Tri-Chapter Uniform Code Committee (TUCC)

Meeting Minutes for December 10, 2009
Milpitas City Hall

455 E. Calaveras Rd.

Call to Order:

Meeting called to order at 1:25 p.m. by committee co-chairperson Keyvan Irranejad, City of Milpitas.

1.  In Attendance/Self Introductions:

++Keyvan Irannejad, City of Milpitas

Mike Leontiades, Town of Danville

Homer Maiel, City of San Jose
Stephen Lau, City of San Mateo
**David Basinger, Shums Coda Associates

Giyan Senaratne, WC3

Carol Lau, City of Sunnyvale

Gale Bate, Code Resource

Michael Richards, Foster City

David Chung, City of Gilroy

Mac Saberi, City of Palo Alto

Dan Wells, Simpson Strong-Tie

Massoud Abolhoda, Plan Review Consultants

Jeff Maddox, The Fire Consultants

James Russell, Building Codes Consultant

Kathryn Sedwick, City of San Jose
Akitayo Akiloumi, City of San Ramon
*  Chairperson

** Secretary

+ Additional/Back-up Secretary
++ Acting Chairperson
2.  Minutes Approval:

The minutes from last month were not distributed, as the primary topic of the meeting was special inspection procedures and a matrix list that was being created by the Special Inspection Committee. Keyvan explained that the review of the special inspection companies certification and experience was still a part of the Special Inspection Committee information provided to the Tri-Chapter organizations, but the Committee had begun to develop a matrix (that has not been completed or published at this point) that tracked changes in special inspection personnel within these companies. As this was not done in the past there was a significant level of apprehension in publishing this as completed (through the minutes) without some discussion by all Chapters and jurisdictions - although this list would only be additional information developed by the Committee.
Keyvan noted that regardless of the outcome of the matrix list, the current general information created from the Special Inspection Committee was still valid, and can be used by jurisdictions to maintain uniformity. There was a brief discussion of the issues that followed, with some of the representatives expressing frustration that the committee had developed this matrix, and whether or not this reflected the opinion or direction of the city they represent. Some who had been involved with the creation of the Special Inspection Committee recalled that this was not a new concept, as changes in special inspector staff and credentials were also be part of their informational tasks, but there was never any follow through (such as a list) with the information. Keyvan suggested that the city field inspector still needed to check the special inspector's qualifications for each job they are working, and others agreed as often the special inspector and field inspector are often not present on site at the same time during construction. Jim suggested that members of the Special Inspection Committee need to make presentations at the Chapter meetings to ensure all information created and distributed is acceptable.

Keyvan closed the discussion by noting that the first Tuesday of each month is when the Special Inspection Committee meets at the City of Milpitas, and everyone is welcome to come and participate.

3.  Glazing Sizing (Giyan Seneratne):

Giyan noted that under the 2001 CBC the glazing table (used for sizing in lieu of complete structural calculations) has been eliminated, and he was having a problem quickly determining if the glazing was meeting the code minimums. The group agreed that the Table has been eliminated and replaced by ASCE-7, Article 13 - calculations and requirements. Mac indicates that the ASCE-7 would now allow glazing to be designed and supported on four, three or two sides. Keyvan suggested that asking for "listed" glazing units would eliminate this concern, as it would give the deflection criteria.
Action taken: None - discussion item only

4.  Underfloor Clearances (Keyvan Irrannejad):

Keyvan brought to the group that in some recent residential additions, they were running into older homes that could not provide the 18"/12" clearances that are required for joists/girders. Milpitas had developed a policy to assist and handle these conditions and was wondering if the group wanted to examine this as a possible TUCC recommendation in future meetings?

Massoud thought that if the new construction exposes or undermines the existing foundation there should be some alternatives to the code minimums to reduce required clearances. Homer suggests that less than 12" should not have any utility lines within the underfloor areas, and Mac thought that the 12" is only needed for pest inspections. Someone suggested that lack of ventilation does rust out the structural connections. Keyvan noted that they were still requiring ventilation, unless it was a slab with vapor barrier or foam insulation within the space (in lieu of ventilation).
Action taken: Keyvan to bring the policy to the group to review and discussion at the next meeting.

5.  Tie down anchors in cracked concrete (Massoud Abouldoud):

Massoud asked the group if they were checking tiedown anchors in single family additions for cracked concrete design per ACI-Appendix D? Everyone indicated that they were asking for such a calculation from the engineers, unless (as Keyvan suggested) they were using one of the only two bolts (Simpson or Hilti) that were pre-approved and tested for cracked concrete strength.

Massoud suggested that in single-story, SFD's, there was no history of these holdowns failing (if installed correctly) - so he had some concerns with asking designers to provide the additional structural calculations (and time) on an item that would comply with the code minimums. Secondly, if designed conventionally, the cracked concrete anchor design will not be done, as it is not required in conventional design. If the concrete is not subject to tension (i.e., S.F.D.), then there is not need to check the tension force.

Mac suggests that Jim may have gotten this waived in the new code for single-family homes via the recent ICC Code Change Hearings. At this point, Jim presented the Tri-Chapter supported code change language that was approved in Baltimore, but noted that it was only for shear plane design (i.e., anchor bolts only - not holdown anchors). The code change centered on these bolts only require a shear plane design (don't have failure of sill plates designed in the ASC requirements), so in light-framed wood structures (bearing or non-bearing walls) with masonry and concrete walls, should be per CBC Chapter 23. Thus CBC Section 2304.1.2 was changed to allow for lateral nominal design strength to be use for the lateral bolt strength in a plate design - as long as it meets certain criteria (5/8" A.B.'s, with 7" imbed, center of a 2x4 plate or 1-3/4" in on a 2 x 6 plate, with end distance of 15 bolt diameters) - then you don't have to design per appendix D for cracked concrete.
Massoud would like to extend this to also be for tensioned bolts, or follow the concrete design chart that does address this with doubled checking of the design, and is considered conservative loading. Massoud would ask that this table be used as a TUCC policy in lieu of asking for designers to check the loading for cracked concrete in single-family homes. Keyvan indicated that he has a more conservative Table he obtained from Simpson representatives (as of yet unpublished) for similar comparison analysis. Jim agrees that some type of chart would be a useful tool to make a plan reviews easier for this item, as we already know that the typical holdown anchor bolts in the home will work.
Action taken: A draft table and policy for TUCC to review needs to be prepared for a future meeting (Massoud and/or Jim?). Jim would like to bring back the code change as well.
6.  Summary of ICC ABM 2012 Code Hearings (Jim Russell):
Jim presented some highlights from the Code Hearings for the group:

· Steel and masonry special inspection taken out of the code, concrete not out yet, but ACI may be pushing for this 2012 edition of the code.

· Seismic maps are changing again - really for the Charleston/Memphis areas of the country.

· Wind maps are now changed to get an LRFD number, so the load calculations are also changing, which may change the numbers we see in design.

· Special inspection of T-bar ceilings also removed/changed.

· TUCC type policy to not require a soils report for addition/remodels was not approved.

· The stair width design have changed back to the wider values from older codes. 

· Sprinkler reductions have been eliminated - Gale suggested that these were marginal when initially included in the I-Codes.

· Sprinklers at glass walls are no longer usable for fire protection, because you can't rely on the water being there, but can be proposed as an AMMA equivalency.

Jim indicated that in the future, as a group we need to get structural engineers involved and placed on code change committee boards, because the trend in Baltimore was that the boards gave little credence to the Building Official membership desires to simplify the usefulness of the codes. For example, in the future versions of the codes many of the simple look and use tables have been eliminated in lieu of calculations in reference documents - we may need to re-create newer versions of current tables to supplement and make easier the interpretation of the code minimums.
Additionally, Gale added that Baltimore had a very low attendance, so change at the State level is more probable.
7.  Set up 2010 Code Committees:
Keyvan postpone this item until next month, although Jim asked that changes in moving to the IRC be part of the committee analysis.
Other code items to discussions:
David Chung asked if it was still appropriate to use an occupant load factor of 50 for library reading rooms? Keyvan noted that in their recent review of new Milpitas Pubic Library they used 50/sq. ft. for most of the areas, but used 15/sq. ft. at the entry and assembly areas.
Keyvan had a code issue on accessibility, garage, with one unit above, then stairway with two-story townhome above that (four-story unit) - first story above the garage needs to be accessible, and the two-story falls under the 10% adaptable. The first floor units need to be accessible/adaptable, the two-story units would not have an accessible route to these, so you can't enforce the accessibility on these ones. Mac suggests that everything is a multi-story building, so a powder room, but the 10% could not apply to non-accessible levels. Massoud indicates that it was the intent for visitors, but not access to the upper levels.
Meeting adjourned at 3:23 p.m.

