Tri-Chapter Uniform Code Committee (TUCC)

Meeting Minutes for January 8, 2009
Milpitas City Hall

455 E. Calaveras Rd.

Call to Order:

Meeting called to order at 1:20 p.m. by committee co-chairperson Sheila Lee, City of Santa Clara.
1.  In Attendance/Self Introductions:

*Sheila Lee, City of Santa Clara
**David Basinger, Shums Coda Associates

+Ray Kansara, RK Associates

Kathryn Sedwick, City of San Jose

Mike Wayne, City of Redwood City

Keyvan Irannejad, City of Milpitas

Leon Sheyman, City of Milpitas

Ben Yousefi, City of Mountain View

Mac Saberi, City of Palo Alto

Mike Baird, Kutzmann and Associates

Betty Chan, City of Milpitas

Oliver Chan, City of Milpitas

Robert Woods, City of Walnut Creek

Mike Petersen, 4Leaf

Gary West, City of Vallejo

Clay Salzman, Town of Danville

James Russell, Building Codes Consultant

Jan Zhou, Bureau Veritas

Carol Lau, City of Sunnyvale

Michael Richards, Foster City

Brooks MacNeil, City of Burlingame

Prabath Silva, WC3

Matin Miraftab, City of San Leandro

Mark Soltes, City of San Leandro

Matt Fong, City of San Francisco
Lisa McGurthy, Simpson Strong Tie

Dan Wells, Simpson Strong Tie

*  Chairperson

** Secretary

+ Additional/Back-up Secretary

2.  Minutes Approval:

The previous minutes were reviewed and approved.

There was a brief opening announcement that ICC-ES has now approved the Hardy Frame lateral force resisting wall systems (Evaluation Services Report ES2089), based on the new ASCE design criteria, except for use at balloon-framed wall conditions.

3.  Simplified Wind Design (Ben Yousefi):
Ben presented the new ICC approved simplified 2009 IBC wind design. He noted that in the past week, there were California amendments to the 2007 CBC that adopted these provisions, but only for BSC (state owned buildings) and HCD (state funded/owned multi-family) – so a local amendment and/or interpretation would be needed to use this criteria at each jurisdiction. Ben also provided copies of the new California Building Code amendments that are effective on August 1, 2009, for other building types – so more reasons to create an interpretation documents for alternative wind design provisions at the TUCC level.
Sheila asked about previously presented information from Giyan in comparison to the information presented today. Ben indicated that Giyan was attempting to create a simplified maximum value for the designs, while Ben’s approach is an alternative to for the designers (Engineers and/or Architects). Sheila recommended adopting Giyan’s package for SFD/minor structures, and also allow Ben’s package (or DSA/HCD’s method) for all other types of projects.
Action Taken: Giyan and Ben to continue to work on this document, and bring the language/format back to the group for review and approval at next month’s meeting.
4.  Wood Shear Wall Tie-down Anchoring Systems (Lisa McGurthy):

Following up Dan’s discussions from last month, Lisa (from Simpson Strongtie) presented a short explanation about tie-down systems and construction/design concerns, as well as the established local design criteria from San Francisco, San Jose, Los Angeles and San Diego. The focus of her presentation revolved around four main points in the tie-down anchors: (1) shrinkage; (2) current code design requirements; (3) lack of test data; and (4) local requirements.
Shrinkage as found in AC316, defines testing of the shrinkage compensating device only, and typically varies between manufacturer’s products. There are primarily two types of shrinkage compensating devices – a continuously varying device (e.g., a take-up device), that is constantly moving to account for shrinkage, and a ratcheting device that moves upward until it engages the rod. These are provided to ensure a consistent deliverable variation.

ASCE7-05 Section 12.12.1 establishes the drift equation requirements, and is very accurate for single-story structures, but perhaps not enough for multi-story buildings – as there is currently not enough test information for multi-story structures, and consequently no clear approach for engineers or plans examiners. However, Simpson has plans to build a 14,000-sq. ft., six-story structure on the world’s largest shaker table and provide some of this missing test data.

The current design criteria developed by four major California cities were also presented as follows:

San Francisco criteria: rod elongation + shrinkage compensating device movement/deformation + coupling hardware + bearing plates. Results must be less than or equal to .185” (LRFD) or less than equal to .132” (ASD).
San Jose criteria: rod elongation per floor or between restraints less than equal to .125” (ASD). Further, the rod elongation + shrinkage compensating device movement/deformation + bearing plate perpendicular to grain + any other component deformation less than or equal to .20” (ASD between restraints).
San Diego criteria: Equals .125” per floor in rod elongation.
Los Angeles criteria: Rod elongation between restraints less than or equal to .125”

Simpson would like a uniform policy amongst jurisdictions, for all manufacturers.

Kathryn indicated that SJ does not allow this to be a deferred submittal – needs to be designed and thought through prior to permit. Sheila indicates that the awareness of the information will improve the review process by the jurisdictions – but how much required is up to the local jurisdictions. Sheila asked for group input, and whether or not a policy was deemed necessary from TUCC, as well as the need to agree on the appropriate numbers to be used. Keyvan asked for a vote on how many of the cities would be in favor of a policy (seven jurisdictions in favor of a policy, with three against). So with those in favor of a policy – what is the criteria/numbers to be used???

To decide the criteria and elongation limits, Ben suggested that a sub-committee was established to analyize the problem, and bring back information to the group. A sub-committee of volunteers was established (Ben, Matt, Ray, Jim, and TBD representatives from Milpitas and San Jose) – Ben will lead the committee. Progress report is due next month.
Action Taken: Sub-committee to present the first draft of an interpretation document at next month’s meeting for discussion by the group.
5.  Meeting open for general code item discussions:

Mac asked about foam insulation in the attics, and two ES reports. One report requires ventilation per IBC, while the other is silent on the ventilation issues – how are the jurisdictions dealing with the ventilation requirements. IRC (not adopted) requires the foam at the underside of the roof sheathing and allows some un-vented conditions, while the IBC version requires ventilation. Ben indicates that the foam does not allow for condensation to occur, and the presence of moisture could lead to dry rot. Palo Alto and San Jose are allowing the foam as an AMMR for unvented installations. Keyvan indicates that Wildfire Urban Interface requirement prefer non-vented conditions. Keyvan asked that the new ventilation requirements are more restrictive, and condensation is a problem in this area – what kind of justification is behind this AMMR. Mac indicates that manufacturer’s documents in conjunction with the IRC as an alternative is typically being accepted as a performance based equivalent. Jim asked whether or not the building owner knows what they are getting with these applications, and the potential problems – as contractor/designers are more likely submitting the justification.

Matt asked about how the minimum number of required exits being applied (per CBC 1019) in taller structures – are two required exits being applied per floor or by total building occupant load. Group indicated that determination was on a room-by-room, floor-by-floor occupant load calculation.
There was a question as to whether or not CBC 1203.1 was now intended to require mechanical ventilation in the bathrooms. Group consensus was that it was now required.
Gary West asked about how decommissioned military base buildings, when refurbished and re-use for similar and new uses – at what level did the group feel that partial or full current code upgrades were required in the buildings. Can you even make the change of use from military to civilian use trigger code requirements for exiting, structural, and/or fire/life-safety? Keyvan allows for the building to be in compliance with the code at the time of construction, unless the occupancy changes or some other item requires improvements. Sheila agreed that a change of occupancy would trigger new code/structural upgrades, with perhaps some exceptions. The discussion continued with several other scenarios and ideas being presented, but no other definitive statements on the matter.

Ray asked if anyone had received a letter about a cement based particle board product that is not fire-resistive, but being portrayed as fire-resistive.
Mark Soltes brought up the suggestion that guardrails in remodels could be in compliance with the code in effect at the time of construction (per CBC 3403.1 exception), and asked if anyone felt this was at odds with groups previous policy interpretation. John suggested that replacement of part vs. whole system was different – but Mark indicates that the section and the safety code cited would allow some other options.

Ben indicated that ASCE7-05 is being updated and concludes next month (will be ASCE7-10 in the future), he is on the seismic group and can make some change suggestions. While Sheila asked input from the group to the ICC code change committee (which will meet next Tues at Kutzman office in Fremont – 12:30). Gale also indicated that DSA and HCD are also asking for suggestions on State changes.

Next meeting scheduled for February 12 at 1:15 p.m.
Meeting adjourned at 3:04 p.m.

