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Edwin M. Lee, Mayor

City and County of San Francisco
Tom C. Hui, S.E., C.B.O., Director

Department of Building Inspection

November 29, 2016

Mr. Denis F. Shanagher, Partner
Duane Morris LLP

Spear Tower

One Market Plaza, Suite 2200
San Francisco, CA 94105-1127

Via E-mail: dfshanagher@duanemorris.com

Dear Mr. Shanagher:

Please transmit a copy of all monitoring data obtained to date by Patrick Shires through his
geotechnical investigation at 301 Mission Street to DBI Principal Engineer Hanson Tom by
December 1, 2016. As you know, Mr. Shires agreed in his September 29, 2016, letter to
Director Hui to provide such reports on a monthly basis. To date DBI has not recelved any of
the promised monthly monitoring reports.

Thank you for offering to have Mr. Shires come to DBI to discuss the status of his geotechnical
investigation, preliminary findings, and other data and findings related to building safety on
December 14 at 10 a.m. We will schedule the meeting for the proposed date and time at DBI.
Please note that a meeting or meetings, while useful, do not take the place of the promised
monthly written reports.

Thank you in advance for your much-appreciéted continuing efforts to work cooperatively with
the Department of Building Inspection on its 301 Mission Street investigations.

Sincerely,

Ty O e

Tom C. Hui, S.E., C.B.O.
Director

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR
1660 Mission Street — San Francisco CA 94103
Office (415) 558-6131 — FAX (415) 558-6225
Email: Tom.Hui@sfgov.org




Member, Board of Supervisors

District 3 City and County» of San Francisco

'AARON PESKIN

November 16, 2016

Professor Jack P. Moehle

Civil and Environmental Engineering -
University of California Berkeley

775 Davis Hall, Berkeley CA

Dear Prof. Moehle:

Thank you for your initial willingness to participate in tomorrow’s hearing at the Government
Audit and Oversight Committee. As you know, the details of the review and approval process of
both the 80 Natoma and 301 Mission projects have profound implications not only for the safety
and habitability of existing high-rises in our downtown core, but also for future developments in
this seismically vuinerable area.

I understand that you are no longer willing to attend the hearing. As | relayed to you in our
phone conversation earlier this week, | have directed our City Attorney to draft legislation
allowing the Board of Supervisors to subpoena you and any related documents in your
possession relative to the 80 Natoma and 301 Mission projects, including correspondence with
peer review panelists, as a result.

| believe that your institutional knowledge of both of these projects, as well as your familiarity
with the civil and environmental engineering requirements necessary to ensure state-of-the-art
building standards are critical for the City to consider as we move forward with our own policy
reforms.

[ hope that you will reconsider the valuable role that you can play in assisting the City with these
reforms, and | look forward to eventually working with you toward that end.

Best, ,

Qo ML

Aaron Peskin
San Francisco Supervisor
District 3

City Hall e ! Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place e Room 244 « San Francisco, California 94102-4689 e (415) 554~7450
Fax (415) 554 - 7454 o« TDD/TTY (415) 554-5227 e E-mail: aaron.peskin@sfgov.org




Member, Board of Supervisors

District 3 City and County of San Francisco

AARON PESKIN

November 16, 2016

Tom C. Hui

Department of Building Inspection, Director

~ 1660 Mission Street, Sixth Floor

San Francisco, CA 94103

CC: William Strawn; Lily Madjus; Erica Major

Dear Director Hui,

Thank you again for your cooperation thus far in the ongoing hearings on San Francisco
building standards in seismic zones, as well as the specific safety review process for the 301
Mission Street project, otherwise known as the Millennium Tower.

In preparation for tomorrow’s hearing, | wanted to follow up on any progress that the
Department of Building Inspection (DBI) has made relative to securing and compiling relevant
documents from key points in the 301 Mission vetting and approval process.

| have reviewed a screen shot of a revised January 2006 letter written by Hardip Pannu, one of
the experts tapped to review the structural safety of the 301 Mission project. A reference to
correspondence dated August 30, 2005 is included therein, but this 2005 correspondence is not
included in the previous data dumps that you have transmitted, to the best of my knowledge.
Please produce this or explain its absence.

| am curious as to why there is no documentation that DBI formally retained the services of
either Mr. Pannu or Professor Moehle specifically as peer review panelists (as opposed to
consultants) or any documentation delineating their anticipated scope of work. 1 am also
curious as to why there is no letter confirming that DBI engineer Hanson Tom directed or
requested peer review panelists Mr. Pannu and Professor Moehle to include the Transbay
project in their review and analysis, as indicated in Mr. Pannu’s January 2006 revision of the
August 30, 2005 letter? By way of understanding the review timeline, please explain whether
Mr. Pannu and Professor Moehle were hired before or after they did work for DeSimone
Consulting Engineers?

Finally, | am still waiting for the four volume foundation permit application for the 301 Mission
project, dated May 24, 2005 and prepared by DeSimone Consulting Engineers for the
Department of Building Inspection, referencing Project 4069. At our last hearing, we touched on
. the practice of keeping original hard copies of key documents like permits, charge letters and
permit applications, much like marriage or business license applications. | wanted to confirm in
writing what the Department’s practice has been with respect to these documents and whether
or not you have retained the actual letters themselves, as required.

City Hall e 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place « Room 244 e San Francisco, California 94102-4689 e (415) 554-7450
Fax (415) 554 - 7454 « TDD/TTY (415) 554-5227 e E-mail: aaron.peskin@sfgov.org




Please let my staff know if we can expect these documents or written responses to these
questions within the next week.

Thank you again for your cooperation,

G L.

Aaron Peskin
San Francisco Supetrvisor
District 3




Edwin M. Lee, Mayor
-Tom C. Hui, S.E., C.B.0., Director

City and County of San Francisco
Department of Building Inspection

MEMORANDUM
DATE: October 31, 2016
TO: ‘ Naomi Kelly, City Administrator

FROM: M(»Wﬁm C. Hui, S.E., C.B.O.
Director

SUBJECT: 301 Nission Peer Review

Given the many questions Supervisor Peskin directed to DBI at last Friday’s hearing on when we
may be able to inform him that we have the technical peer review experts onboard we need for
the independent peer review work, | am writing to ask you to expedite this process.

Even if we might be able to recruit immediately only some of the peer review expertise fields, |
urge you to move forward so that we might begin, for example, review of at least some building
safety aspects of the newly-released Hamburger Report. Perhaps the first thing we can get the
peer reviewers to do —once they are on contract with the City — is to focus on what they need to
reach an initial conclusion about general building safety (vs. imminent public safety threat), and
focus their first efforts on this.

While | do understand the complexities involved, and the time these types of consultant
contracts can take, | do hope we can speed up this process ASAP — and let the Supervisors
know as soon as we have a definite date.

Thank you, as always, for your support and assistance.

~cc.  Mayor Ed Lee

President London Breed and Members of the Board of Supervisors
Department of Emergency Management Director Anne Kronenberg
Ron Tom, Assistant Director

Ed Sweeney, Deputy Director, Permit Services

Dan. Lowrey, Deputy Difector, Inspection Services

Taras Madison, Deputy Director, Administrative Services

Hanson Tom, Principal Engineer

Gary Ho, Structural Engineer

Lily Madjus, Communications Officer

William Strawn, Legislative and Public Affairs Manager

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR
1660 Mission Street — San Francisco CA 94103
Office (415) 558-6131 — FAX (415) 558-6225
Email: Tom.Hui@sfgov.oryg



Edwin M. Lee, Mayor
Tom C. Hui, S.E., C.B.O., Director

City and County of San Francisco
Department of Building Inspection

October 27, 2016

Angus McCarthy

President, Building Inspection Commission
1660 Mission Street, Suite 600

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear President McCarthy and Members of the Commission:

Per the discussion at l‘ast week’s regular Building Inspection Comm'ission meeting, where you
requested more details on what DBI has been doing to address the settlement issues at 301
Mission Street, please note the following: : :

Generally, as you know, DBI's overall mission is to oversee the effective, efficient, fair and safe
enforcement of the City and County of San Francisco’s Building, Housing, Plumbing, Electrical
and Mechanical Codes, along with Disability Access regulations, as applied to the more than
200,000 residential and commercial buildings in the City. Through a long-established complaint
process, any San Francisco citizen can contact DBI with a concern, which may trigger an
immediate inspection of any alleged building code violation and related life safety hazards.

Our housing code protects renters and homeowners from a wide range of reported habitability
issues. Our building safety work includes responding to structural integrity and imminent public
safety hazards from possible structure collapse following severe fires, as well as being among
~the City's ‘First Responders’ following an earthquake and/or natural disaster.

In addition to these broad building safety responsibilities, DBI's core services includes oversite of
building code compliance through three specific activities: (1) to review plans and designs
developed and stamped by licensed, registered architects and engineers hired by project
sponsors for compliance with building code provisions in effect at the time the plans are
submitted for review; (2) to conduct site inspections to verify that the performance of

construction work is in accordance with approved plans; and (3) to address code compliance
issues raised through complaints submitted by San Francisco residents.

301 Mission Street’'s Building Permit Process (2002-2009)

DBI provided a careful and thorough review of the 301 Mission Street building’s permit
application from 2002 to 2005, checking to ensure that the plans conformed to the requirements
of the 1998-2001 San Francisco Building Code — the code in effect at the time the original
project application was filed at DBI. This project consisted of a 12-story mixed-use building, tied
to a 58-story concrete tower of more than 400 residential condo units, with a mat-slab foundation
and piles that go down approximately 90 feet into Bay mud. After DBI’s issuance of the

OFFICE OF THE DIRECTOR
1660 Mission Street — San Francisco CA 94103
Office (415) 558-6131 — FAX (415) 558-6225
Email: Tom.Hui@sfgov.org



Certificate of Final Completion (CFC) and occupancy for the 301 Mission project in 2009, the
project’'s immediate neighbor, the Transbay Joint Powers Authority (TJPA), as part of its
construction of the Transbay Transit Center, installed an impermeable wall around the entire
Transit Center site that reaches down into the clay layer substrate. In addition, along its property
boundary line with 301 Mission Street, the TJPA constructed an approximately 30-foot wide
buttress wall that goes down to bedrock, approximately 200-feet below grade.

The engineer of record submitted plans for this project as a code-prescriptive design building,
which meant the project would adhere strictly adhering to design and construction requirements
- set forth in the 1998 SF Building code (SFBC). The SFBC provides the minimum code
requirements —though more restrictive than State codes to help manage the City’s unique
geography, topography and location adjacent to major earthquake faults -- developers must
follow when constructing their buildings. DBI’s role in this process is to ensure they do this by
reviewing the plans and addenda submitted during the plan review process. '

At the time DBI was reviewing 301 Mission, DBI did not have the authority to require the
developer to retain a geotechnical engineer as prescriptive code requirements ~the design
submitted for this project—did not require it; however, DBI did negotiate with the developer and
persuaded the engineer of record to retain a third-party structural engineer, and a highly
respected academic with seismic expertise, to review and approve the addenda produced by the
developer's retained licensed experts. .

The peer-review panel members were: (1) Jack P. Moehle, Ph.D., PE, a nationally recognized
" U.C. Berkeley engineering professor with expertise in the design and behavior of structures with
emphasis on seismic performance of concrete buildings and infrastructure; and (2) Hardip S.
Pannu, S.E., a Principal in the engineering firm of Middlebrook & Louie. The developer’s
engineer of record rejected DBI’s explicit request to fund the addition of a geotechnical engineer
to this peer-review panel. Nonetheless, Professor Moehle issued a letter to DBI dated January
29, 2006, stating: “On the basis of my review, it is my opinion that the foundation design is
compllant with the principles and requirements of the building code and that a foundation permit
can be issued for this prolect :

- From January 2006 (project construction start) to August 2009 (certificate of final completion
issuance), DBI conducted more than 500 visual site inspections, in addition to hundreds of .
special inspections conducted by third-party experts hired by the project sponsors to review
Building Code-compliant installations of specific technical building components. The purpose of
all of these inspections was to ensure that the general contractor’s construction activities were in
accordance with the various Building Codes and DBI-permitted, and approved, plans and
specifications.

On February 2, 2009, based on concerns of settlement at the site, DBI's Deputy Director
Raymond Lui sent a letter to the projects Engineer of Record, DeSimone Consulting Engineers,
raising specific questions about larger than anticipated amount of settlement that the 301
Mission building experienced. Mr. Lui asked pointed questions about the settlement of the
building, including the actual amount and rate of seitlement, deferential settlement, reasons for



the settlement, how the existing settlement might affect the structural safety of the bunldlng then
and in the future.

The Engineer of Record DeSimone Consulting Engineers; the Geotechnical Engineer of Record,
Treadwell & Rollo; and the project Architect, Handel Architects, provided written responses in a
letter from DeSimone dated February 25, 2009. DeSimone wrote:

The original project design by DeSimone and Handel Architects
accommodated 6 inches of total settlement under the Tower... No
differential settlements between the adjacent walls/columns are
expected and none have been reported.to DeSimone...Since
settlement of the Tower was anticipated and planned for during
design, it has created no known problems for the Tower or Mid-rise
Structures... It is our professional opinion that the structures are
safe.

Treadwell & Rollo’s response stated: .

The actual settlement of the Tower is 8.3 inches... The results of our
latest evaluations indicate that approximately two to four inches of
additional settlement could occur in the future... Treadwell & Rollo,

~Inc., as the geotechnical engineer of record has been aware of the

. settlement of the Tower and continues to evaluate the results of
monitoring... While the settlement of the Tower is greater than
originally anticipated, this settlement should not pose issues with
foundation support for the Tower.

Handel Architects offered the following additional information:

We are aware that additional settlement has occurred, and may
continue to occur, and we have taken these conditions into account
with modifications to the original design where necessary... Utility
lines have been designed and installed with flexible connections
(allowing for horizontal and vertical movement...to avoid possnble
interference from future anticipated settlement.

In short, these responses from 301 Mission’s engineers of record made it very clear to DBI that
the building was stable and safe for occupancy even though the building had settled more than
originally estimated. DBI engineers were satisfied with these explanations and the assurances
of overall building safety. In addition, DBI’s site inspections for all critical building systems and
design showed that the design team and general contractor had achieved code compliance in
the building’s construction. In reliance on the information, assurances, and professional opinions
expressed by DeSimone, Treadwell & Rollo, and Handel Architects, DBI issued a certificate of
final completion (CFC) in August 2009 upon construction completion. The CFC allowed
occupation of the building by homeowners and other tenants.



Millennium Tower was one of the first high-rise buildings constructed in the downtown
neighborhood. Since then, DBI has expanded the breadth of its peer-review process to apply to
any buildings built over 240 feet high.and to buildings using performance-based design, which
uses an alternative method of construction and differs greatly from a code-prescriptive design
building. Based-in part on DBI’s experience with 301 Mission and other tall building projects
being proposed at that time, DBI issued in March 2008 two new Administrative Bulletins (AB),
Numbers 082 and 083, requiring peer review of any proposed “performance-based” designs by a
geotechnical specialist, a structural specialist, and by an academic professor with expertise in
seismic safety elements. This expansion of required peer review by DBI was regarded as
‘cutting edge’ in 2008, and is now used by other major cities throughout the U.S. These 2008 AB
technical guidelines and requirements added an extra dimension of building safety scrutiny —
and continue to help DBI staff review the complex designs of tall buildings.

New Concerns Surface over Additional Settlement at Millennium Tower (Jljlv 2016 to Present)

Until DBI received a phone inquiry from SF Chronicle reporter Andy Ross in July 2016, DBI had
been unaware of ongoing settlement issues at 301 Mission Street. DBI records show that DBI
did not receive a single homeowner or citizen complaint, or information from any source
expressing concern from 2009 until this contact from the SF Chronicle about possible settlement
impact on any of the building’s essential systems, or any impact on any residents’ homes, such
as plumbing or electrical problems, a non-functioning elevator, etc.

Once DBI heard about the settlement concerns from the Chronicle and other media in mid-July,
2016, DBI Director Tom Hui also heard from a representative of Millennium Partners about a
draft engineering report. Millennium Partners then delivered to DBI on July 20, 2016 a Draft copy
of a 2014 report by Structural Engineer, Ronald Hamburger, of Simpson, Gumpertz & Heger
who had been retained by Millennium Partners. DBI also requested and received some
settlement monitoring data from ARUP Engineers, one of the Transbay Joint Powers Authority’s
consultants, who had been tracking settlement data from equipment installed inside the
basement of 301 Mission Street. After reviewing this information, Director Hui directed staff to
perform an informal visual site inspection, pull together all relevant building records, and draft a
preliminary report on the status of the 301 Mission buildings based upon the still limited available
data. DBI staff conducted the informal site visit on July 20, 2016 and, on August 4, 2016, DBI '
engineering staff completed a draft preliminary engineering report relying upon available
information in its possession at that time. Having been told by Mr. Hamburger that he was
continuing to work on updating his review and analysis, DBI decided to await the arrival of
requested additional engineering updates before finalizing and releasing its draft August 4t
preliminary report.-

Mr. Hamburger’s final and signed report was recently issued on October 3, 2016. This report
concludes, “...On the basis of our updated analysis of the 301 Mission tower, we conclude that
the effect of settlement on most building elements is negligible...We conclude that the
settlements experienced by the 301 Mission tower have not compromised the building’s
ability to resist strong earthquakes and have not had a significant impact on the
building’s safety.” DBI has performed a preliminary review of this report and, based upon this
report.and other evidence such as site visits from City staff representing DBI, Fire and PUC,



concludes that the building is currently safe for occupancy. DBI is awaiting the input of a peer
review team of experts the City is in the process of hiring before it will issue a final opinion on the
conclusions reached in this report and any other reports or information directly related to the
safety of the 301 Mission Street buildings.

_ In addition to Mr. Hamburger’s signed 2016 report, DBI also requested updated engineering

reports from the Homeowners’ Association by the end of September 2016, per a Correction
Notice a DBI inspector issued on August 26, 2016 in response to a 311 complaint and site
inspection on August 19, 2016. The HOA has engaged a geotechnical engineer, Mr. Patrick’
Shires, to conduct extensive tests and analyses that began on September 26%. Consequently,
the HOA asked DBI for a time extension in producing its engineering report, which DB granted
with the stipulation that the engineer of record keep DBI updated monthly on findings and
results. DBI also has been provided over 140 data records -- with thousands of pages of data -
from Millennium Partners and is in the process of reviewing these records.

In summary, DBI professionals did exactly what they were supposed to do with respect to the
301 Mission plan review and approvals from submittal in 2002, to multiple inspections performed
over several years during the building construction by building inspectors, fire inspectors, and
Special Inspectors, up to the issuance of the Certificate of Final Completion in August 2009. As
noted above, and based upon reports provided to DBI to date by the owners’ engineering
experts, and upon our own inspectors’ observations dunng recent visits, the building remains
safe for occupancy.

DBI staff members and other affected City departments are continuing to monitor the building’s
settlement situation closely, especially with respect to any possible impact upon the building’s
life-safety systems. We are obtaining, and reviewing carefully, updated technical studies by the
owners’ technical teams that also will be given to the expert peer review panel once that panel is
engaged by the City.

DBI Next Steps -
We also have initiated a number of immediate action steps to consider more stringent
Constructlon requirements for tall buildings over 240 feet located on soft soils, including:

e Changing immediately the selection procéss for peer review experts, as
announced at the October 17, 2016 Building Inspection Commission, whereby DBI
will make these appointments without participation by the project sponsor.

* Reviewing and modifying ABs 082 and 083 to reflect best engineering practices
and to benefit from ‘lessons learned’ for the 301 Mission settlement issues.

e Working closely with the City Administrator to identify, and engage, independent
peer review experts and establish an effective process for obtaining highly skilled
professionals on an as-needed basis to ensure we have the expertise required to
review and approve highly complex tall building construction.



e Taking immediate steps to imprové DBI’s records’ retention process, including
making certain that all engineering letters related to tall building construction
projects are retained, and made more readily retrievable.

[ will continue to provide you with periodic updates on the 301 Mission settlement situation as
new information becomes available to DBl. Please call me directly if | may answer any
questions on this important, and highly complicated, building safety matter.

Sincerely,

Lo C Ao
Tom C. Hui, S.E., C.B.O.
Director

cc:  Mayor Ed Lee
President London Breed and Members of the Board of Supervxsors
City Administrator Naomi Kelly
Department of Emergency Management Director Anne Kronenberg
Ed Sweeney, Deputy Director, Permit Services
Dan Lowrey, Deputy Director, Inspection Serwces
Hanson Tom, Principal Engineer
Gary Ho, Structural Engineer
Lily Madjus, Communications Officer
William Strawn, Legislative and Public Affairs Manager



2013 SAN FRANCISCO BUILDING CODE AB-082
ADMINISTRATIVE BULLETIN

NO. AB-082

DATE :  March 25,2008 (Updated 1/1/14 for code references)
SUBJECT :  Permit Processing and Issuance

TITLE :  Guidelines and Procedures for Structural Design Review

PURPOSE :  The purpose of this Administrative Bulletin is to present guidelines and procedures for
Structural Design Review. Structural Design Review may be required by the San Francisco
Building Code, by another Administrative Bulletin, or at the request of the Director of the
Department of Building Inspection.

REFERENCES : 2013 San Francisco Building Code
- Section_lOIA.2, Purpose
- Section 104A.2, Powers and Duties of Building Official
- Section 104A.2.8, Alternate materials, design, and methods of construction
- Section 105A.6, Structural Advisory Committee
- Chapter 16, Structural Design
ASCE 7-10 ' '
- Section 16.2.5 Design Review, Seismic Response History Procedures
- Section 17.7 Design Review, Seismically Isolated Structures
- Section 18.8 Design Review, Structures with Damping Systems

DISCUSSION

1. STRUCTURAL DESIGN REVIEWER

The Director may request the assistance of a Structural Design Reviewer to provide additional and specialized expertise
to supplement the Department of Building Inspection plan review. The Structural Design Reviewer is distinct from a
Structural Advisory Committee, which is a formal, public body that the Director may convene regarding matters
pertaining to special features or special design procedures. The Structural Design Reviewer meets with the Engineer of
Record and with Department of Building Inspection staff as the need arises throughout the design process, providing
the Director with a report of its findings after completion of their work.

Review by the Structural Design Reviewer is not intended to replace quality assurance measures ordinarily exercised
by the Engineer of Record in the structural design of a building. Responsibility for the structural design remains solely
with the Engineer of Record, and the burden to demonstrate conformance of the structural design to the letter and intent
of San Francisco Building Code provisions resides solely with the Engineer of Record. The responsibility for conducting
the structural review for the plan check resides with the Director and any plan review consultants.

The San Francisco Building Code (through reference to ASCE 7) requires design review by independent registered
design professionals in several cases. These include use of seismic response history procedures, use of seismic isolation,
and use of seismic dampers. The Structural Design Reviewer will provide this review where required by the San
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AB-082 - 2013 SAN FRANCISCO BUILDING CODE

Francisco Building Code. The Structural Design Reviewer will also provide review as required by other Department of
Building Inspection Administrative Bulletins and when otherwise deemed necessary by the Director. Structural Design
Review, as discussed herein, and design review, as discussed in ASCE 7, are equivalent.

Qualifications and Selection of Structural Design Reviewer

The Structural Design Reviewer shall be a Teco gmzed expert in relevant fields such as structural engineering, earthquake
engineering, performance-based earthquake engineering, nonlinear response history analysis, building design, earthquake
ground motion, geotechnical engineering, geological engineering, and other areas of knowledge and experience relevant
to the project.

The Structural Design Reviewer shall be selected by the Project Sponsor from a project specific list provided by the
Director. The Project Sponsor may then engage a Structural Design Reviewer as a consultant for assistance as
appropriate. The Structural Design Reviewer shall bear no conflict of interest with respect to the project and shall not
be considered part of the design team for the project. The responsibility of the Structural Design Reviewer is to assist
the Department of Building Inspection in ensuring compliance of the structural design with the San Francisco Building
Code. While the Structural Design Reviewer will contract with the Project Sponsor, their responsibility is to the
Department of Building Inspection.

The Structural Design Reviewer shall be registered as a Professional Engineer in California. The Structural De51gn
Reviewer shall sign all written communication to the D1rector

Administration of Structural Design Review

The Project Sponsor is responsible for the payment of hourly fees and other expenses for the professional services of
the Structural Design Reviewer. The Structural Design Reviewer shall provide to the Department of Building Inspection
a written copy of a proposed scope of work of their contract with the Project Sponsor. The proposed scope of services
in the contract and any changes proposed to be made thereto shall be approved by the Director.

2. PROJECTS REQUIRING STRUCTURAL DESIGN REVIEW

The Director may require Structural Design Review for any project at his discretion. The following types of projects will
generally require Structural Design Review:

1. Projects incorporating non-prescriptive or performance-based design.

2. Projects incorporating building heights that exceed 240 feet.

3. Projects incorporating seismic response-history analyses per Chapter 16 of ASCE 7.*
4. Projects incorporating seismic isolation per Chapter 17 of ASCE 7.*

5. Projects incorporating seismic damping per Chapter 18 of ASCE 7.*

6. Projects with irregular and unusual configurations or systems.

Project Sponsors are strongly encouraged to contact the Department of Building Inspection early in the design to
determine Structural Design Review requirements.

*Note: To the extent design review is required under ASCE 7-10, Sections 16.2.5, 17.7 or 18.8, such review process
shall be conducted in accordance with the specific requirements of the Building Code and all applicable law.”

3. SCOPE OF STRUCTURAL DESIGN REVIEW SERVICES

The scope of services for the Structural Design Reviewer shall be indicated by the Director to provide required expertise
to supplement the Department of Building Inspection plan review. It may, therefore, be only for specific portions or
structural elements of a project. This scope of services may include, but shall not be limited to, review of the following:

Earthquake hazard determination.

Site-specific ground motion characterization.
Seismic-performance goals.

Basis of design, design methodology and acceptance criteria.
Mathematical modeling and simulation.

SRS
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2013 SAN FRANCISCO BUILDING CODE AB-082

Interpretation of results of analysis.
Member selection and design.
Detail concepts and design.

9. Construction Documents, including drawings and specifications.

10. Isolator or damper testing requirements and quality control procedures.

11. At the discretion of the Director, the scope of services for the Structural Design Rev1ewer may include the
review of other building aspects, including design for wind resistance, design of special foundation or earth retaining
systems, or the design of critical non-structural elements.

4. STRUCTURAL DESIGN REVIEW PROCESS

The Structural Design Reviewer should be engaged as early in the structural design phase as practicable. This affords
the Structural Design Reviewer an opportunity to evaluate fundamental design decisions, which could disrupt design
development if addressed later in the design phase. Early in the design process, the Engineer of Record and the Structural
Design Reviewer should jointly establish the frequency and timing of Structural Design Reviewer review milestones,
and the degree to which the Engineer of Record anticipates the design will be developed for each milestone.

oA

The Structural Design Reviewer shall provide written comments to the Engineer of Record, and the Engineer of Record
shall prepare written responses thereto. The Structural Design Reviewer shall maintain a log that summarizes Structural
Design Reviewer comments, Engineer of Record responses to comments, and resolution of comments. The Structural
Design Reviewer shall make the log available to the Engineer of Record as requested. The Structural Design Reviewer
‘may also issue interim reports as appropriate relative to the scope and project requirements. At the conclusion of the
review the Structural Design Reviewer shall submit to the Director a written report that references the scope of the
review, includes the comment log and supporting documents, and indicates the professional opinions of the Structural
Design Reviewer regarding the design’s general conformance to the requirements and guidelines in this bulletin.

Commentary:: None of the reports or documents from the Structural Design Reviewer are Construction
Documents. Under no circumstances should letters or other documents from the Structural Design Reviewer
be put into the Engineer of Record’s drawings or reproduced in any other way that makes Structural Design
Reviewer documents appear to be part of the Construction Contract Documents. The Engineer of Record is
solely responsible for the Construction Contract Documents. Documents from the Structural Design Reviewer
will be retained as part of the Department of Building Inspection’s project files.

5. DISPUTE RESOLUTION

The Engineer of Record and the Structural Design Reviewer shall work in a collegial manner, as independent and
reasonable professionals. The Structural Design Reviewer shall prepare comments in arespectful manner and shall make
reasonable requests of the Engineer of Record for additional analyses or backup information. The Engineer of Record
shall address the Structural Design Reviewer comments cordially and respond directly and clearly.

The Engineer of Record and the Structural Design Reviewer shall attempt to develop a consensus on each issue raised
by the Structural Design Reviewer. If the Engineer of Record and the Structural Design Reviewer are unable to resolve
particular comments, the Structural Design Reviewer shall report the impasse to the Director.

The Director, as Building Official, shall make final decisions concerning all permits. The Director, should the need arise,
may address differences of opinion between the Engineer of Record and the Structural Design Reviewer in whatever
method he deems appropriate. The Director also may engage additional outside experts to assist in issue resolution.

Originally signed by:

Isam Hasenin, P.E., C.B.O.,Director
Department of Building Inspection

Approved by the Building Inspection Commission on March 19, 2008
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ADM]NISTRATIVE BULLETIN

NO. AB-083

DATE :  March 25, 2008 (Updated 01/01/14 for code references)

SUBJECT : Pe@t Processing and Issuance

TITLE :  Requirements and Guidelines for the Seismic Design of New Tall Buildings using Non-

Prescriptive Seismic-Design Procedures
. _________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________|

PURPOSE ~+ The purpose of this Administrative Bulletin is to present requirements and guidelines for the
seismic structural design and submittal documents for building permits for new tall buildings
in San Francisco that use non-prescriptive seismic design procedures.

REFERENCES : 2013 San Francisco Building Code, Section 104A.2.8 Alternate materials, design and methods -
of construction
SEAONC, 2007, Recommended Administrative Bulletin on the Seismic Design & Review of
Tall Buildings Using Non-Prescriptive Procedures, prepared by Structural Engineers
Association of Northern California (SEAONC) AB-083 Tall Buildings Task Group

ASCE, 2011, Minimum Design Loads for Buildings and Other Structures (ASCE/SEI 7-10,
Prepared by the Structural Engineering Institute of the American Society of Civil
Engineers

2003 NEHRP Recommended Provisions For New Buildings And Other Structures Part 1:
Provisions and Part 2: Commentary (FEMA 450)

SEAONC, 1999, Contractual Provisions to Address the Engineer’s Liability when Using
Performance-Based Seismic Design, Structural Engineers Association of Northern
California

SEAOC, 2001 “Selsmology Committee Background and Position Regardmg 1997 UBCEq. 30-
7-and Drift,” Structural Engineers Association of California

(http://www.seaoc.org/seismpdfs/UBC/30_7.pdf)

DISCUSSION

1. SCOPE

This bulletin presents requirements and guidelines for seismic structural design and submittal documents for building
permit for new tall buildings in San Francisco that use non-prescriptive seismic design procedures.

Commentary: Itis intended that buildings designed to the requirements and guidelines of this bulletin will have seismic
performance at least equivalent to that intended of code-prescriptive seismic designs, consistent with the San Francisco
Building Code sections indicated below. To demonstrate that a building design is capable of providing code equivalent
seismic performance a three-step procedure shall be performed as specified in Section 4 of this Administrative Bulletin.
Intended code seismic performance can be found in the commentary of FEMA 450.

This bulletin intentionally contains both requirements, which are stated in mandatory language (e.g., “shall””) and
guidelines, which use non-mandatory language.
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This bulletin is not written to cover essential facilities.

For the purposes of this Administrative Bulletin, a non-prescriptive seismic design is one that takes exception to one or
more of the prescriptive requirements of the San Francisco Building Code and Chapter 12 of ASCE/SEI 7-05 and the
standards referenced therein, by invoking San Francisco Building Code, Section 104A.2.8, which allows altematlve
materials and methods of construction as approved by the Building Official.

For the purposes of this bulletin, tall buildings are defined as those with 4n greater than 160 feet above average adjacent
ground surface.

The height, /n is defined in the San Francisco Building Code as the height of Level n above the average level of the
ground surface adjacent to the structure. Level » is permitted to be taken as the roof of the structure, excluding
mechanical penthouses and other projections above the roof whose mass is small compared with the mass of the roof.

Procedures other than those presented herein may be acceptable pursuant to the approval of the Director of the
Department of Building Inspection.

Commentary: ASCE/SEI 7-10 Sections that discuss non-p1escnpt1ve or “alternative” seismic design procedures are
reproduced below: .

11.1.4 Alternate Materials and Methods of Construction. Alternate materials and methods of construction to those
prescribed in the seismic requirements of this standard shall not be used unless approved by the authority having
jurisdiction. Substantiating evidence shall be submitted demonstrating that the proposed alternate, for the purpose
intended, will be at least equal in strength, durability, and seismic resistance.

12.1.1 Basic Requirements. ... An approved alternative procedure shall not be used to establish the seismic forces and
their distribution unless the corresponding internal forces and deformations in the members are determined using amodel
consistent with the procedure adopted.

San Francisco Building Code sections that discuss non-prescriptive or “alternative” seismic design procedures are
reproduced below:

104A.2.8 Alternate materials, design and methods of construction. The provisions of this code are not intended to
prevent the use of any material, alternate design or method of construction not specifically prescribed by this code,
provided any alternate has been approved and its use authorized by the building official.

The building official may approve any such alternate, provided the building official finds that the proposed design is
satisfactory and complies with the provisions of this code and that the material, method or work offered is, for the
purpose intended, at least the equivalent of that prescribed in this code in suitability, strength, effectiveness, fire
resistance, durability, safety and sanitation.

The building official shall require that sufficient evidence or proof be submitted to substantiate any claims that may be
made regarding its use. The details of any action granting approval of an alternate shall be recorded and entered in the
files of the code enforcement agency.

1604.4 Analysis. Any system or method of construction to be used shall be based on a rational analysis in accordance
with well-established principles of mechanics. Such analysis shall result in a system that provides a complete load path
capable of transferring all loads and forces from their point of origin to the load-resisting elements.

2. STRUCTURAL DESIGN REVIEW

Structural Design Review shall be in accordance with AB-082. At the conclusion of the review, the Structural Design

Reviewer shall provide a written statement that, in their professional opinion, the building elements under their review
are equivalent in strength, durability, and seismic resistance of the building to those of a building designed according
to the prescriptive provisions of the San Francisco Buildihg Code.
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3. SUBMITTAL REQUIREMENTS

Project submittal documents shall be in accordance with the San Francisco Building Code and Department of Building
Inspection interpretations, Administrative Bulletins, and policies. In addition, documents relevant to the Structural
Design Review shall be submitted by the Engineer of Record to the Director and to the Structural Design Reviewer.

As early as practicable, the Engineer of Record shall submit to the Director an initial Seismic Design Criteria along with
a description and initial drawings of the structure. The Seismic Design Criteria shall be consistent with the requirements
of this bulletin, and shall be updated to incorporate issues resolved during the Structural Design Review process.

The Seismic Design Criteria shall describe the proposed building and structural system, proposed analysis methodology,
and acceptance criteria. The Seismic Design Criteria shall include any proposed exceptions to the prescriptive provisions
of the San Francisco Building Code, modeling parameters, material properties, drift limits, element force capacities and
deformation capacities. The Seismic Design Criteria shall identify all exceptions to the San Francisco Building Code
prescriptive requirements that the Engineer of Record proposes. The Seismic Design Criteria shall be subject to review
by the Structural Design Reviewer and approval by the Director. A summary of the Engineer of Record’s final Seismic
Design Criteria shall be included in the general notes of the structural drawings.

4, SEISMIC DESIGN REQUIREMENTS

The Engineer of Record shall evaluate the structure at the levels of earthquake ground motion as indicated in the
subsections below.

Ifnonlinear response is anticipated under any of the Maximum Considered Earthquake (MCE) ground motions specified
in Section 4.3, the Engineer of Record shall apply capacity design principles and design the structure to have a suitable
ductile yielding mechanism, or mechanisms, under nonlinear lateral deformation. The code-level analysis shall be used
to determine the required strength of the yielding actions. The Engineer of Record shall include in the Seismic Design
Criteria all assumptions and factors used in the application of capacity design principles.

Commentary: The purpose of each level of seismic evaluation is as follows:

The code-level evaluation of Section 4.1 is used to identify the exceptions being taken to the prescriptive requirements
of'the San Francisco Building Code and to define the minimum required strength and stiffness for earthquake resistance.
Minimum strength is defined according to San Francisco Building Code minimum base shear equations, with a response
modification coefficient R, proposed by the Engineer of Record, reviewed by the Structural Design Reviewer, and
approved by the Director Minimum stiffness is defined by requiring the design to meet San Francisco Building Code-
specified drift limits, using traditional assumptions for effective stiffness. Providing a non-prescriptive seismic design
with minimum strength and stiffness comparable to code- prescriptive designs helps produce seismic performance at least
equivalent to the code. Minimizing the number of exceptions to prescriptive requirements also helps achieve this aim.

As indicated in Section 4.2, a service-level evaluation is required by this bulletin to demonstrate acceptable seismic|
performance for moderate earthquakes. ‘

The MCE-level evaluation of Section 4.3 is intended to verify that the structure has an acceptably low probability of
collapse under severe earthquake ground motions. The evaluation uses nonlinear response-history analysis to
demonstrate an acceptable mechanism of nonlinear lateral deformation and to determine the maximum forces-to be
considered for structural elements and actions designed to remain elastic.

4.1 Code-Level Evaluation

The seismic structural design shall be performed in accordance with the prescriptive provisions of the San Francisco
Building Code, except for those provisions specifically identified by the Engineer of Record in the Seismic Design
Criteria as Code Exceptions.
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Commentary: Code exceptions that have typically been taken for non-prescriptive designs of tall buildings in high
seismic design categories include exceeding the height limitations of ASCE/SEI 7-10 Table 12.2.1. Other exceptions,
including provisions related to R, , 0, limitations on T, and various detailing requirements, may be considered at the
discretion of the Director. The Engineer of Record is required to justify all exceptions to prescriptive code provisions.
The scope of structural design review shall include all proposed code exceptions.

The lower limit of ASCE/SEI 7-10 Eq. 12.8-5 and 12.8-6 for the calculation of the Seismic Response Coefficient applies
to the scaling process of ASCE/SEI 7-05 Section 12.9. The value of R used shall be indicated in the SeismicDesign
Criteria, and shall not be greater than 8.5.

The Engineer of Record shall demonstrate that the structure meets the story drift ratio limitations of the San Francisco
Building Code using a code-level response-spectrum analysis and the following requirements: :

a) The design lateral forces used to determine the calculated drift need not include the minimum base shear
limitation of ASCE/SEI 7-10 eq. 12.8-5 and 12.8-6.

b) Stiffness properties of non-prestressed concrete elements shall not exceed 0.5 times gross-section properties.

¢) Foundation flexibility shall be considered, using recommendations provided by the Geotechnical Engineerof
Record that are defined in the Seismic Design Criteria. ’

d) The analysis shall account for P-delta effeéts.

Commentary: ASCE/SEI 7-10 requires the consideration of the minimum base shear of Eq. 12.8-5 and 12.8-6 for
checking design story drifts relative to allowable story drifts. However, the consensus of SEAONC’s AB-083Task Group
for this Administrative Bulletin, approved by the SEAONC Board, is that UBC Formula 30-7 (equivalent to ASCE/SEI
7-10 Eq. 12.8-6) need not be applied to the check of drift limits for tall buildings designed according to this bulletin,
because the MCE-level Evaluation of Section 4.3 includes a check of drift for site-specific ground motions. Such ground
motions are required to take account of near-fault and directivity effects. The consensus of the task group is that this is
an appropriate and more explicit way of addressing the intended purpose of applying Formula 30-7 to the check of drift
limits. :

Actual concrete stiffness properties may vary significantly from the value of 0.5 times gross-section properties referenced
for the code-level check of story drift limits. This assumption is specified to provide a consistent requirement for
minimum building stiffness. This requirement is intended to lead to earthquake serviceability performance related to
story drift that is at least comparable to that expected of prescriptively-designed tall buildings designed to the San
Francisco Building. Code.

" For the deformation compatibility evaluation of critical non-structural elements, such as exterior curtain wall and
cladding systems and egress stairways, the drift ratio demand shall be calculated using the minimum base shear
limitations of ASCE/SEI 7-10 Eq. 12.8-5 and 12.8-6. In lieu of this requirement, these critical non-structural elements
may be designed for drift ratios at the MCE-level.

4.2 Service-Level Evaluation

A service-level evaluation of the primary structural system is required to demonstrate acceptable, essentially elastic
seismic performance at the service-level ground motion.

Commentary: To ensure code-equivalent seismic performance, the Director is requiring a service-level evaluation for
new tall buildings ut111z1ng non-prescriptive design procedures.

There are c1rcumstances Where there is a reason to believe that the serviceability performance of the design wouldbe
worse than that anticipated for a code-prescriptive design. Some of these circumstances have been identified as follows:

a) Where the Engineer of Record has taken any exception to code-prescnpnve requirements for non- structural
elements (ASCE/SEI 7-10, Chapter 13)
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b) Where the stiffness representation of any structural element in the code-level evaluation is significantly less than
the effective linear-elastic stiffness described in applicable research

c) For a structure that exhibits disproportionably large drift or accelerations for ground motions less than the San
{Francisco Building Code Design Basis Ground Motion (not reduced by R).

While this bulletin does not require checking all non-structural elements at the service-level evaluation, it is expected
that the building cladding will remain undamaged and that egress from the building will not be impeded when the
building is subjected to the service-level ground motion.

For the purposes of this bulletin, the service-level ground motion shall be that having a 43-year mean return period (50%
probability of exceedance in 30 years). ‘

Structural models used in the service-level evaluation shall incorporate realistic estimates of stiffness and damping
considering the anticipated levels of excitation and damage. The evaluation shall demonstrate that the elements being
evaluated exhibit serviceable behavior.

Commentary: While essentially elastic performance is required in the service-level ground motion, it is not the intent
of this bulletin to require that a structure remain fully linear and elastic. It is permissible for the analysis to indicate minor
yielding of ductile elements of the primary structural system, provided such results do not suggest appreciable permanent
deformation in the elements, strength degradation, or significant damage to the elements requiring more than minor
repair. It is permissible for the analysis to indicate minor and repairable cracking of concrete elements.

Where numerical analysis is used to demonstrate serviceability, the analysis model should represent element behavior
that is reasonably consistent with the expected performance of the elements. In typical cases it may be suitable to use
a linear response spectrum analysis, with appropriate stiffness and damping, and with the earthquake demands
represented by a linear response spectrum corresponding to the service-level ground motion. Where response history
analysis is used, the selection and scaling of ground motion time series should comply with the requirements of
ASCE/SEI 7-10, Section 16.1.3, with the service-level response spectrum used instead of the design basis earthquake
response spectrum, and with the design demand represented by the mean of calculated responses for not less than seven
appropriately selected and scaled time series.

As expressed by SEAONC [1999], it should be understood “that the current state of knowledge and available technology
is such that the design profession’s ability to accurately predict the earthquake performance of a specific building is
limited and subject to a number of uncertainties.” Actual performance may differ from intended performance.

4.3 Maximum Considered Earthquake-Level Evaluation

Ground Motion: The ground motion representation for this evaluation shall be the Maximum Considered
Earthquake(MCE) as defined in ASCE/SEI 7-10, Chapter 21.

A suite of not less than seven pairs of appropriate horizontal ground motion time series shall be used in the analyses. The
selection and scaling of these ground motion time series shall comply with the requirements of ASCE/SEI 7-10, Chapter
16, with the following modifications:

a) The MCE response spectrum shall be the basis for ground motion time series scaling instead of the design
response spectrum. ‘

b) Either amplitude-scaling procedures or spectrum-matching procedures'may be used.

¢) Where applicable, an appropriate number of the ground motion time series shall include near fault and
directivity effects such as velocity pulses producing relatively large spectral ordinates at relatively long periods.

Commentary: The procedures for selecting and scaling ground motion records, as presented here, represent the current
state of practice. The procedures are written to retain some flexibility so that engineering judgment can be used to
identify the best approach considering the unique characteristics of the site and the building.
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Selection and scaling of earthquake ground motion records for design purposes is a subject of much current research.
The Engineer of Record may wish to consider alternative approaches recently proposed; however, some of the proposed
approaches have not been adequately tested on tall buildings so their adoption should only be considered with caution.
Aspects of particular concern include the long vibration penod of many tall buildings and the contributions of multlple
vibration “modes” to key response quantities.

Atnear-fault sites, the average fault-normal response spectrum usually is larger than the average fault-parallel response
spectrum due to the presence of a rupture directivity pulse in the fault-normal component of the ground motion. It is
important to include in the suite of ground motions an appropriate number of motions that include near-fault and
directivity effects so that design drift demands are appropriately determined, especially considering that Section 4.1
permits the design to be exempt from applying Equations 12.8-5 and 12.8-6 to drift calculations. If spectral matching
is used, individual ground motion components should account for the d1st1nct10n between fault-normal and fault-parallel
hazard. :

Mathematical Model: The three-dimensional mathematical analysis model of the structure shall conform to ASCE/SEI
7-10 Section 12.7.3.

The analyses shall consider the interaction of all structural and non-structural elements that materially affect the linear
and nonlinear response of the structure to earthquake motions, including elements not designated as part of the lateral-
force-resisting system in the code-level analysis (Section 4.1). :

Commentary: This requires explicit modeling of those parts of the structural and non-structural systems that affect the
dynamic response of the building. In addition, the effect of building response on all materially affected parts of the
building must be evaluated. v

The stiffness properties of reinforced concrete shall consider the effects of cracking and other phenomena on initial
stiffness.

Commentary: In addition to cracking, effective stiffness can be affected by other phenomena. These include bond slip,
yield penetration, tension-shift associated with shear cracking, panel zone deformations, and other effects.

The effective initial stiffness of steel elements embedded in concrete shall include the effect of the embedded zone. For
steel moment frame systems, the contribution of panel zone (beam-column joint) deformations shall be included.

The Engineér of Record shall identify any structural elements for which demands for any of the response-history runs
are within a range for which significant strength degradation could occur, and shall demonstrate that these effects are .
appropriately considered in the dynamic analysis.

Commentary: For typical situations, element strength degradatlon of more than 20% of peak strength should be
considered significant.

P- effects that include all the building dead load shall be included expliéitly in the nonlinear response history analyses.

Documentation submitted for Structural Design Reviewer review shall clearly identify which elements are modeled
linearly and which elements are modeled nonlinearly. For elements that are modeled as nonlinear elements, submitted
documentation shall include suitable laboratory test results or analyses that justify the hysteretic propertiesrepresented
in the model.

The properties of elements in the analysis model shall be determined considering earthquake plus expected gravity loads.
In the absence of alternative information, gravity load shall be based on the load combination 1.0D + Lexp, where D is
the service dead load and Lexp is the expected service live load.

Commentary: In typical cases it will be sufficient to take Lexp = 0.2L, where L is the code-presctibed live loadwithout
live load reduction.
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The foundation strength and stiffness contribution to the building seismic respénse shall be represented in the model.
The foundation strength and stiffness characterization shall be consistent with the strength and stiffness propemes of
the soils at the site, considering both strain rate effects and soil deformation magnitude.

Analysis Procedure: Three-dimensionalnonlinear response history (NLRH) analyses of the structure shall be performed.
Inclusion of accidental torsion is not required. When the ground motion components represent site- specific fault-normal
ground motions and fault-parallel ground motions, the components shall be applied to the three- dimensional
mathematical analysis model according to the orientation of the fault with respect to the building. When the ground
motion components represent random orientations, the components shall be applied to the model at orientation angles
that are selected randomly; individual ground motion pairs need not be applied in multiple orientations.

Commentary: Three-dimensional analyses are required to represent the inherent torsional response of the building to
earthquake ground shaking. This is done by including in the NLRH model the actual locations and distribution of the
building mass, stiffness, and strength. Accidental torsion is not required to be included in the NLRH analyses.
(Accidental torsion is required for the code-level analysis of Section 4.1.)

The Engineer of Record shall report how damping effects are included in the NLRH analyses. The equivalenf viscous
damping level shall not exceed 5%, unless adequately substantiated by the Engineer of Record.

Commentary: The effects of damping in an analysis depend on the type of damping model implemented. Some models
may over-damp higher modes or have other undesirable effects.

For each horizontal ground motion pair, the structure shall be evaluated for the following load combination:
1.0D + Lexp + 1.0E _
Alternative load combinations, if used, shall be adequately substantiated by the Engineer of Record.

Demands for ductile actions shall be taken not less than the mean value obtained from the NLRH. Demands for low-
ductility actions (e.g., axial and shear response of columns and shear response of walls) shall consider the dispersion of
the values obtained from the NLRH.

Commentary: In typical cases the demand for low-ductility actions can be defined as the mean plus one standard
deviation of the values obtained from the NLRH. Procedures for selecting and scaling ground motions, and for deﬁmng
the demands for low-ductility actions, should be defined and agreed to early in the review process.

Acceptance Criteria: Calculated force and deformation demands on all elements required to resist lateral and gravityloads
shall be checked to ensure they do not exceed element force and deformation capacities. This requirement appliesto
those elements designated as part of the lateral-force-resisting system in the code-level analysis (Section 4.1), as well
as those elements not designated as part of the lateral-force-resisting system in the code-level analysis but deemed to be
materially affected.

Commentary: Elements not designated as part of the lateral-force-resisting system in the code-level analysis (gravity
systems) may be subjected to substantial deformations and forces, including axial forces accumulated over many stories,
as they interact with the primary lateral-force-resisting system. Non-structural elements such as cladding are evaluated
according to code requirements. This bulletin does not require checking non-structural elements at the MCE level.

The Engineer of Record shall identify the structural elements or actions that are designed for nonlinear seismic response.
All other elements and actions shall be demonstrated by analysis to remain essentially elastic.

Commentary: Essentially elastic response may be assumed for elements when force demands are less than design
strengths. Design strengths for non-ductile behaviors (e.g., shear and compression) of these essentially elastic elements
are defined as nominal strengths, based on specified material properties, multiplied by strength reduction factors as
prescribed in the SFBC. Design strengths for ductile behaviors of these essentially elastic elements are defined as
nominal strengths, based on expected material properties, multiplied by =1.0. Alternative approaches to demonstrating
essentially elastic response may be acceptable where appropriately substantiated by the Engineer of Record.
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-For structural elements or actions that are designed for nonlinear seismic response, the Engineer of Record shall evaluate

the adequacy of individual elements and their connections to withstand the deformation demands. Force and deformation

~ capacities shall be based on applicable documents or representative test results, or shall be substantiated by analyses
using expected material properties.

The average result, over the NLRH analyses, of peak story drift ratio shall not exceed 0.03 for any story.

All procedures and values shall be included in the Seismic Design Criteria and are subj ect to review by the Structural
Design Reviewer and approval by the Director. '

Originally signed by:

Isam Hasenin, P.E., C.B.O.,
Director

Department of Building Inspection

Approved by the Building Inspection Commission on March 19, 2008
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OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANGISCO

EDWIN M. LEE
MAYOR

September 9, 2016

The Honorable Dianne Feinstein
United States Senate

331 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Feinstein:

Thank you for your letter regarding seismic safety of high~1ise buildings in San Francisco. As
you know, earthquake resilience has been a key priority of mine str etchmg back to my days as
DPW Director and City Administrator,

You asked for more information about the Millennium Tower at 301 Mission Street,

Specifically, the building permit approval process for this building commenced in 2002 under the
2001 California Building Code, and the Department of Building Inspection initiated a peer
review process from a panel of experts, as they typically do for high-tise construction that
employs a design-based approach, 301 Mission Street went through that process and was.
designed and constructed to the approved plans, building codes and standards in place at the

time, That said, the Department of Building Inspection has suggested the Homeowners’
Association make cotrective actions to improve the joints, plumbing, and other operational parts
of the building,

Mote broadly, you also expressed concern about the potential number of buildings in San
Francisco that are not anchored to bedrock. Modern high rises typically employ a performance-
based design to ensure that the building meets the structural requirements of the current code. To
this end, the Department of Building Inspection has already enhanced and clarified their process
for having skyscrapers pecr-reviewed by a panel of experts prior to appwval to begin
construction, :

As all Mayors of San Francisco know so deeply, earthquake preparedness is always a first
priority, and we must strive for continual improvement, In my time as City Administrator and
Mayor, I led and initiated my 30-year Earthquake Safety Implementation Plan (ESIP), a multi-
point program to evaluate and retrofit seismically vulnerable buildings and to pass new laws to
make our City more resilient, ’'m proud of the progress my Administration has made thus far
which includes the retrofit of more than 5,000 dangerous soft story buildings by 2020, evaluatmg
all of the City’s private schools for earthquake risks by 2017 and tougher regulations requiting
fagade inspections of every building in San Francisco more than five storics in height, We have
also successfully passed $812 million in Earthquake Safety & Emergency Response general
obligation bonds. : :

To address the specific issue in your letter about high-rise resiliency, I am requesting the
Department of Building Inspection’s Code Advisory Structural Subcommittee immediately
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SAN FRANGISCO, CALUFORNIA 94102-4681
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review ground failure mitigation measures for buildings in geologically hazardous areas and
make recommendations to the Building Inspection Commission.

As a further result of your writing, I have directed the Department of Building Inspection and the
Office of Resilience & Recovery to amend our 30-year ESIP plan to expedite the safety of new
and existing high-tise buildings. Specifically, I have ordered immediate inclusion into this year’s
work plan of:
» Reviewing ground failure mltlgatlon measures for buildings in geologwally hazardous
areas (ESIP Task B.6.c)
» Mandatory earthquake evaluations at the time of sale (ESIP Tasks A.2.a and B.2.c)
¢ Mandatory evaluation and retrofit of buildings with more than 300 occupants (ESIP Task
C2.c)
» Mandatory evaluation and retrofit of other low performing buildings (ESIP Task C.2.¢)

Previously, several of these tasks were spread over the next 25 years, As a result of your letter,
and my direction to staff, we’re starting this work right away.

1 appreciate your attention to this issue, and I always welcome your continued guidance on
protecting San Francisco.

Sincerely,

Edwin M.
Mayor, Ci
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From: Otellini, Patrick (ADM)

Sent: Wednesday, September 21, 2016 11:16 AM

To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Angulo Sunny (BOS)

Cc: Major, Erica (BOS); Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Elliott, Jason (MYR); Elliott, Nicole (MYR); Kelly,
Naomi (ADM)

Subject: RE: Letter of Inquiry in advance of Thursday's hearing

Attachments: 160909 MEL Feinstein Letter.pdf; 2016.2017 ESIC Tasks.pdf

Good morning Supervisor Peskin,

In reference to your letter and in anticipation of tomorrow’s hearing | am happy to provide this response to your request
regarding the building located at 301 Mission Street. Our office has not issued any official responses in the form of

- letters, emails, memorandums or bulletins in reference to this project. We provided guidance to the Mayor’s office in
responding to Senator Feinstein’s letter by advising on the following items from the City’s 30 Year Earthquake Safety

~ Implementation Program that could be accelerated and added to our current policy agenda for the coming year:

o Reviewing ground failure mitigation measures for buildings in geologically hazardous areas (ESIP. Task B.6.c)
— This task is already underway by the Department of Building Inspection and they will be directing their
Structural Subcommittee of the Code Advisory Committee to review this issue and make recommendations to the
Building Inspection Commission per the Mayor’s letter to Senator Feinstein (Mayor’s letter attached).

e Mandatory earthquake evaluations at the time of sale {ESIP Tasks A.2.a and B.2.c)

¢ Mandatory evaluation and retrofit of buildings with more than 300 occupants (ESIP Task C.2.c)

e Mandatory evaluation and retrofit of other low performing buildings (ESIP Task C.2.e)
— These three existing tasks from the City’s 30 Year ESIP plan have been included in this year’s legislative work
plan. The second attached file shows the existing identified policy initiatives from the larger 30 year timeline that
we are actively working on now through the Earthquake Safety Implementation Committee.

Your letter also mentioned the work | do as the City’s Chief Resilience Officer. In addition to overseeing the City’s 30 year
ESIP plan, our office also recently released Resilient San Francisco — Stogner Today, Stronger Tomorrow which is a
strategy on building greater resilience in San Francisco and includes much of our work on earthquake safety but also
brings the issues of climate change and sea level rise and other hazards that an uncertain future will most certainly bring
to our City. | look forward to the opportunity to brief you and your staff on this strategy as well as review the status and
development of our current programs such as the Mandatory Soft Story Retrofit Program, the Private School Earthquake
Evaluation Program and our new Facade Maintenance Program.

Thank you and please don’t hesitate to contact myself or my staff with any additional questions.
Best,

Patrick Otellini

Chief Resilience Officer -

Director, Office of Resilience and Recovery
City and County of San Francisco

Office of the City Administrator

1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place

City Hall, Room 362

San Francisco, CA 94102

Direct: {415} 554-5404 | E-Mail: Patrick.otellini@sfgov.org
www.sfgov.org/orr




From: Peskin, Aaron {BOS)

Sent: Tuesday, September 20, 2016 7:09 PM

To: Otellini, Patrick (ADM) <patrick.otellini@sfgov.org>; Elliott, Nicole (MYR) <nicole.elliott@sfgov.org>

Cc: Calvillo, Angela (BOS) <angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>; Major, Erica (BOS) <erica.major@sfgov.org>; Angulo Sunny {BOS)
<sunny.angulo@sfgov.org>

Subject: Letter of Inquiry in advance of Thursday's hearing

Mr. Otellini and Ms. Elliott:

Attached, please find a letter of inquiry in the furtherance of this Thursday’s hearing objectives. Please transmit
responses to me and my staff, Sunny Angulo, before Thursday.
| look forward to your response.

Best,

Aaron

Kok sk K ok ok ok ok ok

Aaron Peskin

District 3 Supervisor
415.554.7450 - VOICE
Aaron.Peskin@sfgov.org




From: Elliott, Nicole (MYR)

" Sent: Wednesday, September 21, 2016 11:20 AM
To: Peskin, Aaron (BOS); Otellini, Patrick (ADM)
Cc: Calvillo, Angela (BOS); Major, Erica (BOS); Angulo, Sunny (BOS)
Subject: RE: Letter of Inquiry in advance of Thursday's hearing

Attachments: 8.10.16 Feinstein.pdf; 9.9.16 Lee.pdf, 9.14.16 Feinstein.pdf

Good afternoon Supervisor Peskin,

Please find the following letters attached:
1) August 10" letter from Senator Feinstein to Mayor Lee
2) September 9™ letter from Mayor Lee to Senator Feinstein
3) September 14% letter from Senator Feinstein to Mayor Lee

Please feel free to be in touch if you have questions related to these letters.

Best,
Nicole

Nicole A. Elliott

Director, Legislative & Government Affairs
Office of Mayor Edwin M. Lee

(415) 554-7940

From: Peskin, Aaron (BOS)

Sent: Tuesday, September 20, 2016 7:09 PM

To: Otellini, Patrick (ADM) <patrick.otellini@sfgov.org>; Elliott, Nicole (MYR) <nicole.elliott@sfgov.org>

Cc: Calvillo, Angela (BOS) <angela.calvillo@sfgov.org>; Major, Erica (BOS) <erica.major@sfgov.org>; Angulo, Sunny (BOS)
<sunny.angulo@sfgov.org>

Subject: Letter of Inquiry in advance of Thursday's hearing

Mr. Otellini and Ms. Elliott:

Attached, please find a letter of inquiry in the furtherance of this Thursday’s hearing objectives. Please transmit
responses to me and my staff, Sunny Angulo, before Thursday.
I look forward to your response.

Best,

Aaron

EEEEEE L L 2]

Aaron Peskin

District 3 Supervisor
415.554.7450 —VOICE
Aaron.Peskin@sfgov.org




SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENGCE - VICE CHAIRMAN
COMMITTEE ON APPROPRIATIONS

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY

COMMITTEE ON RULES AND ADMINISTRATION

DIANNE FEINSTEIN
CALIFORNIA

Anited Stateg Senate
WASHINGTON, DC 20510-0504

htip:/teinstein.senate.gov

August 10, 2016

The Honorable Edwin Lee
Mayor

City Hall

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

Dear Mayor Lee:

I have been reading with increasing alarm the recent stories about the Millennium
Tower and its reported sinking and tilting. As you know, I have had great concern,
generally, with the recent residential and commercial density increase in San
Francisco, as well as concern about the City’s preparedness for a large scale
seismic event. Now, to add to that mix of concern, I am left wondering if the
City’s building code played any role in allowing this sinking and tilting to happen,
and whether or not other approved buildings are suffering the same fate.

The fact most alarming to me is that the Millennium’s engineers constructed the
building only over a thick concrete slab, supported by piles roughly 80 feet into
dense sand as opposed to drilling piles into the bedrock 200 feet down. While |
was always under the impression that buildings needed to be anchored to bedrock,
[ have learned that there are numerous buildings throughout San Francisco (e.g. the
Embarcadero buildings, AT&T Park, Moscone Center) that have used a similar
type of foundation.

I met recently with Patrick Otellini, your Chief Resiliency Officer, who spoke at
great length about the work you are leading to keep the City safe in the event of a
large seismic event. Thank you for that work. However, I believe answering the



question of the seismic stability of these new high buildings, other such buildings
currently in the construction or review phase, and whether or not they can
sufficiently survive a large scale earthquake without being anchored into bedrock |
should become a top priority for. you.

I suggest reaching out to leaders in the world of academia to solicit their guidance
and input, as opposed to current geotechnical engineers currently practicing in the
field in order to avoid any appearance of conflict of interest. Consider forming a
“Mayoral Seismic Safety Advisory Committee,” or other panel of independent
experts who can advise you and the Department of Building Inspection thoroughly
and independently. If1can be of any help to you in this endeavor, please know 1
am at your service.

Sincerely,

" Dianne Feinstein
United States Senator



OFFICE OF THE MAYOR
SAN FRANCISCO

EDWIN M. LEE
MAYOR

September 9, 2016

The Honorable Dianne Feinstein
United States Senate

331 Hart Senate Office Building
Washington, D.C. 20510

Dear Senator Feinstein:

Thank you for your letter regarding seismic safety of high-rise buildings in San Francisco, As
you know, earthquake resilience has been a key pr 1011ty of mine str etchmg back to my days as
DPW Director and City Administrator,

You asked for more information about the Millennium Tower at 301 Mission Street,

Specifically, the building permit approval process for this building commenced in 2002 under the
2001 California Building Code, and the Department of Building Inspection initiated a peer
review process from a panel of experts, as they typically do for high-tise construction that
employs a design-based approach. 301 Mission Street went through that process and was
designed and constructed to the approved plans, building codes and standards in place at the
time, That said, the Department of Building Inspection has suggested the Homeowners’
Association malke corrective actions to improve the joints, plumbing, and other operational parts
of the building,

Mote broadly, you also expressed concern about the potential number of buildings in San
Francisco that are not anchored to bedrock, Modern high rises typically employ a petrformance-
based design to ensure that the building meets the structural requirements of the current code. To
this end, the Department of Building Inspection has already enbanced and clavified their process
for having skyscrapers peer-reviewed by a panel of experts prior to approval to begin
construction,

As all Mayors of San Francisco know so deeply, earthquake preparedness is always a fitst
ptiotity, and we must strive for continual improvement, In my time as City Administrator and
Mayor, [ led and initiated my 30-year Eatthquake Safety Implementation Plan (ESIP), a multi-
point program to evaluate and retrofit seismically vulnerable buildings and to pass new laws to
make our City more resilient, I’'m proud of the progress my Administration has made thus far
which includes the retrofit of more than 5,000 dangerous soft story buildings by 2020, evaluating
all of the City’s private schools for earthquake risks by 2017 and tougher regulations requiting
fagade inspections of every building in San Francisco more than five stories in height, We have
also successfully passed $812 million in Barthquake Safety & Emergency Response general
obligation bonds. :

To address the specific issue in your letter about high-rise resiliency, I am requesting the
Department of Building Inspection’s Code Advisory Structural Subcommitiee immediately

1 DR. CARLTON B, GOODLETT PLACE, RooM 200
SAN FRANGISCO, CAUFORNIA 94102-4681
TELEPHONE: (415) 554-6141




review ground failure mitigation measures for buildings in geologically hazardous areas and
make recommendations to the Building Inspection Commission.

As a further result of your writing, I have directed the Department of Building Inspection and the
Office of Resilience & Recovery to amend our 30-year ESIP plan to expedite the safety of new
and existing high-rise buildings. Specifically, I have ordered immediate inclusion into this year’s
work plan of; : :
* Reviewing ground failure mitigation measures for buildings in geologically hazardous
areas (ESIP Task B.6.c)
» Mandatory earthquake evaluations at the time of sale (ESIP Tasks A.2.a and B.2.c)
¢ Mandatory evaluation and retrofit of buildings with more than 300 occupants (ESIP Task
C2.c)
 Mandatory evaluation and retrofit of other low performing buildings (ESIP Task C.2.¢)

Previously, several of these tasks were spread over the next 25 years, As a result of your letter,
and my direction to staff, we’re starting this work right away.

[ appreciate your attention to this issue, and I always welcome your continued guidance on
protecting San Francisco.

Sincerely,
P

Mayor, City & County of San Francisco




DIANNE FEINSTEIN SELECT COMMITTEE ON INTELLMGENGE - VICE CHAIRMAN

CALIFORNIA GOMMITIEE ON THE JUDICIARY
COMMITTEE ON RULES ANP ADMINISTRATION
Huited Btates Benate
WASHINGTON, DC 20510-0504
hitp://fainstsin.senate.gov
September 14, 2016
Dear Mayor v,

ank you for your September 9, 2016 response to my August 10, 2016 letter to
you raising concerns about the reported “sinking and tilting” of the Millennium Tower. I
am very encouraged by your response detailing your commitment to moving forward
action items within the City’s Earthquake Safety Implementation Plan for high rise
buildings. Your letter makes clear you remain steadfast, as you have throughout your
public service career, to ensuring the seismic safety of San Francisco — thank you!

Specifically to the Millennium Tower, I also appreciate your response
summarizing the building permit approval process prior to the construction of the Tower.
Moving forward, what role will the City play in addressing the continued “sinking and
tilting” of the building? What role can you play as Mayor to ensure that all impacted
City Departments stand at the ready to assist the developer, the homeowner’s association,
and other tmpacted parties, as they formulate a plan to fix the problem? Most
importantly, what can you do to ensure the residents of San Francisco that its City
government is on top of the issue?

As always, I amt more than pleased to offer any assistance I can to the City of San
Francisco.

Sincerely,

\

The Honorable Edwin Lee
Mayor

City Hall

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



Member, Board of Supervisors

District 3 City and County of San Francisco

AARON PESKIN

September 20, 2016

Patrick Otellini, Chief Resilience Ofﬁcer
Office of the City Administrator, Room 362

Nicole Elliott, Director of Legislative & Government Affairs
Office of Mayor Edwin M. Lee, Room 200

Mr. Otellini and Ms. Elliott:

Thank you for making yourself available to participate in the hearin’g.this Thursday, September
22,2016 at 10:00am at the Government Audit and Oversight Committee (GAO).

| understand that you are the world’s first Chief Resilience Officer, and | am eager to know more
about your office and the specific work you have undertaken to address resiliency and recovery
efforts here in San Francisco. | also understand that you have considerable experience after
spending a decade in the private sector dealing with building code compliance issues, so |

~appreciate the guidance you have been giving the City on these issues since assuming your
post. :

The GAO committee members will be using the recent revelations around 301 Mission Street as
a case study in the first of a series of hearings on buildings standards in seismic zones, and |
am requesting your assistance in providing any and all letters, emails, memorandums or
bulletins that you have submitted to city staff or drafted for the Mayor or any of his staff in your
role as the City’s resident expert as to the condition and seismic safety and sustainability of the
301 Mission Street project.

Ms. Elliott, the September 13, 2016 SF Magazine article “Millennium Tower Goes on Trial’
includes a letter from Mayor Lee to Senator Dianne Feinstein dated September 9, 2016. Please
provide any correspondence that triggered Mayor Lee’s official response on behalf of the City.

Thank you both in advance for your help in facilitating this hearing by transmitting these
documents in advance of this Thursday. Please feel free to contact my staff, Sunny Angulo, with
further questions.

Best, |

Aaron Peskin

City Hall e 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place » Room 244 e San Francisco, California 94102-4689 e (415) 554-7450
Fax (415) 554 - 7454 ¢« TDD/TTY (415) 554-5227 o E-mail: aaron.peskin@sfgov.org




Member, Board of Supervisors

District 3 City and County of San Francisco

AARON PESKIN

September 20, 2016

Tom C. Hui

Department of Building Inspec’tlon Dlrector
1660 Mission Street, Sixth Floor

San Francisco, CA 94103

Dear Director Hui:

Thank you for working to prepare for this Thursday’s Government Audit and Oversight hearing.
In addition to the questions we transmxtted on September 12, 2016, please be advised of the
following questions, as well:

What other projects have been built on friction piles in the city? Out of those projects,
which friction piles go into clay and which go into sand? Please provide a list for the
hearing and indicate whether the buildings are constructed out of steel or concrete.

Please provide an overview of the dewatering and drilling preparation work that
happened at 301 Mission Street prior to 2010.

How many permit expeditors were involved with the 301 Mission project over the course
of its vetting and approval process?

How many inspectors does the Department of Building Inspection (DBl) employ and how
many are necessary to evaluate projects over 120 feet? How many inspectors were
assigned to evaluate the seismic safety and structural soundness of 301 Mission Street?

What is the relationship of Consolidation Engineering Laboratories (CEL) to the 301
Mission Street project and any other projects since? What about Construction Testing
Service (CTS) Inspection Company?

Who signs off on Requests for Information from engineers within DBI typically? Who
signed off on any Requests for Information on the 301 Mission Street project, as well as
any inspection punch lists?

Has the successful performance of tower buildings on pads in a seismic zone
(particularly on poor quality soil deposits) been proven?

Thank you for your dttenti n/ to these inquiries, and | look forward to the September 22 hearing.

(o [

Adron Peskin

City Hall o 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place ¢ Room 244 e San Francisco, California 94102-4689 e (415) 554-7450

Fax (415) 554 - 7454 « TDD/TTY (415) 554-5227 o B-mail: aaron.peskin@sfgov.org




Member, Board of Supervisors

District 3 City and County of San Francisco

AARON PESKIN

September 12, 2016

Tom C. Hui

Department of Building Inspection, Director
1660 Mission Street, Sixth Floor

San Francisco, CA 94103

CC: Angela Calvillo; William Strawn; Lily Madjus

Dear Director Hui:

Thank you for copying me on the public records request regarding 301 Mission Street. After
review of the documents, | have asked the Clerk of the Board to transmit this letter of inquiry in
order to obtain further information and to give the Department of Building Inspection official
notice that | am convening a special meeting of the Government Audit and Oversight Committee
to hear File #160975 on Thursday, September 22, 2016 at 10:00am.

| request the following individuals to be present: William Strawn, Daniel Lowrey, Gary Ho and
former staff and Acting Director Amy Lee.

The documents responsive to the NBC Investigative Unit's disclosure request seem woefully
incomplete. Please identify what documents were not turned over and why.

Additional questions in advance of the September 22" hearing: ~ ,

e In 2005, geotechnical engineers, Treadwell & Rollo wrote that the project’s structural
engineer would determine the depth of the piles, yet there are no documents identifying
this review or approval process. Please provide this written determination.

e The 2006 correspondence between the Department of Building Inspection and the lead
at DeSimone Consulting Engineers focuses primarily on DBI concerns with the proposed
BauGrid® reinforcement system installed at 301 Mission. All but one of of these 22
pages of documents deal with these prefabricated joints, which received review and
approval by the structural review panel consisting of Mr. Hardip Pannu and Professor
Jack Moehle. Oddly, the subject of the structural foundation was not covered in the
correspondence, leading me to inquire whether or not there was peer review of this
critical aspect of the project.

o What is the Department of Building Inspection’s current policy on performance-based
peer review of structural foundations for projects over 120 ft? Has this policy always
been in place, or did it come about at a certain time? Why was it changed or created?

¢ Why does the Department of Building Inspection have an inquiry in 2009 regarding the
larger than expected settlements of the high-rise and mid-rise buildings at 301 Mission,
but no response included in its disclosure? Please provide the response from DeSimone
Consulting Engineers.

e The DeSimone Consulting Engineers letter from February 2009 states that they do not
expect differential settlement to occur. What was the Department’s response to this .

City Hall e 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place » Room 244 e San Francisco, California 94102-4689 e (415) 554-7450
Fax (415) 554 - 7454 ¢ TDD/TTY (415) 554-5227 e E-mail: aaron.peskin@sfgov.org




Letter of Inquiry — Tom C. Hui — September 12, 2016 (Page 2)

assertion and was this the understanding when the Certificates of Occupancy were
issued, that no differentiated settlement had been noticed to any oversight agency?

¢ In 2008 negotiations appear to have been ongoing to expedite life safety inspections in
order to obtain a temporary occupancy for the 60 story residential high rise at 301
Mission. On what basis did the city feel it should expedite the issuance of temporary
occupancy pefmits? Who was the permit expediter for the 301 Mission project?

e Why does the City have an unsigned report put together by an independent structural
engineer, with no responses or follow-up from Department officials? The Draft
Foundation Settlement investigation by Ronald Hamburger identifies a number of issues,
including aggressive dewatering during construction (even before additional dewatering
as a result of the Transbay project), as well as projected sinkage over the anticipated
norm.

e As stated prior, the DeSimone Consulting Engineers 2009 report stipulated to no
differential settlement but that marginal shift can be expected. Yet the Hamburger report
later identified foundational cracking as a serious concern. Please explain this
information and assessment gap. Whose responsibility is it to notify the City when new
verifiable concerns are flagged or found to be substantive? Did the Hamburger report
cause the City concern and are there any additional geotechnical structural reviews that
have additional information warranting analysis that we have not been made aware of?

¢ According to the Hamburger report, the pile drives were built into mud clay not dense
sand. Does this sediment create enough “friction” for friction piles to maintain their depth
and stability and not sink? Was this evaluated before approval?

s Please also submit a complete list in advance of the hearing of projects within the
waterfront, Transbay and Rincon Hiil neighborhood plan areas that have opted to drill
down to bedrock and those that have not, along with their height and whether they
utilized performance-based design with peer review.

e Please provide a comparison of the structural analysis and approval standards required
in Section 1701 of the San Francisco Building Code, the California Uniform Building
Code and the federal requirements, including whether peer review of project foundations
is required or encouraged as a best practice.

e What are the implications of the existing aggravated lean at 301 Mission Street on the
seismic sustainability of the adjacent Transbay project and what steps is the City
undertaking to ensure we protect our investment in this public project, given the new
information? '

¢ How many Certificates of Occupancy has the Department of Building Inspection issued
since 301 Mission Street in the Transbay and Rincon neighborhoods?

e What steps is the Department undertaking to remediate the issues that have been
uncovered at 301 Mission and the potential projects in the surrounding neighborhood?
What recommendations can you offer that we must pursue immediately?

Please work with my staff to transmit this information in advance of the September 22 hearing
and be prepared to discuss it as a part of our collective efforts to ensure the appropriate
standards for our city-approved projects moving forward.

Thank you for your cooperation.

Be7 /«)
e
o [ A

Aaron Peskin




Millennium Litigation Group
930 Montgomery Street, Suite 600
San Francisco, CA 94133

Tel: (415) 433-3475

Fax: (415) 781-8030
www.millenniumlitigation.com

Re: Item 160975, Special Meeting September 22, Government Audit and Oversight Committee

We represent the homeowners of the Millennium Tower in a Class Action - Superior
Court Of The State of California City and County Of San Francisco, case number: Ct CGC -16-
553574. For more information you may see www.Millenniumlitigation.com

We thank the Government Audit and Oversight Committee, and particularly Supervisor
Peskin, for the good work they are doing to probe the background of 301 Mission, and better
understand the challenges of erecting high-rise, and skyscraper structures on precarious soil
conditions in San Francisco. Their concerns to establish whether there was political pressure, or
corruption involved in the approvals is commendable. While it is very important to understand
and learn from the history of this building, and what may have gone wrong along the way, it is
far, far more important to fully understand what public safety issues are posed by its present
condition, and how it may further be detrimentally impacted by future causes.

As the various stakeholders position their interests to pursue litigation, they have each
retained experts to opine on what the causes of the sinking and tilting may be. Each party and
their experts, will for obvious reasons, spin, and nuance the opinions to advance their ultimate
agenda, laying blame at the feet of others. Additionally, the various experts’ opinions will not
be made known until years from now when depositions will be taken before trial. During the
course of litigation, the investigation results and conclusions, which are considered attorney
work product, will be shielded from public scrutiny, and even from the homeowners by their
own HOA experts. The various stakeholders have financial interests in assuaging the
homeowners and the city, with opinions that the building is currently safe. However, such
opinions must be viewed with suspicion. There currently is no independent, unbiased review of
the life safety condition of Millennium Tower, and it is unlikely with pending complex litigation
that there will be any such reliable independent, unbiased opinion in the near future. -

It is without dispute that the Millennium Tower skyscraper currently stands in a
compromised state, as it continues to sink and lean. There is very serious life safety concern by
all, for the homeowners, the other buildings in the vicinity (including the Transbay Terminal),
and the citizens of San Francisco. The failure of the Millennium Tower could potentially cause
catastrophic damage to property, and life, unlike-anything this city has previously experienced.

1



There are allegations that the foundation was improperly designed, and/or has been adversely
impacted by changes in the water table brought about by construction activities. There has
been no independent investigation to date, to determine how much of a life safety hazard this
massive skyscraper is currently posing, or may cause in the future. Many factors may have the
potential to turn this magnificent structure, the crown jewel of the Transbay Terminal, into an
instrument of mass destruction. Earthquakes, changes in the water table, either man made or
through natural causes such as the rising sea level, or a prolonged drought in California, are just
a few obvious factors to investigate and consider. This building may be totally safe for a long
time in the future, or may be a ticking time bomb, resulting in a catastrophe of epic
proportions. It is critical that the City and County of San Francisco act immediately to protect
the homeowners, and the public. A complete independent investigation into the current and
future public safety condition of the building must be implemented immediately.

The appropriate agencies of the San Francisco government, who have the power to do
so, should immediately implement a full investigation by well qualified, unbiased experts, under
their public supérvision, who owe no loyalty to any of the stakeholders in this conflict. Such
work product and findings should be transparent and made public to avoid any bias and
maintain integrity.

We hope and trust that the Honorable Mayor, Board of Supervisors, Senator Diane
Feinstein who has expressed interest, and appropriate city officials, will agree that such an
investigation is urgently needed, and will take immediate steps to bring it about.

Sincerely,

x‘]\) e e

o
-

Millennium Litigation Group

www.millinniumlitigation.com
Mark M. Garay, Esq.
Law Offices Of Mark M. Garay




SFPUC Batch Discharge Program

Tomio Takeshita
Manager of the SFPUC Pretreatment Program
January 12, 2017
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Regulatory Requirement
-

* Environmental Protection Agency regulations
require San Francisco to have a Pretreatment
Program

* San Francisco Public Works Code - Article 4.1
(Sewer Use Ordinance) requires that we
regulate all discharges into the sewage system



San Francisco Public Works Code:
Article 4.1

* Article 4.1 approved in 1992.
® Purpose of Article 4.1 and Pretreatment Program:

— Protect human health, the environment, the sewage
system, and wastewater treatment plants

— Prevent the discharge of pollutants into sewage system
that would:
® obstruct or damage the system;
* interfere with, inhibit or disrupt treatment facilities;
* harm or threaten to harm human health or the environment; or
* contribute to violations of regulatory requirements imposed on
the City.

* Dischargers shall pay sewer service charges.



Batch Wastewater Discharge
Permit Program

|

* The purpos'e of the permit program is to protect our
wastewater infrastructure by regulating the quality and
quantity of dischargers. i

* All periodic discharges to the sewage system must
obtain a Batch Wastewater Discharge Permit.

~ @ Federal regulatory requirement of EPA that SFPUC
regulate periodic discharges.



Who Must Comply

* Any activity that generates periodic
discharges to the sewage system:

—Construction sites;
—Well water testing and pumping;
~—Auxiliary water supply testing; and

—Any other activity that generates non-
“routine discharges.



SFPUC Batch Discharge
Permit Requirements

* May require discharger to install water
meters to report quantity discharged.

* May require discharger to sample water
and submit water quality reports.

* May require the removal of pollutants
prior to discharge; pretreatment.

e Dischargers shall pay sewer service
charges.
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BULLDING INSPECTION

[l

o

Role of DBI in Construction |

* Review plans and designs developed by architects and
engineers hired by project sponsor to verify compliance
with code in force at time plans are submitted for review

* Conduct site inspections to verify that construction is in
accordance with approved plans.

» Address code compliance issues raised through |
complaints submitted by San Francisco residents
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| residential units

Type of Constructlon ~ Typel (Concrete) e
?'PrOJectValuatlon ,-‘~“‘E_;f§$175M L o
Foundation Type Mat slab Wlth 900+ 14

inch square piles driven
down 66-91 feet

Building Code In Effect ;532001 CA Building Code

Permit Filed October 2002
Permit Issued September 2005
TCOs - March 19/May 8, 2009

CFC Issued August 2009

» DBl issues a TCO only after verifying that life safety
components are installed in accordance with plans and
are functional (plumbing, electrical, building, and fire).

» DBI inspected project site regularly from Jan 2006 - Aug
2009 and found no signs of settlement:
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TARTRARELS
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* Use of Admlnlstra’uve Bulletins (adopted in March 8,
2008) for Tall Buildings:
AB 082 - Guidelines and Procedures for Structural
Desigh Review and
- 2. ABO083 - Requirements & Guidelines for the Seismic

Design of New Tall Buildings Using Non-Prescriptive
Seismic Design Procedures.

* Mandatory structural deSIgn review of high-rise bundmgs
- over 240 ft. in helght ‘

« Any performance based design building structure will
require AB 082 review.

* These ABs have been used as a model by other
JUI’I$dIC’[10nS

1. DBI is investigating reports of settlement at 301
Mission.

2. DBI has requested a final, signed copy of the
2014 Foundation Settlement Investigation report
and a copy of the 2016 updated report by
Simpson Gumpertz & Heger on behalf of project
SpoNsor.

3. DBI has issued a request to the building owners
and its engineering and technical teams to keep
DBI informed specifically about any observed
effects on the building's life safety systenmis that
may be connected to the settlement, and to
provide us with an updated engineering report by
the end of September.
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Hello Supervisors and others: G%h Ty \5 &

My name is Janet Campbell, | am an architect with an MBA in Real Estate, and have
38 years' experience in Architecture and Real Estate Development.

| came here today to help shed some light on what | have seen over the past 17 years
of working to have clients' projects approved within the Planning, Building and other
departments.

In 49 states, the blurring of lines of responsibility to produce plans is not allowed.
Architects, Structural Engineers and Contractors are not allowed to practice each
others' professions. They are to use a standard of due care particular to their
professions for the good of the life, safety and welfare of the public, including financial,
with regards to those who hold loans on such properties.

And in of all places, earthquake country, those lines have been blurred.

Further, while the license laws are clear as to who can and cannot practice
architecture and engineering, time and again, we see "Paper napkin-like" drawings
allowed to be taken in against License Laws and then approved - on commercial
spaces or residential properties with multiple units on them.

Against the law. And in multiple Departments.

Why and How does this happen?

We see time and again glad-handing "expediters" who discuss issues of properties
with Planning, Building and other Department personnel, representing clients - against

license laws.

We see restaurants built out without plans and the appropriate permits. And
contractors "crowing" in emails about how they "got 'er done".

The affect has been brutal on a number of my clients. Because of illegal units, at least
two of my clients are stuck in a round hell of having based buying prices through
clueless realtors with mortgages on the income from those units.

In one case the illegal units were approved by Planning against their codes and bought
later by my clients, having now been to Director's Hearings and now with a lien against
their property, and unable to sell or refinance.



Another client found herself represented by an expediter, who also represented the
landlord. She signed a commercial lease prior to hiring me, and when | got into the
project, found no way to accommodate a necessary second exit. She lost her
investment, around $250,000.

| have prevented a number of other clients from similar mistakes - IF they get to me
soon enough, before the realtors, landlords and expediters get to them.

Other clients decide to steal architect's drawings, to use expediters. Recently, one
walked off with much of 7 months' work, and is using it, to employ expediters to "get
around the rules" and put things through Planning and Building much faster.

Another recently had a contractor who acts as an "expediter machine" with employees
to take my drawings in, signh them as if he was myself, until an honest plan reviewer
alerted me. Building tried to get me to take a payment from the expediter, then tried
to get the City Attorney to prosecute him for fraud, and the City Attorney refused.

Even in Planning, there is a Design Team where one member told me a couple of
years ago, "You sit down, Shut Up, We Design It and you detalil it after it gets to
Building."

They are not architects nor the architect-of-record, with certain duties and
responsibilities, and do not understand the import of what they are doing, at the risk of
the clients and those holding mortgages.

Despite attempts to get a planner to read a survey and understand that the two lots
were two lots, | watched a client go belly-up, the Planner deliberately yelling us down
and put him through a three-year "lot split" that finally took six months through the
Assessor Recorder's Offices and DPW to prove that it was as recorded and surveyed,
two lots. An architect in their position would never have done so.

And in the past month alone, | have caught three persons practicing on paper as
architects and engineers, unlicensed.

When will it end?

In Summary:

ONLY When you:

1. Enforce the License Laws.



2. Separate all Disciplines into reviewing only their Disciplines.

3. Have clear Processes to go through, on Charts publicly available, without personnel
interpretations allowed.

4. Have the appropriately trained Personnel, with licenses in those professions and at
least 10-20 years experience, in Management and reviewing plans - in every
department that has to review them in the city. At Planning, Building, Fire, Health,
DPW/BSM, MOD and etc.

For instance.
Architects do Architectural, including all Zoning, Design, Exiting, ADA and Health
Code issues in all Departments reviewing plans.
Structural Engineers review Structural Engineering - only - at Building.
Geologists and GeoTechnical Engineers should at least be consulting at Buidling.
Civil Engineers should and are reviewing plans at DPW.

5. Have only the Architect or Engineer of Record pulling the plans through, or their
direct employees

"Under their supervision" - as an employee, not consultant - is what the license
law dictates.

6. Have Clear and Unchanged Standards on Plans, laid out in great detail, that all

have to go through.
No personal interpretations should be allowed by Staff.

In Conclusion:

Familiarity and other methods used by expediters, plying the unlicensed and
inappropriate employees reviewing plans in order to get a favorable interpretation,
further erodes application of the codes and standards that matter to all of us.

It repeatedly has and is destroying the life, safety, health and welfare of the public -
as seen in the Millenium Towers.




IN SUMMARY

1. Enforce the License Laws.
2. Separate all Disciplines into reviewing only their Disciplines.

3. Have clear Processes to go through, on Charts publicly available, without personnel
interpretations allowed.

4. Have the appropriately trained Personnel, with licenses in those professions and at
least 10-20 years experience, in Management and reviewing plans - in every
department that has to review them in the city. At Planning, Building, Fire, Health,
DPW/BSM, MOD and etc.

For instance:
Architects do Architectural, including all Zoning, Design, Exiting, ADA and Health
Code issues in all Departments reviewing plans.
Structural Engineers review Structural Engineering - only - at Building.
Geologists and GeoTechnical Engineers should at least be consulting at Buidling.
Civil Engineers should and are reviewing plans at DPW.

5. Have only the Architect or Engineer of Record pulling the plans through, or their
direct employees
"Under their supervision" - as an employee, not consultant - is what the license law dictates.

6. Have Clear and Unchanged Standards on Plans, laid out in great detail, that all

have to go through.
No personal interpretations should be allowed by Staff.

In Conclusion:

Familiarity and other methods used by expediters, plying
the unlicensed and inappropriate employees reviewing plans
in order to get a favorable interpretation, further erodes
application of the codes and standards that matter to all of us.

It repeatedly has and is destroying the life, safety, health
and welfare of the public - as seen in the Millenium Towers.




City Hall
1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place, Room 244
San Francisco 94102-4689
Tel. No. 554-5184
Fax No. 554-5163
TDD/TTY No. 554-5227

BOARD of SUPERVISORS

MEMORANDUM

TO: Tom Hui, Director, Department of Building Inspection

FROM:. Erica IVIajor, Assistant Clerk, Government Audit and Oversight Committee,
Board of Supervisors

DATE: September 12, 2016

SUBJECT: HEARING MATTER INTRODUCED

The Board of Supervisors’ Government Audit and Oversight Committee has received
the following hearing request, introduced by Supervisor Peskin on September 6, 2016:

File No. 160975

Hearing on existing building standards in seismic safety zones, including
infill and waterfront neighborhoods; and requesting the Department of
Building Inspection to report.

If you have any comments or reports to be included with the file, please forward them to
me at the Board of Supervisors, City Hall, Room 244, 1 Dr. Carlton B. Goodlett Place,
San Francisco, CA 94102.

cc:
William Strawn, Department of Building Inspection
Carolyn Jayin, Department of Building Inspection



Print Form

Introduction Form

By a Member of the Board of Supervisors or the Mayor

'I* - | Time  stamp
¥ Tor meeting date

I hereby submit the following item for introduction (select only one):

-

] 1. For reference to Committee. (An Ordinance, Resolution, Motion, or Charter Amendme;;{)q I

[

2. Request for next printed agenda Without Reference to Committee.

X

3. Request for hearing on a subject matter at Committee.

4, Request for letter beginning "Supervisor inquires"

5. City Attorney request.

6. Call File No. from Committee,

7. Budget Analyst request (attach written motion).

8. Substitute Legislation File No.

9. Reactivate File No.

O O 0O oOood ™

10. Question(s) submitted for Mayoral Appearance before the BOS on

Please check the appropriate boxes. The proposed legislation should be forwarded to the following:
[ Small Business Commission [l Youth Commission [1 Ethics Commission

[[] Planning Commission ] Building Inspection Commission

Note: For the Imperative Agenda (a resolution not on the printed agenda), use a Imperative Form.

Sponsor(s):

Aaron Peskin

Subject:

Hearing on Building Standards in Seismic Safety Zones

The text is listed below or attached:

Hearing at the Government Audit and Oversight Committee to receive presentations,b y t é Department of Building
Inspections on existing building standards in seismic safety zones, includihg infill an waterfront neighborhoods.

, , : /1 / / /| i
Signature of Sponsoring Supervisor: . /

/
;
7 <7

For Clerk's Use Only:
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