgh
blocking for shear transfer to 5ill plate, Stagger nailing from
wall shoathing hetween exisfing sill and few Blocking.
Anchor pew Ylocking o forndaiion as specifisd above,

Ad0524 Shear wzll bold-downse. Shear walls shall be
provided with hold-down aochors at each esd, Two
bold-down enchors are requited st indeesecting comers.
Hold-downs shall be approved sopneetors with a mimroom

§} -inch-dizmeter (iﬁ 9 muxn) threaded rod or other approved -

azz—::htrr with & mindeoun allowable load of 4,000 ponnds
{17.B XIN). Anchor embedment ia concrets shall nof be less
than 5 inches (127 mm). Tie-rod systeme shall not be tess
than % inck {159 mu} in diameter wnlsss wsing high
steeapth cable. Threaded rod o high steength cable elonga-
tion shall notexcesd ¥ inch (13,9 nem) using design forces,

-

SECTION A408
MATERIALS OF CONSTRUCTION

A406.1 New roaterials, Allmaterdals approved by the building
code, inchiding their sppropriate allowsble stiesses and Hmit-
ing aspeelyatios, shall be prrmitied to meet the reguirernents of
this chapter.

Ad00.2 Allowable foundation aod Iateral pressuves, Thevee
of defapit valoes frown the building code for continuoas and iso-
lated coperete spread footings shall be pexmitied. For soil that
supports embedded verfical elements, Section A403.6 shall
apply.

AA06.3 Existing voaterials. All existing matesials shall be in
sound copdition and constrbcted in general conformanee to the
bidlding bode before they are porooitted to be nsed to resist the
Iateral onds prescribed in this chapter The verification of
existing materials condifivas and thelr conformance fo thess
reipirervents shall be mads by physical observation mports,
material tegting or recond drawings as deterpined by the strue-
toral desigeer and ae spproved by the budlding offcisl
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240631 Hovizonial wood disphragms. Allowable shear
valzies for existing horizontal wood diuphragms that sequire
analysis mder Section A403.10 are permitied to be teken
from Teble Ad-A. The veloes in Table A4-A shall b used
for allowable stress design. Desipn forcex based on strenpth
design shall be reduced to allowable stress Ievels before
compazison with the limiting values in the table,

A4063.2 Woodrstructural-panel shear walls.
AdB5.3.2.1 Allowable nail slip valnes. The uee of box

nails and nnseasoned lumber are permitted fo be -

assmged, When thereqoired deift ealenlations of Section
A403.11.2.1 rely on the slip values for common nafls ox
sorfaced dry humber, their wse In constructon shall be
verified by exposnre. The desipn velne of the box pails
- ghall be assumned to be shinilar to that of cominoen najls
* having the same dismeter. Verification of sacfaced dry
Ioember ghall be by identification conforming to fhe
building code. '

A4063.2.2 Plywood panel constroction. When verifi-
cation of the existing plywood matesials is by use of
record drawings alone, the pasel constnetion for phy-
weod ghall be assemed (o be of theee plics. The plywood

“rendolne “(3" shall be asgurmed egual to 50,000 pounds
per sqnare ach (345 MPa).

A40633 Eyisting wood framing. Wood framing is pere

mitted fo vse the design stresses spacified in the building
eode under which the building was constracied or other
stress eriieria approved by the building offici=l.

Ad063.4 Struchural steel, ANl exdistiug stuetors] stee]
shail be permdtied 0 use the allowable stresses for Grade
A3E, Brigting pipe ur twhe columns shall be sspurmed tobe
of minlomm, wall thickness woless verified by testiog or
expusnre.

A4063.5 Strength of concrefe. All existing concrete foot-
ings shall be porndtted to be sssnmed to be plain conerete
with a compressive stength of 2,000 pounds per sgnare
inch (13.8 MPa). Bxistiug concrete compresgive strength
taken greater than 2,000 pounds per square iach (13.8 MPa)
shall be verified by testing, récord drawings or department
reconds,

AA4U063.6 Existing #ill plate anchorage. Existing cast-in-
place anchor bolts ghall be permitied to use the allowsble
service Yoads for bolis with proper embediment when used
for shear registance to lateral Ioads,

SECTION A07
INFORMATION REQUIRED TO BE ON THE PLANS

A4D7.1 Genersl, The plany shall show all information neces-
sary for plan review and for constroction and shall aceoradely
1=flect the results of the engineering investigation and design.
The plans shall coptain a note that states that this retzofit wes
designed in compliance with the criteria of this chapter,

AADT2 Bxlsting constrnction., Theplans shall sb}'nw exisiing
diaphragr and shear wall sheathing and faming materials;
fagdener type and spacing; diaphragm eed shear wall connec-
fans; continuity tes; and collector elements. The plans ghall
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afso show the portion of the existing matecials that peeds varti.
cation during congtraction. Ve

Ad07.3 New constraction.

440731 Foundation plan elements. The foondation plan
shall inclode the size, type, location and spacing of anl
. anchor bolis with the required depth of embedment, edge
apd end distance; the Jocation and size of all shear walls and
&l columns for braced Hames or moment frames; refor.
enced details for ihe connection of shear walls, braced
frames ormomentresisting framey to their footing: and res.

erenced sections for spy grade beams and foofings.

A407.3.2 Framing plan elementy, The framing plan shall
elnde the length, location and material of shear wally: the
locafion and material of Banes; references on details for the
coliznn-to-bear connectors, beam-to-wall comections and
shear fransfers ot fleor and roof diaphmpms; and the
required nafling and length for wall top plate spliges.

A407.3.3 Bhear wall schednls, notes and defails, Sheay
walls shall have a referenced schedule on the plans that
incindes the correct shear wall capacity In pouads per foot
{N/m); the requiced fastener type, Tongth, ghnge and head
size; and & complete specification for the sheathing roaterds]
. and its thickness, The: schedole shell also show the requized
location of 3-inch (76 ) nomingd or two 2-inch (51 mm)
nomingl edge members; the spacing of shear teansfer sle-
meits such as framing anchors or added sill plate nails: the
meguired hold-down with its bolt, screw or nail sizes; and the

dimensicns, hnnber grade and sproies of the attached fram- 7

ing meosber

Notes shall show required edpe distance for Fasteners on
structuzal wood panels and feening members; required
flugh pailing 2t the plywood awface: Yunits of mechasical
penetrations; and the sii plate material aesomed o the
design. The Fmits of mechanical penetrations shall slso be

. detailed showing the maxiioum notching aad deflled hole
sives.

AAO7.34 General notes. Geperal notes shall show the
requirements for material testing, special inspection and
strictural observation, '

A

BECTIGN A408
QUALITY CONTROL

A4DR1 Structoral obgervation, festing and inspection. §
Structural observation, in atoordance with Section 1709 of the §
International Building Code, shall be requrirsd forall structares J
in which seisinic retrofit iy being performed in accordance with 3
this chapter. Structaral observation shall inclede visual obser- §
vation of work for conformance with the approved constroz- R
tfion documents and confitrnation of existing conditions §

assrmed during desien.
Strnetead testing and inspection for new construction mate-

rials shall be in accocdance with the tnilding code, except as
modified by this chapter.

i1t




APPENDIX A

TABLE A4-A—-ALLOWABLE VALUES FOR EXISTING MATERIALS

ALLOWARLE VALUES
EXISTING MATERIALS O ?
CONFIGURATIONS DF MATERIALSY % 14594 for flin
1. Hosizontsl diaphragmos* ' .
1.1. Roofs with straight sheathing and mofing applied directly to the' sheathing 1-100 Ibs. por £, for seismic shear
1.2. Roofs with diagonal sheatbing and roofing applicd directly o the cheathing " |25D s per . for seimmic sheay
1.3. Flooes with straight tongue-and-groovs sheathing 100 Ibe, per f& for selsmic shear
1.4. Floors with siraight shmtbiz{g and fnished wood flovting with board edges 00 b, pox & for seismic shrar
offest or perpendicular .
1.5. Flors with dingoral sheathing and Suished wood fooring _ £00 by, por [t for seismic chear
2. Crosswaligh® Per side;
2.1, Plaster on wood or metal Tath 200 Ibe, per i fof seigmic theas
2.2, Plaster on gypsum lad ‘ 175 1bs. per it for eeismin shear
2.3, Gypeum wallbosed, onblocked edpes 75 1bs. por it for selsmidn shoar
2A. Cypeam watlbosed, blocked edpes 125 Tos. per fi. for seismic shear
3. Bxisting foolinge, wond framing, structors? steed and reinforcad steel
3.1, Plain coneicte footings f2 =2 1,500 pri 10.3 BP0y unless otherwise
shown by teste®
3.2, Dongles fir wood Allovsable stress sarme as DUE Ho, 18
3.3. Reboforving steel 7, = 18,000 psi (124 MPa} maximum®
3.4, Stuctural stec) 7= 20,000 psi (138 MPa) maximard

BorBE 1 fovt= 3045 ma.

2, Matrdal moust be sound and i pood condifion.

b. A oue-third Increase B aHowsdis stoosn ix bt allowed.

£, Sheay vahmes of these matte¥ele way b eombined, cieept the otal combined valoe shall pot exvend 308 pounds per foot.
d. Btreses given miey be incezsed for comobinafion of loads as speeified ia e bullding oode, *
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Attachment B

GCHARTER 8&?
STRUGTURAL REGULATIONS

SECTION B.7t1
FURPOSE, INTENT AND SCOPE

8-701.1 Purpose. The purpose of the CHBC is to provide alter-
mative repuletions for the structural Rafety of buildings desig-
niafed ag guatified hisforical buildings orpropertiss. The CHBC
saguires enforcing agencisy fo aveept suy reasunably equiva-
lont stematives to the regnlar code when dealing with quali-
fiad bistorical buildings or properties.
87012 Tntent. The intent of the CHBC iz to socovrage the
. preservation of qualified bisterical buildings or properties
while providing areasonable level of structursl safety fior ocou-
pasnis and the public at laige through the application of the
CHBC.

87013 Application. The alfcmative structural regnlations
provided by Section B-705 sre to be applied & sonjunction
with the regidar code whenever a struchyal upgrade or recon-
siroction, iy underiaken for qualified historical buildings or
proparties,

SECTION 8-702
GENERAL

"870%.1 The CHBC shall not b copstrued to allow the
enforoing agenoy to spprovs of penmit a lower level of safety of
stroctaral design and constroction than that which ie reason-
ably equivalent to the regular code provisions in otoupsngies
which ewe crifical to the safely and welfare of the public at larpe,
including, bet uot limited to, publie and private schools, bogpi-
tals, municipal police and fire siations snd exsential services

8-702.2 Nothing in these regulations shall prevent voluntary
and partial seisvoie upgrades when it is demorsiated that snch
vpgrades will improve Jife safbty and when a fnll vpgrade
would not otherwisz be reguired.

SECTION 8-7T03
STRUCTURAL SURVEY

8-703.1 Scope. When a stroeiors or portion of a sracture is fo
be eyaluated for strootural capacity nnder the CHBC, iishall be
surveyed for structural conditions by an axchitect or engineer

-knowledgeabls in historical stmetures, The survey shall evelu-
afe deterforation or sipns of disiress, The survey shall deter-
mine the defails of the structural framing and fhe systom for
resigtance of gravity epd latera] joads, Detaily, reinforcement
and anchorags of structural systems snd veneers shall be deter-
mined and documented where these memnbars are relied on for
seismis resistanocs. .

§-703.2 The resulis of the survey shall be utilized for evaluat-
ing the stroctaral capacity snd for desipning modifications to
the structugal Systemn 1o each complisnce with this code,
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877033 Historical records. Past hisiorical records of the
smmrearsimz]sxsmmﬂs may be used m the evaluation,
umfudmg the éffects of subsequent alterations,

SECTION 8-704
NONHISTORICAL ADDITIONS AND
NONHISTORICAL ALTERATIONS

8-704.1 Wew nophistorical additions and nonhistories] alter-
ations which are structurally separated from 2n existing histori-
cal stroctare shall comply with regular code requirements,

8-/104.2 New norhigtorical additions which impose vertical or
Iateral Joads on an existing structure shall not be peomitted
unless the affecied pust of the supporting stractore is evalnated
and shrengihened, if necessary, fo mset regular code reqaire-

 mentn,

Note: For use of archaic meterialg, see Chapter 8-8.

‘ SECTION 8-705
STRUCTURAL REGULATIONS

8-705.1 Gravity loads. The capacity of e strachure to recist
gravity loads shall be evalusted and the stmxctive strepgthened
a8 necessary. The evaluation shall fnclnde afl parfs of the Inad

path. Where no distress is evident, and a complets load path is ™

present, the stroctore may be asswoed adequate by having
withstood the testof time if enticipated dead and live loads will
not exceed thoze historically present.

8-705.2 Wipd and seismicloads, The ability of the structurs to
resiot wind and seisroie loads shall be evalnated. The evaim»
tion shall be based on the requirements of Section 8-706.

8.765.2.1 Any vosafe conditions in the Interal-load-resisting
system shall be corrected, or alternative resistance ghali be pro-
vided. Addiriopalresistance shall be provided tomeet the mixd-

o requirementy of this code,

8.%05.2.2 The axchifect or engioeer shell congider additional
measures with minirmal loss of, and impact to, historical mate-
zials which will reduce damage and needed repalrs in fotee
sarthguakes to better preserve the historical structore in
perpetuity. These additional meusnves shall be presented to
the owner for consideration as part of the rehabilitation or
restoration.

SECTION 8-708
LATERAL LOAD REGULATIONS

2-706.1 Lateral loads. The forces used to eyaluate the strue-
fure for resistance to wind and sefsmic loads nead not excesd

0.75 fimes the geistnic forces prescribed by the 1995 edition of
the California Building Code (CBC). The seigmic forces may |,
be computed based on the Rw values tabulated in the regular

code for similar lateral-force-resisting systems. AL deviations

i3



STRUCTURAL REGULATIONG

of the detailing provisions of the Eatm%-farccwfesmtmg Byge
tems shall be evaluated for stability and te ability to meintain
loud-carrying capacity at increased lateral loads,

Unreinforced masonry bearing wall buildings shall comply
with Appendix Chapter 1 of the Uniform Code for Building
Congarvation™ (JCBC™), 1994 edition, and ag madified by
this code. Reasonably equivalent standerds may be used on a

case-by-case bagis when spproved by the authority having -

Jjurdsdiction,

8-706.2 Existing building performance. The seismic resis-
tance may be baged vpor the ultimate capacity of the structurs
fo perform, giving due consideration to duetility and reserve
strength of the lafersl-forceresisting system and matedals
whils mainfaining a reasonable factor of safety. Brosd
judgment may be exercised regarding the sirength and perfor-
mance of materials not recogoized by regular code require-
ments. (See Chapter 8-8, Archaje Materials and Mathods of
Construction.)

5-706.2.1AH structural materials or members that do not

comply with detailing and proportioning requirements of -

the reguler code shall be evaluated for potential seiémisper-
formance apd the consequence of noncompliepce, Al
mermbers which might fail and lead to possible collapse, or
threates life safety, when sublecied to selsmic depmands in
excess of fhose prescribed in Section 8-706.1, shall be
Jjudged unacesptable, and appropriate structural strengthen-
ing shall be developed. Anchorages for veneers and decora-
Hive ornamentstion shell be ineluded i this evaloation,

§-706.3 Load path. A complste asd contiouous load path,
including commectins, from every part or portion of the stuc-
ture o the ground shall be provided for the required forces, It
shall b verified thaf the struciure is sdequately fied together to
performm as a unif when subjected fo earthquske forces,

8-706.4 Parapets. Paraspets and exterior decomation shall he
investigated for comformance with regular code requiremnents
for auchorage and ability to resist prescribed seismic forces.

An exception to regular code requirements shall be permit-
ted for those pardpels and decorations which are indped sotfo
be & huzard to life safety. '

§-706.8 Nonstrucfural features. Nonstructure]l features of
historical structure, such as exierior venees, cornices and deng-
rationy, which might fall and create 4 lifb-zafety hazayd in an
earthqualce, shall be investipated, Their ability to resist seismic
fercas ghall be verified, or the festure shall be strengthened.

8-706.5.1 Paxtitions mxd ceflings of corrddors and stairwayg
serving en occupant load 0f 30 or more shall be investigafed
tp determine their ability to fomain in place when the bufld-
ing is subjected to earthquake forces.

4
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CHAPTER 8-8 | |
ARCHAIC MATERIALS AND METHODS OF CONSTRUCTION

SECGTION 5-801
PURPOSE, INTENT AND SCOPE

8-301.1 Porpose, The purpose of the CHBC is toprovide regu-
lations for the use of historical methods end materials of con~
struction that ave af variance with regular code requirements or
are nof otherwise codified, in buildings or structres desig-
nated as qualified latorical buildings or properties. The CHBC
require enforoing agencies to acespt auy reasonably squivalent
altematives to the regular code when dealing with qualified
historical buildings or properties.

8-801.2 Infent. It is the intent of the CHBC fo provide for the
nge of Bistorical methods and materials of constroction that aye
at yariance with specific code requirernents or are not other-
wise codified.

8-861.3 Scope. Any conshuchion type or material that s, or
was, part of the historical fabric of u structure is covered by this
chapier. Axchaic materials and methods of construction present
in a historical strocturs may remain or be reingtalled or be
installed with new materials of the sarne class to match existing
conditions,

SECTION 8-8Bo2
GENERAL ENGINEERING APPROACHES

Allowable stregses or ultimate strengths for archaic materials
shall be assigned based upon similar conventional codified
mterials, or on fesis as hereinafier dndicated. The archaic
matexialy and methods of conshuction shall be thorouphly
investigated for thelr details ofconstruction in aceordance with
Section §-703, Testing shall be performed when applicable to
evaluate existing conditions. The architsct or structural engl-
neer inresponsible charpe of the project shall assign allowable
ghrenses or pitimate strenpth vaines to archaic materials, Bugh
assigned allowable stresses, or uliimate strength values, shall
not be grester than those provided for in'the following sectious
without adequate testing, and sball be subject to fhe conenr-

rence of the enforcing agency.

SECTION 8-803
NONSTRUCTURAL ARCHAIC MATERIALS

‘Where nonstructusal historical materials exist inuses which do
not meet the requirements of the regular code, thelr conthmned
use is allowed by this code, provided that any public health and
Yife-pafity hazards are mitigated subject to the concurrence of
the enforcing agency.

SECTION 8-804
ALLOWABLE CONDITIONS FOR SPECIFIC
MATERIALS
Archalc materizls which exist and ars fo remain in historiesl
struchirres shall be evatuated for thelr condiion and for loads

2007 CALIFORNIA BISTORICAL BUILDING CODE
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regquired by this code. The siractural suzveymgp}mdm Seotion
R-703 of this code shall dooement existing conditions, refn-
forcement, anchorage, deferioration and other factors pertinent
to establishing aBowable sirogses and adeqgeacy of the archaic
materials, The remaining portion of this chapter provides addi-
tional specific requirsments for commonly enconntersd
archaic materials.

SECTION 8-8058
MASONRY

For adobe, sea Seciion 8-806,

8-805.1 Existing solid masomry. Existiog solid masonry walls
of any typs, excent adobe, may bo allowed, without testing, a
maximumn value of nine pounds per square inch (62,1 kPa) in
shear whers there is a qualifying statement by the archifect or
enghieey that an Inspection has been meade, that merfary joints
are Alled aud {hat both brick and mortar are reasonably good.
The allowable shear stress above applies to nureinforced
masonty, except adobe, where the maximum ratio of unsup-

poried height or length to thickness does wot exceed 12, and
wwhers mininoum guality mortar Is vsed or exists. Wall height or
Jength is mensured to supporting or resistiog elements that are

at leagt twice ag siiff as the tributary well, Stiffness isbased on «

the gross section, Allowable shear siress may be increased by
the addition of 10 percent of the avial direct stiess due fo the
weight of the wall directly above. Higher-qualify moxar may
provide a greater shear valus and shall be tested in accordunge
with UBC Standard 21-5.

8-805.2 Stonie masonry.

§-805.2.1 Solid-backed stone masvnry. Sions mssonry
solidly backed with brick masonzy shall be trented 45 solid
brick masoiry as described in Section B-805.1 and in the
UCBC, provided sepresentative fegling and Ispection verl~
Heyg solid collar jomfs betwesn stone and brick and that 2
reasonable mumber of stones lap with the brick wythes as
headers or that steel suchors are present. Solid stone
mnsonty where the wythes of stone effectively overlap to
providehs equivelentheader comrses may also be treated ag
solid brick masomy. |

8-805.2.2 Yndependent wyi:he stope masenyy, Sione
masomy with independent face wythes may be treated as
sofid brick masonry e degeribed in Bection 8*865 Jdand the
UCBC, provided represeniative tes&mg and inspection ver-
ify that the cose is esgentially solid in the masenry wall and
that steel ties are epoxisd in drillsd boles betwesn onfer
stone wythes at floors, roof and not to exceed 4 foet (1219
m) on center in each direction, between floors and roof.

§-805.2.3 Testing of stone masoary. Testing of stone

masonry shall be similar to UBC Standard 21-6, sxcept that -

representative stones which are not interlocked shall %)a
pulled outward from the wall and shear avea appropriately ™
calcutatad afler the test,

18
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ARCHALIL MATERIALE AND METHODE OF CONBTRUCYION

8-8035.3 Reconstracted walls, Totally reconstracied walls uti-
Hzing originat brick or masonry, constructed similay to origi-
nal, shall be constructed in accordance with the regular code.
Repairs or infills may be constructed in 4 similar meanner 1 the
original walls without conforming to the regular code.

BECTION 8-806
ADROBE

8-206.1 General. Unburmed cley masonry may be constructed,
reconstructed, stabilized or rehabilitated subject o this chapter,
Alternative zpproaches which provide 'an squivalent or greater
Ievel of safety may be waed, subject to the conenmence of the
enforcing agency,

8-806.2 Protection, Provisions shall be made o protect adobe
structares from moisture and detesioration. The vnreinforesd
adobe shall be maintained in reasonebly pond condition, Par-
ficular sttention shall be given fo moisture content of adobe
walls, Ulnmaintsined or vnstabilized walls or mins shall be
syalusted for safety based on their condition snd stability,
Additional safety measures may be regpired subject to the on-
currence of the enforcing agency.

$-806.3 Requirements. Unreinforced new or existing adebe
walls shall meet the following regquirements, Existing sod or
raommed earth walle shall be considered similar to the exient
these provisions apply. Where existing dimensions do not roest
these condifions, addifional strengtheniog measures may be
required,

1. One-story adobe load-bearing walls shall not exceed a
height-fo-thickness ratio of 6,

Two-story adobe buildings or structwes’ heipht
to-thickness wall refio shall not exceed 5 at the ground
floor and & at the second floor, and shall be meavwred at
floor-to-floor height when the senond floor and attic
ceiling/roof are conpscted to the wall ss described
helow,

2.

shall be evalmated for stebiiity and sochored against
ouvi-ofplaps failore.

. A bond beam or squivalent structiyal element shall be
provided st the top of all adobe walls, and for two-story
buildings at the second floor, The size and configora-
tion of the bond beam shall be designed in each case to
meet the requirements of the existing condilions and
provide an effective brace for the wall, to fie the build-

.ing {ogether and connect the wall to the floor or ropfl

8-806.4 Repair or reconstruction. Repair or resonstruction of
will area mey nilize snstabilized brick or adobe masomy
designed to be compatible with the constiments of the existing
adobe materials,

£-806.5 Shear values, Existing adobs may be allowed a maxt-
mge valus of four pounds per squars inch (27.6 kPa) for shew,
vith no increase for lateral forces.

hY
8-806.6 Mortar. Mortar may be of the same soil composition
as that used in the existing wall, or in new walis asnecessary to
be compntible with the adobe brick.

1%

. Nonload-bearing adobe partitions and pable end walls

497

SECTION B-807
wWooD

8-807.1 Existing wood dinphragms or walls. Bxisting wood
diaphragims orwells of straight or diagonal sheathing shall be
mssigmed shear resistamce values appropriate with the fistences
and materials finctioning in copjunction with the sheaftdng,
The structural survey shall determine fastenor details and spao-
ings and verify s load path through floor constiuction, Shear
vaheg of Tables 8-B-A and §-8-BB.

8-807.2 Wood lath and plaster. Wood lath and plaster walls
and ceilinps may be utilized using the shear values referenced
in Bection 8-807.1.

8-807.3 Existing wood framing. Hxisting wood faming
members mey be assigned allowable siresses conslstent with
codes in effect at the Hme vf construction. Bxisting or new

. replacsment wood framing may be of archaic types originally

uzed if properly reserrched, such as balloon and single wall.
Wood joints such as dovetail and mortise and tenon types may
be used structurally, provided they are well made, Lumber
selected for nse and type need not hear gyade marks, and greater
or lesser species such ag low-level pine and fix, boxwood and
digenons hardwoods and other variations may be used for
specifisconditions whers they were or would have been used.

Wood fasteners such a8 square or tut nails may bensed with
2 maximum increase of 30 percent over wire pails for shear,

SECTION B-808
CONCRETE

8§-808.1 Materialy. Matursl cement copcrets, unreinforped
rubble conerete and similar materials may be utilized wherever
that material is used historcally. Conerete of low strenpth and
with less reinforeemnent than reqmmé by the xagzﬂaz oode may.
yemain in piace, The architect or engineer shall assign appro-
prizte values of strength based on testing of samples of the
maierials. Bond and development lengths shall be determinad
based on historical fxformation or tests. *

B-808.2 Detailing. The archilect or englneer shall carefully
evaluate all deteiling provisions of the repular code which wre
not met and shall consider the boplications of these varistions
on the ultimade pecformance of the stroctre, gmng dize con-
sideration to duetility and reserve shrength.

SECTION 5-309
STEEL AND IRON

The hand-built, untested vse of wronght or black iron, the use
of cast iron or grey iron, andd the myviad of folning methods that
are not specifically allowed by code may be nsed wherever
applicable snd wherever fhey have proven their worth nnder
the congiderable span of years mvolved with most qualified
historfes strueturss, Uplift capacity should be evalvated and
strengihened where necessary. Fixed conditions or midheight
Iateral loads on cast fron colomms that could chnse failars
should be dsken into sccouwst, Existing stouctaral wrought,
ferged steel or grey fron may be asszgnsd the maximom works
ing stress prevalent st the fime of originel constrction.
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SECTION 8810
HOLLOW CLAY TILE ,

“The historical performanes of hollow <lay file in past earth-
guakes shall be carefilly considered in evalustiog walls of
hollow clay file conshruction. Hollow clay tile bearing walls
shall be evaluated and strengthened as appropriate for lateral
loady and thelr ability fo maintain support of geavity loads.
Suitsble protective medsres shall be provided o prevent
blockage of exit staivweays, stairway enclogores, exit ways and
public ways as a result of an sarthguake.

SECTION 8-81t
VENEERS

8-811.1 Terva cotta und ytone. Tema cotts, cast stopk and pat-
ural sfone veneers shall be investigated for the preseace of suit-
able anchorage. Stsel snchors shell be investigated for
deterigration or corrosion. New or supplementsl anchoraps
shall be provided as appropriste.

8-811.2 Anchorage. Brick veneer with mechanical anchorage
at gpacioge grester than regnired by the regular code may
remoain, provided the anchorages have not corroded, Nail
steength in withdrawa! in wood sheathing may be uiilized to s
capaoiiy in accordance with code values.

SECTION 8-812
GLASS AND GLAZING

8-812.1 Glazing subject to human impact. Historical glazing
roaterial Jocated in arsas subject fo human hmpact may be
approved subject o the coneurrence of the enforeing agency
whes alternative protective measures areprovided. Thess mea-
sures may inclode, butnot be Hraftedts, additional plaving pan-
als, protective film, protective geards or systerns, and devices
or signs which wounld provide adeguate public mfety.

2-812.2 Glazing in fire-rated systemy, Sze Section 8-402.3,

2007 CALIFORNIA HISTORICAL BUILDING GODE
488

ARCHAIC MATERIALS AND METHODES OF CONSTRUCTION

17

R



BUILDING INSPECTION COMMISSION (BIC) By

Gavin Newsom
Mayor

. COMVRMISSION

Mzt Marphy
President

Rw?;én Hechanova
Vice President

Kavia Clnch
Frauk Lee
Robin Leviit
Crise Romero
Digbra Walker

Anm Alerne
Seerefary

Vivien L. Day
Director

Department of Building Inspection
1660 Mission Street, San Francisco, California 941032414

A8

January 26, 2010

Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board

Board of Supervisors

City Hall,1 Dr. Carion B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisce, CA 94102-4694

RE: Ordinance (#091113 — Mayor Gavin Newsom() finding 2 compeliing public
policy basis for expediting the processing and review of permits for voluntary
seismic refrofit upgrades of soft-vtory, wood-frame buildings and amending the
Planuning Code, Building Code, Fire Code, and Public Works Code to waive
permit processing fees for the proportionate share of work related to sach
seismic retrofit upgrades; making environmental findings and findings of
congistency with the City’s General Plan and Planning Code Section 101.1. -

Desr Ms. Calvillo:

On January 20, 2010 the Building Inspection Commission held a meeting and heard
public testimony on the proposed ordinance referenced above.,

The Commissioners voted unanimously (7-0) to recommend that the Board of

* Supervisors approve this Ordinance. A copy of the Ordinance is attached

Should you have any questions, please do not hesitate to call me at 558-6164,
Sincerely,
- )

Ann Marie Aberne
Commission Secretary

Attachment

ce: Mayor Gavin Newsom
Supervisor David Chiu _
Alisa Somera, Clerk, Land Use & Economic Development Comm.
Rick Caldeira, BOS
Deputy City Attornsy John Malamut
Director Vivien L. Day
Deputy Director Laurence Kormfield
Gail Johnson, BOS
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Voice (415) 558-6164 - Fax [415) 558-6509
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Gavin Newsom, Mayor

City and County of San Francisco 1
Vivian L. Day, C.B.O,, Director

Depariment. of Bullding Inspeefion

Jasuary 14, 2010 -
: =
| ,“- =
Building fnspection Comsnission & s
1660 Mission Strect = =M
San Francisco, CA 94103 N “iy (2
>zl
L
RE:  Proposed Ordinance File # 051113 23
Selsmic strengthening of soff-story, wood ﬁame: buildings C“’ . Dg, -
B
P
Honorable Members of the Commission: e

At the regular meeting of January 13, the full Code Advisory Camm:ﬁee {CAC) deliberated on a proposed
ordivance (Mayor Newsom File 091113} ﬁﬁdmg & compelling public policy basis for expediting the processing
and review of permits for voluntary seismic retrofit upgrades of soft-story, wsod»ﬁ:me buiiémgs andd amending
the Planuing Code, Building Code, Fire Code, and Public Works Code to waive permit processing fees for the
. proportionate share of work related to such seismic retrofit wupgrades; making environmental findings and
- findings of consistency with the Clity’s General Plan and Planning Code Section 101.1. The CAC voted
unanimously 1o recommend non-support of this ordinancs as written, _
Eey concerns inclade the following:

» The ordinance seems prematurs in that stax;dm}s for this type of retrofit were currently being developed

through the CAPPS program. ‘
» The incentives seemn inadequate to generate desired participation
o The City should help make retrofit project financing options available

The CAC duly forwards this recommendation to the Building Inspection Com;zzigsiun for their further action.

Respectfully submitted,

DBI Technical Services Division
Secretary to the Code Advisory Commities

co:  Vivian L. Day, C.B.0O., Director
Lanrence Komfleld, Depuaty Director
‘Willy Yau, Manager, Technicsl Sexvices Divisien
Ned Fennde, Jr., Chalr, Code Advisory Commitfes
Bill Strawn, Communicetions Manager

Technical Services Division
1660 Mission Strect - San Francizeo CA 94103
Oftice (415} 558-5088 - FAX (415} 558-6686 - www.sfdbl.org

500



City Hall
\ Dr. Carlton B. Goodlet! Place, Room 344

BOARD of SUPERVISORS San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel Wo. §54-5184
Fax No. 5545163 ~< s
; o
TDDITTY No. 554-5327 = o
ey i
. i BN
R & =T m
i ITTT L
October 1, 2000 ey Zeomn
58 =
® 20
@ 3z
File No. 091133  — A
BHl Wycko R4

Environmental Review Officer

Planning Department
1650 Mission Street, 4™ Floor

San Francisco; CA 84103

Dear Mr. Wybko:
On September 15, 2009, Mayor Newsom introduced the foliowing pra;msed

fegislation;
File No, 091113 Ordinance finding a compelling public policy basis for
expediting the processing and review of permits for voluntary seismic retrofit
upgrades of soft-story, wood-frame buiklings and amending the Planning Code
Building Code, Fire Code, and Public Works Code to waive permit processing
faes for the proportionate share of work related {o such seismic retrofit upgrades
making environmental findings and findings of consistency with the City's

General Plan and Planning Code Saction 101.1,
The iegistatimn is being iransmstte»ti to you for environmental review, pursuant to
Planning Code Section.306.7(c). .

Angela Calvillo, Clerk of the Board

Mosls oo

By; Gail Johnson, Committee Clerk
Budget and Finance Commitiee

Attachment
Nannie Turelf, Major Environmental Analysis /ey Aj/g, e A LHE, ﬂ;f{

c: i i,
’ Brett Bollinger, Major Environmental Analysls ‘ f/ d
et o / it kv oY fjﬁﬂ)@’/f )
boveit /5068 (‘ /tf%) £/

Enviropnental Review Refarral
o,
/ J’ Zw?
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SAN FRANCISCO

PLANNING DEPARTMENT

© QOctober 2, 2009

Ms. Angela Calvillo, Clerk

Board of Supervisors

City and County of San Francisco
City Hall, Room 244

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place
San Francisco, CA 94102

Re: Transmittal of Planning Department Case Number 2008.0911T:
Amendments fo the Planning Code Section 355: Soft-Story Seismic Upgrades
Board File Number 09~-1113
Planning Commission Recommendation: Approosl

Dear Ms. Calville,

On October 1, 2009, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”)
conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting to consider the
proposed Ordinance;

The proposed Ordinance would amend Planning Code Section 355 (Permit Application [Fees]), to
exempt the proportionate share of fees if the project involves the voluntary seismic retrofit
upgrades to soft-story, wood-frame buildings.

The proposed zoning changes have been determined to be categorically exempt from
environmental review under the California Environmental Quality Act Section 15060{c)(2).

At the October 1% hearing, the Commission voted to recommend approval of the proposed
Ordinance.

- Please find attached documents relating to the Commission’s action. If you have any questions or
require further information please do not hesitate to contact me.

John Rahaim ey

Director of Planning

Sincerely,

cc: Mayor Newsom

Attachments (one copy of the following):
Planning Commission Resolution No, 17957
Planning Commission Executive Summary for Case No, 2008.0911T

www.sfplanning.org

1650 Mission 5t
Suite 400

San Francisco,
CA 94103-2419

Reteption:
415.558.6378

Fax:
415.558.6409

Planning
Information;
415.558.6377

TN



SAN FRANCISCO

Planning Commission e
= _ San Franclses,

Resolution No. 17957 €A 941032478
HEARING DATE: OCTOBER 8, 2009 Recepton:

#415.556.6378

joct Name: ~ Amy Planni ; Fax |

Project Name. endments to the Planning Code: 1152585000
Planniny

Case Number: 2009.0787T [Board File No. 09-0906) e o ba7]
Infiiated by: Supervisor Chiu / Introduced July 14, 2009 i

Staff Contuct: .Tara Sullivan-Lenane, Legislative Affairs
tarasullivan-lenane@sfgov.org, 415-558-6257

Reviewed By AnMarie Rodgers, Legislative Affairs
: anmarierodgers@fgov.org, 415-558-6393
80-day Deaidline: October 12, 2009

RECOMMENDING THAT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ADOPT AN ORDINANCE THAT
WOULD AMEND PLANNING CODE SECTION 355 (PERMIT APPLICATIONS) TO EXEMPY THE
PROPORTIONATE SHARE OF FEFS THAT INVOLVE THE VOLUNTARY SEISMIC UPGRADE OF
SOFT-STORY, WOOD-FRAME BUILDINGS. :

PREAMBLE

Wheress, on September 15, 2009, Mavor Newsom introduced a proposed Ordinance under Board File
Number 09-1113 that would amend Planning Code Section 355 (Permit Application [Fees]), to exempt the
proporﬁonate'share of fees if the project involves the voluntary seismic retrofit upgrades to soft-story,
wopd-frame buildings; and '

Whereas, on July 8, 2008, Mayor Newsom introduced a proposed Ordinance under Board File Number
08-0956 that would amend Planning Code Section 350 (Fees, General), to exempt the proportionate share
of fees if the project involves the voluntary smsrmc retrofit upgrades to soft-story, wood-frame buildings;
and

Whereas, on September 11, 2008, the San Francisco Planning Commission {hereinafter “Commission”)
conducted a duly noticed public hearing at a r@guiaxly scheduled meeting to consider the proposed
Ordinance; and

Whereas, the proposed Ordinance in BOS File No. 09-1113 is substitute legislation that addresses the
Planning Commission’s concerns, as outlined in Resolution No. 17693, dated Septemiber 11, 2008; and

Whereas, the proposed zoning changes have been determined to be categorically exempt from
environmental review under the California Envirermental Quality Act Section 15060{c)(Z); and

www.sfplanning.org
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Execufive Summary CASE NO. 2008.001T

Hearing Date: October 1, 2009 Soft-Story Seismic Upgrades

Whereas, the Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing
and has further considered written materials and oral testimony presented by Deparimem staff, and other
interested parties; and

Whereas, the all pertinent documents may be found in the files of the Department, as the custodian of
records, at 1650 Mission Street, Sulte 400, San Franciscor and

Whereas, the Commission has reviewed the proposed Ordinance; and

MOVED, that the Commission hereby recommends that the Board of Supervisors recommends approval
of the proposed ordingnee and adopts the attached Draft Resolution fo that effect,

FINDINGS

Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble above, and having heard all testimony and
arguments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows:

1. The Planning Commission e;e*erwhelming supports the need to ensure the safety and welfare of the
people in San Francisco. Seismic upgrades to buildings are essential to meeting these goals.

2. Since the fall of 2008, the Planning Department has been working closely with the Mayor's Office and
with Department of Building Inspection (“DBI”) to strengthen the original Orxdinance. The resulting
proposed Chrdinance reflects all of the proposed modifications recommended by the Planning
Commission in Resolution No. 17693 {see Attachment B).

3. The Planning Code Section that is proposed for amendment has been changed from Section 350 (Fees,
General) to Section 355 (Permit Application [Fees]), due to staff recommendation that this is the more
appropriate Section for the waiver to be lecated.

4. Therefore, the Commission recommends approval of the proposed Ordinance and that the Board of
Supervisors adopt the proposed Ordinance.

5. General Plan Compliance, The proposed Ordinance is, on balance, consistent with the following
Objectives and Policies of the General Plan:

i MLIN 5A)

OBJECTIVE 1: COORDINATION

IMPROVE THE COORDINATION OF CITY PROGRAMS THAT MITIGAGE PHYSICAL
HAZARDS, HELP INDIVIDUAL AND ORGANIZATIONS PREPARE FOR AND RESPOND TO
DISASTERS, AND RECOVER FROM THE IMPACTS OF DISASTERS.

POLICY 1.1
Improve the coordiration of disaster-related programs within City departients.,

SAN FRANEISCS 2
PLANKING

TEPARTIENT
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Executive Summary CASE NO. 2008.08117T
Hearing Date: October 1, 2009 Soft-8tory Seismic Upgrades

The proposed Ordinance will improve the coordination between City agencies that are responsible for the
‘seismic upgrades and safety of buildings in San Francisco.

OBJECTIVE 2 HAZARD MITIGATION

REDUCE STRUCTURAL AND NON-STRUCTURAL HAZARDS TO LIFE SAFETY, MINIMIZE
PROPERTY DAMAGE AND RESULTING S0CIAL, CULTURAL AND ECONIMIC
DISLOCATIONS RESULTING ROM FUTURE DISASTERS.

POLICY 2.6 :
Reduce the earthquake and fire risks posed by older small wood-frame residential buildings

through easily accomplished hazard mitigation measures.

The proposed Ordinance, by incenBvizing voluntary seismic wpgrades fo soft-story, wood-frame buildings,
will veduce the risk of demage to many wood-freme residential buildings in a future earthauake.

1. The proposed rép]ammt project is generally consistent with the eight General Flan priority policies
set forth in Bection 101.7 in that:

A) The existing neighborhood-serving retail uses will be preserved and enhanced and future
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses will be
enhanced: :

The proposed Ordinance will help protect existing neighborhood-seroing vetail uses and
opportunities for employment in or ownership of such businesses by ensuring the seismic stability
of soft-story wood-frame buildings, many of which contain commercinl uses on the ground floor.

B} The existing housing snd neighborheod character will be conserved and protected in
order to preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods:

The pmﬁased Ordinance will protect the unique neighborkood character and housing by ensuring
the seismric stability of soft-story wood-frame buildings.

C) ‘The City’s supply of afferdable housing will be preserved and enhanced:
The proposed Ordinance will have no adverse effects on the City's supply of affordable housing.

) The commuter traffic will not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or
neighborhood parking:

The proposed Ordinance will not result in commuter traffic impeding MUNI transit service or
vverburdening the streets or neighborhood parking,

BAN FRANESSGD ‘ 3
PLANNING DEPARTHIENT
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Executive Summary ' CASE NO. 2008.0911T
Hearing Date: October 1, 2009 Soft-Story Seismic Upgrades

E)

)

G}

)

A diverse economic base will be maintained by protecting our industrial and service
sectors from displacement due to comumercial office development. And future
opportunities for resident employment and ownership in these sectors will be enhanced:

The proposed Ordinance wounld not wdversely affect the industrial or service sectors or future
opportunities for resident employment or cwnership in these sectors.

The City will achieve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss
of life in an earthquake.

The proposed Ordinance's goal is to ensure pre;wedéess against infury and lost of life in an
earthipuake through intentivizing the seisnric stability of soft-story wood-frame buildings.

‘That landmark and historic buildings will be preserved:

The intent and goal of the proposed Qrdinance s o furihef protect and enhance historic buildings,
many of which dare soft-story, wood-frame budldings..

Parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas will be protected from
development:

The proposed Ordinance will not impact the City’s parks and open space..

I hereby certify that the Flanning Comunission ADOPTED the foregoing Resolution on October 1, 2003,

Commission Secretary
AYES: Miguel, Olague, Moore, Sugaya, Antonini, Borden
NAYS:
ABSENT: Lee
ADOPTED: Cetober 1, 2008
)L — 4
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SAN FRANCISCO |
ANNING DE MERNT

' H 1650 Misston 5t.
Executive Summary Jesn s
Planning Code Text Change AN
HEARING DATE: OCTOBER 1, 2008
Reception:
415.558.6378
Project Name: Amendments to the Planning Code: Soft-5tory Seismic Upgrades Faxe
415.550.6400
Case Number: 200809117 [Board File No. 09-1113) S
Initivied by: Mayor Newsom / Introduced September 15, 2009 %Qm?;m:
Staff Contact: Tara Sullivan-Lenane, Legislative Affairs 415.558.6377
_ tara sullivan-lenane@sfgov.org, 413-558-6257
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PLANNING CODE AMENDMENT

The proposed Ordinance introduced by Mayor Newsom would amend Planming Code Section 355
{Fermit Application [Fees]), to exempt the proporticnate share of fees if the project involves the voluntary
seismic retrofit upgrades o soft-story, wood-frame buildings. :

Please note that this legislation is a follow-up to BOS File No. 08-0956, introduced July 8, 2008: Exemption
of Fees for Seismic Work on Soft-Story Wood-Frame Buildings. The Planning Commission reviewed this
Ordinance on September 11, 2008 and recommended approval with modifications.

The Way it ls Now:

The Planning Department charges fees for the review and processing of all permits. This includes
permits for selsmic upgrades to buildings. Currently there are no special requirements for soft-story,
wood-frame buildings.

The Department of Building Inspection (“DBI”) has recently completed the Comxhunity Action Plan for
Seismic Safety (*CAIPS5”), which identified the types of buildings in San Francisco that are most
vulnerable to seismic events and recommended measures to improve the safety of sofe-story, wood-frame
buildings,

Currently there are no formal definitions in the Planning or Building Codes defining what qualifies as a
soft-story wood-frame building,

The Way It Would Be:

The proposed Ordinance would amend Flanning Code Section 355(a) (Permit Application {Fees]) to add
Section (8}, which would waive all fees for seismic upgrade work on soft-story, wood-frame buildings.
This is a voluntary, not mandatory program.

DBY's fees for similar work are also proposed to be waived.

www.sfplanning.org
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Executive Summary CASE NO. 2008.09117
Hearing Date: October 1, 2008 Soft-Story Ssismic Upgrades

REQUIRED COMMISSION ACTION

The proposed Resolution is before the Commission so that it may recommend adophon, rejection, or
adoption with modifications to the Board of Supervisors.

RECOMMENDATION

The Department recommends that the Commission recommend approval of the proposed Resclution and
adopt the atfached Draft Resclution to that effect,

BASIS FOR RECOMMENDATION

The Planning Department overwhelming supports the need fo ensure the safety and welfare of the
people in San Francisco. Seismic upgrades to buildings are essential to meeting these goals.

Since the fall of 2008, the Planming Department has been working closely with the Mayor's Office and
with Department of Building Inspection ("DBI") to strengthen the original Ordinance. The resulting
proposed Ordinance under review reflects zll of the proposed modifications recommended by the
Planning Commission in Resolution No. 17693 (see Attachment B).

The Planning Code Section that is proposed for amendment has been changed from Section 350 {Fees,
General) to Section 355 (Permit Application [Fees]), due to staff recommendation that.this is the more
appropriate Section for the waiver to be located.

Below are issues that the Flarming Commission requested modifications on and how they have been
addressed in the proposed Ordinance:

1. Definition of Soft-5 Wood- Building: The original legislation did not contain a definition
of what qualifies as a soft-story, wood-frame building. The Planning Commission requested that this
be included.

Working from the CAPSS findings, DBI has drafied Administrafive Bulletin AB-094: Definition & Design
Criteria for Yoluntery Seismic Upgrade of Soft-Story, Type V (weod-frame) Buildings, dated May 12, 2008
{See Attachment C), As the title suggests, this document defines what qualifies.ns g soft-story wood-frame
building, retrofit standards that must be met, and the permit processing process.

The definition itself addresses the issues outlined in PC Resolution 17633. It only applics to buildings
constructed priov to 1973; the ground floor {1 story) must have a particular length and conizins openings; the
sectpancy meels certain classes; andfor the building hus been defermined to be structurally unsound in an
eartheuake event.

The Department belicves that this document adequately addresses the concerns of the Planning Convnission,
The definition iz detailed and clear, as are the processes. This Administrative Bulletin is clearly cited in
Planning Code Section 355 as the only type of seismic work that permit fees will be waived.

2. Separate Permitting for Seismic Work on Soft-Story, Wood Frame Buildings: The Commission had
concerns about the procedural aspects of this legislation, A concern about bundling selsmic work
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Execuiive Summary CASE NO. 2008.00117
Hearing Date: October 1, 2009 Soft-Blory Seismic Upgrades

was raised which would make it difficult for the Department to determine which aspects of the
project needed fee walvers,

The Depariment hus worked with DBI to ensure that il seismic work under this Ordinance will be applied for
separately from all other work. Typically most seismic upgrades will not be routed to Planning, as they tend to
consist of interior alterations only. Howsver, should there be exterior muodifications or impacts to the building,
Plarming will have to review the perntit and watve ol fees assovinted with this review. DBI's assurance to the
Mayor's Office and the Planning Department that soft-story, wood-frame seismic work will be applied for
separately alleviates these coneerns.

In sum, the Planning Department supports the proposed Ordinance and encourages the Commission to
recommend approval of the proposal,

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW

The proposal o amend Planning Code Section 355 (Permit Application [Fees]) would result in no
physical impact on the environment, The proposed amendment is exempt from environmental review
under Section 15060(c){2) of the CEQA Guidelines.

PUBLIC COMMENT

As of the date of this report, the Planning Department has received no letiers in support or epposition to
the proposal from the public.

RECOMMENDATION: Recommend of Approval
Attachments: .

Exhibit A Draft Planning Commission Resolution
Exhibit B: Planning Comunission Resolution No. 17893

Exhibit C Draft Bulletin AB-084, Definition & Design Criterin for Voluntary Sefsmic Upgrade of Soft-
Story, Type V (wood-frame} Buildings, dated May 12, 2009 ‘
Exhibit D Draft Board of Supervisors Ordinance

Bal FRARCESD 3
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-SAN FRANCISCO
PLANNING DEPARTMENT

Planning Commission Resolution No. 17693 %™

HEARING DATE: SEPTEMBER 11, 2008 San Franciseo,
CA 34143-2479
i _ Reteption;
Project Name: Amendments to the Flanning Code: Soft-Story Seismic Upgrades 415550, 6378
Fa:
Case Number; 2008.09117 [Board File No. 08-(956] 415.5508.6408
Initiated ty: Mayor Newsom / Introduced July 8, 2008 , )
Staff Contacl: Tara Sullivan-Lenane, Legislative Affairs ‘ m:
tara sullivan-lenane@sfgov.org, 415-558-6257 4155585377
Recommendation: Recommend Approval with Modifications

RECOMMENDING THAT THE BOARD OF SUPERVISORS ADOPT AN ORDINANCE WITH
MODIFICATIONS THAT WOULD AMEND PLANNING CODE SECTION 350 (FEES, GENERAL}
TO EXEMPT THE PROPORTIONATE SHARE OF FEES AND TO URGE THE PLANNING
DEPARTMENT TO EXPEDITE THE REVIEW OF PROJECTS THAT INVOLVE THE VOLUNTARY
SEISMIC UPGRATDIE OF SOFF-STORY, WOOD-FRAME BUILDINGS.

PREAMBLE

Whereas, an july 8, 2008, Mayor Newsom introduced a proposed Ordinance under Board File Number
08-0956 that would amend Planning Code Section 350 (Fees, General), to exempt the proportionate share -
of fees if the project involves the voluntary seismic retrofit upgrades to soft-story, wood-frame buildings;
and

Whereas, on September 11, 2008, the San Francisco Planning Commission (hereinafter “Commission”)
conclucted a duly noticed public hearing at a regularly scheduled meeting to consider the proposed

Ordinance;

Whereas, the proposed zoning changes have been determined to be categorically exempt from
envirormental review under the California Environmental Quality Act Section 15860(c)2); and

Whereas, the Commission has heard and considered the testimony presented to it at the public hearing
and has further considered written materials and oral testimony presented by Department staff, and other

interested parties; and

Whereas, the all pertinent documents may be found in the files of the Department, as the custodian of
records, at 1650 Mission Street, Suite 400, San Francisco; and

Whereas, the Commission has reviewed the proposed Ordinance; and

www. sfplanning.org
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Executive Summary CASE NO. 2008.0911T
Hearing Date: September 11, 2008 Soft-Story Seismic Upgrades

MOVED, that ile Commission hereby recommends that the Board of Supervisors recommends approval
of the proposed Resolution with Modifications and adopts the attached Draft Resolution to that effect.

FINDINGS

Having reviewed the materials identified in the preamble abéve, and having heard all testimony and
argurments, this Commission finds, concludes, and determines as follows:

1. The Planning Commission overwhelming supports the need to ensure the safety and welfare of the
people in San Francisco. Seismic upgrades to buildings are essential to meeting these goals.

2. However, the proposed Ordinance could be strengthened to better meet the goals of Executive
Directive 08-07 (Seismic Strengthening of Soft Story Buildings) and to provide dlarity and cerkainty to
the public and for the Departments that will review these permits.

3. Below are issues and modifications that the Commission recommends be addressed in the proposed
Ordinance;

a. Definiiion of Soft-5tory, Wood-Frame Building: Currenily there is no definition of what
gualifies as a soft-story, wood-frame building in the proposed Ordinance, nor any reference
to DBI's definition. A definiion is needed in this Ordimance and in the Planning Code
amendment. However, DBF's definition is not completely flushed out. 'The Commission has
two concerns with DBI's defindtion:

b.

SAN FRANDISCO
PLANKING

i.

Typically soft-story, wood-frame buildings” weak points are the ground floor, where

the commercial space(s) and/or garage openings are located, and all foundational
supports beneath it The definition should include specifics about the structural

issues of this building type. The Commission would prefer that enly the areas of a

building that are most susceptible to seismic issues — the ground floor {and basement

if applicable) and associated foundation - be included in the definition only.

The CAPSS survey {which will be completed in January 2009) is focusing solely on

larger wood-frame buildings that are 3 stories or higher and have 5 residential units

or more. Not all of the buildings they are surveying contain commercial uses on the
ground floor. These criteria may need to be folded into the definition of soft-story,
wood-frame building, ‘

Separate Permitting for Seismic Work on Soft-Story, Woeod Frame Buildings: Although the
proposed Ordinance directs City agencies to expedite and waive fees "for projects that include
seismic strengthening,” the Ordinance should require that the permit application has only the
seismic upgrade as its scope of work. This clarification is necessary for several reasons:

i,

ii.

If seismic upgrades are a part of a larger project, it may be difficult for the Planning
Department to accurately access the amount of fees that would be exempt.

If seismic upgrades are a part of a larger project (but the upgrades themselves are
only a small component of the project) that requires multiple Planning entitlements,
or a 30-day notice under Section 311/312 of the Code, or simply requires a more

DEPLNTMENT 2
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Executive Summary CASE NO. 2008.0911T

Hearing Date: September 11, 2008

€.

il

Soft-Story Seismic Upgrades

" thorough planning review, the proposed Ordinance would require the Planning

Department 1o ‘expedite’ the entire project. The Commission sees this as an
fnadvertent Toophole’ where a project sponsor could take advantage of the permit
review process.

The Commission suggests that seismic upgrades be applied for separately from any
other work on a building, This will allow a project sponsor/contractor to treat it all
as a single project in terms of economics, construction timing, inspections, etc., but
that way the Cit)} can cull out non-seismic costs for separate assessment. The project

‘sponsor should not be able to take advantage of reduced fees for work that is beyond

the scope of seismic upgrades.

For the Directive to work most efficiently, (regarding expediting & fee reduction), it should
include only the applications on buildings that meet the soft-story, wood building definition,

Regmxmgg;g} 20 mc:!ude Rh 1{,‘3‘} and RH-2 fD gjk;w for tanci

a_narrower garage openipg and betler seismic strengibhening, Any modxfma;:;x.ms to thzs samen

should apply only in cases where voluntary seismic upgrades are occurring (i.e., tandem parking
could only be approved if it was coupled with seismic upgrades).

Therefore, the Commission recommends approval of the proposed Ordinance with modifications and

that the Board of Supervisors pass the proposed Ordinance.

6. General Plan Compliance. The proposed Ordinance is, on balance, consistent with the following
CObjectives and Policies of the General Plan:

L COMMUNITY SAFETY

OBJECTIVE L COORDINATION

IMPROVE THE COORDINATION OF CITY PROGRAMS THAT MITIGAGE PHYSICAL
HAZARDS, HELP INDIVIDUAL AND ORGANIZATIONS PREPARE FOR AND RESPOND TO
DISASTERS, AND RECOVER FROM THE IMPACTS OF DISASTERS.

FOLKCY 1.1

Improve the coordination of disaster-related programs within City departments..

The proposed Qrdinance will improve the coprdination between Cily agencies that are responsible for the
seismic upgrades and safety of buildings in San Francisco,

OBJECTIVE 2: HAZARD MITIGATION

REDUCE S5TRUCTURAL AND NON-STRUCTURAL HAZARDS TO LIFE SAFETY, MINIMIZE
FROPERTY DAMAGE AND RESULTING 5CCIAL, CULTURAL AND ECONIMIC
DISLOCATIONS RESULTING ROM FUTURE DISASTERS.

SAk FRANCISLD
PLANMNIN
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Executive Summary CASE NO. 2008.0911T
Hearing Date: September 11, 2008 Sofit-Story Seismic Upgrades

1.

SANFR
P

POLICY 2.6
Reduce the earthquake and fire risks posed by older small wood-frame residential buildings
through easily accomplished hazard mitigation measures.

The proposed Ordinance, by incentivizing voluntary seismic upgrades to soft-story wood-frame buildings,
will reduce the risk of damage to many wovd-frame residential buildings in a future earthquake.

The proposed replacement project is generally consistent with the eight General Plan priority policies
set forth in Section 101.1 in that:

Ay

B)

O

D)

E)

F)

ANCISCO

The existing neighborhood-serving retail uses will be preserved and enhanced and future
opportunities for resident employment in and ownership of such businesses will be
enhanced:

The proposed Ordinance will help protect existing neighborhood-serving retail uses and
opportunilies for employment in or ownership of such businesses by ensuring the seismic stability

of soft-story woed-frame buildings, many of which contain commercial uses on the ground floor,

The existing housing and neighborhood character will be conserved and protected in
order to preserve the cultural and economic diversity of our neighborhoods:

The proposed Ordinance will protect the unique neighborhood character and housing by ensuring
the seismic stability of soft-story wood-frame buildings.

The City’s supply of affordable housing will be preserved and enhanced:
The proposed Ordinance will have no adverse effects on the City's supply of affordable housing.

The commuter traffic will not impede MUNI transit service or overburden our streets or
neighborhood parking:

The proposed Ordinance will not resull in commuter traffic impeding MUNI transit service or
overburdening the streets or neighborhood parking.

A diverse economic base will be maintained by pretecting our industrial and service
sectors from displacement due to commercial office development. And future
opportunities for resident employment and ownership in these sectors will be enhanced:

The proposed Ordinance would not adversely affect the industrial or service sectors or future
opportunities for resident employment or ownership in these sectors.

The City will achjeve the greatest possible preparedness to protect against injury and loss
of life in an earthquake,

LANNING DEPARTMENT 4
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Executive Summary ' CASE NO. 2008.0971T
Hearing Date: September 11, 2008 Soft+-Story Seismic Upgrades

The proposed Oridinance’s goal is to ensure preparedness against infury and lost of life in an
carthguake through intentivizing the seismic stability of soft-story wood-frame buildings,

G) That landmark and historic buildings will be preserved:

The intent and goal of the proposed Ordinance is to further protect and enhance historic buildings,

mary of whick are soft-story, wood-frame buildings.,

H) Parks and open space and their access to sunlight and vistas will be protected from
development:

The proposed Ordinance will not impact the Cily’s parks and open space..
I hereby certify that the Planning Commission ADOPTED the foregoing Resolution on September 11,

AV

Linda Avery Toe
Comrnission Secretary

AYES: Olague, Antonini, B, Lee, Suguya, Moeore, Borden
NAYS:
ABSENT: Miquel

ADOPTED:  September 11, 2008

SAN FRANCISCH '
PLENNING SEPARTMENT
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CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

Cile 041113

AL (Do log:)
OFFICE OF THE CONTROLLER “ " 'Bén Rosentield
Controller
Monique Zmuda
Deputy Controller
January 11, 2010
=
The Honorable Board of Supervisors < e @
City and County of San Francisco = LT
Room 244, City Hall &, 2 m
- ”1923 o
Angela Calvillo — %ﬁ%, m
Clerk of the Board of Supervisors m: R 1l
Room 244, City Hall oy il
L [y U
o et
a3

Re: Office of Economic Analysis Impact Report for File Number 091113

Dear Madam Clerk and Members of the Board:

The Office of Economic Analysis is pleased to present you with its economic impact report on file number
091113, “Seismic strengthening of soft-story, wood-frame buildings.” If you have any questions about this

report, please contact me at (415) 554-5268.

Best Regards,

Ted Egan
Chief Economist

cc Alisa Somera, Committee Clerk, Land Use and Economic Development Committee
415-554-7500 City Hall = 1 Dr. Carlton B, Goodlett Plg::(sa » Room 316 = San Francisco CA 941024694 FAX 415-554-7466
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Voluntary Seismic Strengthening of
Soft-story, Wood-frame Buildings:
Economic Impact Report

Controller’s Office of Economic Analysis
January 8, 2010
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Introduction

e The proposed legislation is intended to encourage
voluntary seismic retrofit upgrades for soft-story,
wood-frame buildings through specified permit fee
waivers, permit expediting, and exemption from
future mandatory seismic upgrades for 15 years.

» Department of Building Inspection (DBI), Planning

~ and Fire Department pian review fees, and
Department of Public Works (DPW) sidewalk
encroachment fees would be waived for work relating
to seismic strengthening.
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Past Volume of Voluntary Seismic Retrofits
#of |

Year Ratrofits . - .
7585 3 * The number of voluntary seismic retrofits
1901 o performed each year has been low,
s ranging from 3 to 143 building permit
oo o applications per year, with a 20-year
e *:fi average of about 40 per year, per DBI.
o ji e The relatively few voluntary seismic
o > - retrofits suggests a low cost-benefit
o o perception among private property owners,
2006 . » The legislation seeks to increase this
2007 e voluntary retrofit volume through limited
we incentives. |

Average 0

Roter hieiudes only vokintary

gelsmic refrofits for all buiding

types: relrolis done i coniunclion

with other work ars excluded,
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Economic Impact Factors

e Potential increase in the number of seismic retrofits,
which could result in:

— More construction activity in the near-term (though less in
the long-term) |

— Reduced damage to structures, leading to reduced casualties
and property savings in the long-term.

o City cost of lost fee revenue to affected departments.
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 Estimating Number of Retrofits:
verage Seismic Retrofit Cost

Werage -
R ; e

, Single Family 51,000 $26,000 1.0 $26,000
Multifarmily 27,000 $21,600 . 5.1 \
Weighted Average (4) 78,000 $55,500

Footnotes focated at the end of the document,

_yf' - Py '/,...,.,N\



125

Estimating Number of Retrofits:
Pass-through to Tenants

e The Residential Rent Ordinance (Administrative Code Section
37.7 (c)(4) and (5)) stipulates how voluntary capital
improvement costs are passed-through to residential tenants:

~ For buiidings with 5 or fewer units, a landlord is allowed to pass-through
100% of capital costs, including interest, based on a 20-year amortization
schedule. The maximum annual rental increase to tenants in these buildings
is 5% of base rent or $30, whichever is greater.

— For buildings with 6 or more units, 50% of capital costs (plus interest) may
be passed-through, based on amortizing the costs over 10 years, with a
maximum annual rent increase of 10% of base rent or $30, whichever is
greater.

e Under current law, 100% of mandatory capital improvement
costs may be passed on to tenants.

o For purposes of this analysis, it is assumed that on average 50%
of multifamily retrofit costs are passed-through.
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Estimating Number of Retrofits: Average

'Owner Be—neﬁts Equal 48% of Costs

Retrofit Benefit - Average Dollar Loss Avoided per Building

Retrofit Benefit per Building - Damage Avoided (14)
x Adjustment for Annual Earthquake Probability (15)

$126,600
0.74%

= Annual Benefit per Building
Discounted Benefit per Building - Loss Avcided (16)

Refrofit Benefil - Rental Income Foregone/Relocation Cost for Red-Tagged Buildings
+ Average discounted income {oss/displacement cost per building {17}

= Combined struciural éémage avoided and rental income/relocation cost (fotal benefit)

Average Retrofit Cost Per Building (net of fee waiver and 50% passthrough on
multifamily) (18)

Discounted Benefit as % of Refrofit Costs

$938
$13,387

$3,707

$17,0094

$35,504
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Estim’ating Number of Retrofits:

Fee Waiver as Percent of Cost

Single Family a 3 18,000
. DBI - Plan Review Fees

Planning - Permit Review Fees

Fire - Plan Review Fees.

DPW - Sidewalk Encroachment Fee

Estimated Average Fees Waived per Building
Fee as % of Total Cost

Multifamily ‘ $ 82,000

DBIl-Plan Review Fees

Planning - Permit Review Fees

Fire - Pian Review Fees

DPW - Sidewalk Encreachiment Fee

Estimated Average Fees Waived per Building
Fee as % of Total Landiord Cost

Average Fee Eﬁiscount as % of Costs (9)

£E LY BFS KF

1486
2,613
685
358

100%
10%
5%
50%

R B h o5

591
2.3%

1,488
261
34
180

1,961
3.5%
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Estimating Number of Retrofits: |
Impact of Fee Waiver on Retrofit Demand

» Elasticity measures change in
demand resulting from a change in

cost.
s SR A ST e e e et e .a. i <, 11
Retrofit Cost Discount Due to Fee Waiver (10) 2.7% - ?;‘t? 0‘32 tfi’g‘;’?i the!: Rgf‘?éym?dﬁi to
o : estma e alasticy ¢
x Eia%tmity of Demanc% () ..._...___(_}.f?..u demand by caiculating the percent
= Estimated Increase in retrofits 1.2% change in construction industry
o demand resulting from & percent
x Average Annual Voluntary Seismic Retrofits (12) 40 change in Cegsticggon Ce‘;t
= Estimated Increase in # of Buildings Retrofitted 0.5 o
x Average Cost per Retrofit (13) $55,500 ~  The resulting elasticity of demand is
approximately .45, meaning that for
= Total Retrofit Spending per Year $27,000 aif.h 2. 7% ég,:gne in Ccmﬁt%uctm

costs, demand will increase by about
1.2%, as shown.

-~ This elasticity factor is used in the
analysis to estimate the increase in
" retrofits resulting from the 2.7% price
discount associated with the
legisiation. ‘
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Economic Impact: Loss of Fee Revenue to
Affected Departments

DBI- Plan Review Fees $ $ 857
Planning - Permit Review Fees § 855 5% & 43
Fire - Plan Review Fees $ 415 3% § 10
DPW - Sidewalk Encroachment Fee $ 359 50% § 180
Estimated Average Fees Waived per Year $ 1,090

10
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Conclusions

A broad set of interests — property owners, tenants, and the City
itself — are affected by the soft-story retrofit issue.

This legislation attempts to stimulate retrofitting by mﬂuencmg
the property owner’s private interest.

During the last 20 years, there have been relatively few
voluntary seismic retrofits—about 40 per year.

The proposed fee waiver is a small incentive, amounting to
2.7% of total cost.

This is not expected to significantly increase the number of
voluntary retrofits.

Because property owner costs outweigh the their private
benefits from retrofitting - even when a significant pass-through
of costs to tenants is factored in — a more comprehensive
approach may be necessary to accelerate retrofitting.

11
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Appendix A - Estimated Relocation Cost/Foregone
Income Calculation- Buildings Red Tagged in Earthquake
Multifamily
Average Contract RentUnitMonth (20} $1,262
X Average Units per Mullifamily Building 514
= Potertial Gross income per Building {per month) $6,491
- Qperating Expenses (35%) _ (52,272}
= Annueal Net Income Loss per Red-Tagged Bullding $50,633
x Annual probability of quake (15} 0.74%
= Annual potential loss based on probability of quake 3375
Discounted Loss per Building per Year (21) $5,354
X Average Downtime (years) (22} , 14
= Average discounted income loss per building impacied 37,585
x % Bulldings Impacted {23} 55%
= Average discounfed income loss par bullding $4,172
Single-Family
Average displacement cost per vear {24) $42,000
X Annual probability of guake {15) 0.74%
= Annual potential loss based on probability of quake $311 .
Discounted Loss per Year (21) $4.,441
x Average Downtime (years) (22) 1.4
= Average discounted displacement loss per bullding impacted $6,202
x % Buildings Impacted {23) 55%
= Average discounted relocation cost per building $3.460
Weignted Average Relocation/income Loss - All Buildings '

13
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Appendix B - Footnotes

(1)

(4}
- {5

(6)

7
®)

Source: Applied Technology Council (ATC), the lead consuitant on the Community Action Plan for Seismic Safety
(CAPSS) team. Inventory is based on ATC field survey and review of Assessor's parcel data. Soft story generally
means significant ground floor openings {i.e., doors, windows) on one or more sides of the building. See Department of
Building Inspection (DBI) Administrative Bulletin AB-094, May 2009 for complete definition.

Based on Retrofit Scheme 3 in CAPSS "Here Today-Here Tomomow" report dated February 19, 20609, This retrofit
scenario consists of installing plywood sheer panels and cantilevered steel columns. Includes direct costs plus
indirect costs (such as for architecture and engineering, financing, etc.), estimated at 35% of direct cosis.

Cost per multifamnily building adjusted from figures in CAPSS report because the study focused on buildings with 5+
units (with an average density of 10.4 units per building), whereas the legislation includes all multifamily buildings.
Muitifamily per-building retrofit cost is based on awerage of 5.1 units per building, per Assessor's Office data and review
of building survwey data from ATC.

Weighted average based on soft story building inventory.

Costs for multifamily retrofits will be split between landlords and tenants. This analysis assumes 50% of costs are

" passed through to tenants, on average.

Average direct retrofit costs (excluding 35% indirect cosis), the hasis the City uses to calculate fees, are estimated at
$16,000 per unit for multifamily, and $19,000 for single-family.

Based on each departmeht‘s fee schedule and calculations from DBf's help desk. DPW sidewalk fee based on
minimum fee for a 1 month permit with 25' of frontage for single-family, and 2 menths for multifamily.

Estimated percent of retrofits requiring specified fee, based on discussion with DB, Planning, and DPW staff. Fire
Department plan check only applies to buildings with 3 or more units, therefore no fee is assumed for single family
uses. Further, DBI staff indicated that Fire plan review is rarely triggered for seismic work by itself, thus only §% of
muitifamily buildings are assumed to require Fire Department pian review. Planning staff Indicated that Planning review
would only be triggered if changes are made to the exterior of a building or if the building is a historic landmark. The
Planning Department estimated that no single family units would require plan review, and that 5-10% of multifamily
units could require Planning revew.

14
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- Appendix B — Footnotes (continued)

() Fee discount weighted by the number of soft story bulldings by property type. Multifamily fee discount assumes 50%
of costs arg passed through to tenants; percentage discount calculated only on building owners cost (50%).

{10} See Slide 7.

{11} Estimated based on REMI (Regional Economic Models Ing.) moede! run of the impact on construction demand
resulting from changes in construction costs,

{12) Average annual voluniary retrofits during past 20 years, per DBL See Slide 3.

{13} See Slide 5.

{14} Based on dollar loss awided under retrofit scenario 3 compared with no refrofit. Estimates based on 1/12/2000 SPA
Risk LLC technical report Table 5, the results of which are summarized in the 2/19/08 CAPSS report, Table 5. Loss
estimates of damage were made by SPA Risk ulilizing an adaptation of FEMA's HAZUS model, Estimates based on
7.2 magnitude earthquske on the San Andreas Fault. The damage loss sstimaie for a 6.5 magnitude eathquake on
the 8an Andreas produced similar cost savings on a per unit basis between the as-is and retrofit scheme 3. Figure
shown represents weighted awrage benefit per bullding, based on soft story inventory by building type.

{15} The USGSE sstimates there is 3 8.4% probability of a 7.2 or greater magnitude earthquake on the San Andreas Fault In
the next 30 vears, Further, there is an approximately 20% chance of a 6.7 magnituds queke impacting San Francisco
in the next 30 years. Per USGS information and discussions with CAPSS team members, a 8.7 or larger quake is the
threshold of shaking resulting in more significent building damage. Figure shown is annual probability based on the 30-
year projection of a 8.7 magnitude quake. Source: USGS, based upon Working Group on Califormia Eartthguake
Probabilities, 2008, The Uniform Catifornia Earthquake Rupture Forecast, 2 (UCERF 2.

(18} Present value of annual benefit after adjusting for annual probability of sarthquake, discounted at 7.0%.

{17) Awerage discounted Income loss/relocation cost per bullding, considering red-1ag building losses awided by retrofitting
compared to as-s, adiusted for sarthquake probability. Ses Appendix A,

{18) see Slide 5 for cost estimates, Estimates are net of permit review fee waiver under proposed legislation. In addition, it
is assumed that 50% of multifamily costs are passed-through fo tenants. The retrofit cost ghown reflect only those
costs borme by the landlord.
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* Appendix B — Footnotes (continued)

Estimated increase in retrofit spending reguliing fom legislation, See Slide &

Average 2008 coniract rent per US Census, American Community Suney,

Met present value {at 7% discount rate} of potential monthly loss during 100 year projection perivd.

Average down time before bullding is repaired or replaced. The awerage was calculated based on the difference in the
damage state {red w. yellow tag) of buildings after a seismic ewent in the as-is compared with retrofit Scenario 3, per
CAFPSS 2/09 report, Table 2. _

Per CAPSS 2/09 repori, Table 2, the % of red-tagged buildings projected in the as-is scenario, Loss calculated only
on these buildings. '

Based on combination of average market rents per RealFacts for larger {2+ bedroom) units, and average Morthem
Caiifornia hotel daily rates. No adjustment ic price of lodging due o potential diminished supply post-quake is
censidered in the analysis.
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