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Meeting Minutes for January 13, 2011

Milpitas City Hall 

455 E. Calaveras Blvd.

Call to Order:

Meeting called to order at 1:20 PM by acting committee chairperson Keyvan Irannejad, City of Milpitas.

1.  In Attendance/Self Introductions:

*Keyvan Irannejad, City of Milpitas

Oliver Chan, City of Milpitas

+Betty Chan, City of Milpitas

Bob Evans, ELW

Brooks MacNeil, City of Burlingame

Phuong Devries, CSG

Miraftab Matin, City of San Leandro

Mark Soltes, City of San Leandro

Gale Bate, Code Resource

Kathryn Sedwick, City of San Jose

Homer Maiel, City of San Jose

John Ruch, City of San Jose

Carol Lau, City of Sunnyvale

Akitayo Akiwumi, City of San Ramon

Giyan Senaratne, WC3

Jim Auser, BSK Associates

Mike Wayne, City of Redwood City

+ Sharon Goei, City of Walnut Creek

Mac Saberi, City of Palo Alto

Richard Ames, City of Mountain View

Michael Richards, City of Foster City

*  Acting Chairperson

** Secretary

+ Acting Secretary

2.  Minutes Approval:

The minutes from last month were approved unanimously with the following changes:

Item 5, CASp and Federal ADA, 2nd paragraph – Kathryn suggested to change the TUCC Accessibility Sub-committee to TUCC Accessibility Discussion Group. 

Item 6, Multipurpose Residential Fire Sprinkler System, 4th paragraph – Kathryn noted that the 1st sentence of this paragraph shall read “…City of San Jose has adopted NFPA 13D with local amendments”.

3.  News and Announcements:

No announcement was made. 

4.  Update on Accessibility Discussion Group (Kathryn Sedwick):

Kathryn reported that the Discussion Group met for the first time on 1/12/11 (Wed).  The Group has brainstormed a list of accessibility topics for future discussion as follows:

i) Detectable Warning Requirements: At hazardous vehicular locations, and at curb ramps (wide and length?)

ii) Site Accessibility

a. Definition of “site”

b. Path of travel requirements: to elements and features, and to and from the public way
c. Parking: multiple owners/parcels; requirements for medical facilities

iii) Unreasonable hardship exception(s)

iv) Accessible sinks for break rooms, conference rooms, training rooms, exam rooms, etc.

v) Work stations vs work areas:  How to characterize them

vi) Doors:  Operating forces (e.g. unlatching force), and glass storefronts with locking hardware located near bottom

vii) Definition of “curb” 

viii) How to improve plan review quality assurance

Giyan also suggested the following topics of discussions:

1. Are locks on glass doors a few inches above ground considered hardware and whether they need to be accessible?

2. Do driveways outside residential homes need to comply with accessibility requirements?

3. Do jurisdictions accept truncated domes to be pasted on concrete or wet set? 

· Keyvan noted that Milpitas requires wet setting, however, will accept pasting with positive anchorage in (E) conditions.

4. What is the extent of truncated domes on curb ramp?  

· Betty noted that truncated domes are required full width and full depth of curb ramp per CBC sec. 1127B.5 Item 7.  Keyvan noted that ADA only requires 36” wide truncated on curb ramps, which will be applicable on public streets.


Kathryn noted that the Group will further discuss on the definition of “vehicular way” and “vehicular area” in order to have a better understanding on where detectable warnings will be required.  She will send out suggestions on the definition of vehicular way and vehicular area after the completion of the discussion among the Group.  The Group will meet every 2nd Wed of the month.

5.  Special Inspection for Masonry Wall (Oliver Chan):

Oliver presented the code requirements of special inspection for Masonry structure.  Engineered Masonry is required for buildings, portion of buildings or other structures in Seismic Category D, which requires special inspection per Table 1704.5.1 for Occupancy Category I, II or III.  Table 1704.5.1 Item 2 requires verification of f’m prior to construction.  Oliver would like to bring this to TUCC members’ attention to ensure this information is clearly indicated on the approved drawings such that the contractor is aware of this requirement.

Mac commented that the old code allows special inspection to be waived when structures are designed with half of the allowable design values.  He suggested that minor structures such as trash enclosure with limited height and designed with reduced allowable design values may be considered to waive special inspection.  Keyvan suggested to form a committee to propose a policy to provide justification to waive special inspection for minor structures.  Mac and Oliver will work together on this policy.

6.  Residential Smoke Alarm and Carbon Monoxide Alarm Policy (Carol Lau):
Carol distributed 2 proposed policies on Smoke Alarm and Carbon Monoxide Alarm (attached with this minute). The requirement of hardwired carbon monoxide alarms for over $1000 exterior works only permit, such as reroof and siding repairs, was discussed.  The code exempts hardwiring in existing dwelling where removal of interior wall finishes or ceiling finishes is not required as a result of the alterations or repairs when there is no attic, crawl space, or basement available which could provide access for building wiring without removal of finishes.  When the permit is for exterior works only, some jurisdictions indicate that they do not require carbon monoxide alarm to be installed; some indicate that they require carbon monoxide alarm but allow battery operated alarms.  Discussions were made on whether the code requires hardwiring whenever there is attic, crawl space, or basement; or only required when the works involved provide access to these spaces.  

The discussion on carbon monoxide was not finished and the smoke alarm policy was not discussed due to time limit.   Members are encouraged to review the proposed policies and provide their input and ideas on the policy with justifications in the next meeting.  

7.  Residential Foam Installation (Richard Ames):

This item was not discussed due to time limit and will be postponed to next meeting.

8.  Green Building Code Discussion (Keyvan Irannejad):
No action needed.
9.  Other Code Discussions: 

i) Is CMC applicable to kilns (e.g. tile, glass)?  

· Most members agree that manufacturers’ instructions and requirements will dictate. 

ii) What is the definition of “new construction” for application of CalGreen?  When is a building considered “rebuild” vs “re-model”?  

· The following are comments from the discussion among the group:

a. Change of shape or size of building is considered “new”.

b. Keeping the foundation only and rebuilding the entire house is considered “new”.

c. Repairing the house from fire damage or other incidents with the same structure as the old one is not considered “new”. 

iii) Per CRC sec. R404.1.2.3.1, concrete compressive strength is required to be 3000 psi min. for buildings in Seismic Design Category D0, D1, D2.  Is special inspection required?

· Special inspection is not required when the concrete strength is not required by design to be 3000 psi.

iv) 2010 CBC sec. 1005.1 now requires wider egress width than 2007 CBC.  How will this affect alteration in (E) building?



· CBC sec. 3404.6 will be applicable to this situation.
  

10.  Next meeting date – February 10, 2011, Milpitas City Hall 

Meeting adjourned at 3:30 PM.  
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