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Meeting Minutes for April 14, 2011
Milpitas City Hall

455 E. Calaveras Rd.

Call to Order:

Meeting called to order at 1:19 p.m. by committee chairperson Sheila Lee, City of Santa Clara.

1.  In Attendance/Self Introductions:

* Sheila Lee, City of Santa Clara

Keyvan Irannejad, City of Milpitas

Homer Maiel, City of San Jose

** David Basinger, Shums Coda Associates

+ Ray Kansara, RK Associates
John Ruch, City of San Jose

Bardia Khadiv, City of Milpitas
Richard Ames, City of Mountain View

Matin Miraftab, City of San Leandro

Mark Soltes, City of San Leandro
Kathryn Sedwick, City of San Jose
Phuong Devries, CSG Consultants
Arnold Hom, City of Cupertino
Robert Wood, City of Walnut Creek

Stephen Lau, City of San Mateo

Brooks MacNeil, City of Burlingame
Michael Richards, Foster City

Akitayo Akiwumi, City of San Ramon

Carol Lau, City of Sunnyvale

Mac Saberi, City of Palo Alto

Giyan Senaratne, WC3
*  Chairperson

** Secretary

+ Additional/Back-up Secretary

2.  Minutes Approval:

The minutes from last month were approved unanimously with no changes.

3.  News and Announcements:

John commented that the City of San Jose recently closed recruitment for an electrical inspector position, and noted that they are hiring as activity levels appear to be slowly increasing over the past few months.

Giyan also note that Reggie Meiggs has been hired by WC3, and continues at the City of San Ramon as a consultant.

Brief discussion related to the recent HCD information bulletin (sent February) related to fire sprinkler/alarms in pre-manufactured coaches constructed on, or after, March 2011. HCD will require the coaches to meet the sprinkler standards of the 2010 CBC/CFC - but it was clarified that sprinklers are not required for coaches, unless per local requirement, or owner driven request.

4.  State Fire Marshal’s amendment to Smoke alarm

At the April 19, 2011, Building Standards Commission meeting, the SFM will propose amendments to the smoke alarm requirements of 2010 CRC, R314.4 exceptions. The request will be to modify the section to include two new exceptions - exception #4 (exempting exterior work such as siding, deck additions, window replacements, etc.) and #5 (exempting mechanical work only). Mr. Reinertson was requesting support for the proposal. Sheila suggested sending a letter of support from TUCC as a group. After a brief discussion, the group supported creating a letter being provided from TUCC in support of the amendments at the meeting.
John and Keyvan also asked if the letter could suggest/support similar language for the CO detectors - but apparently this is a HCD (not SFM) area of code enforcement.
5.  SB 730 

Sheila brought to the group's attention this Senate bill (in its latest modified version) will require jurisdictions to approve the installation of the EV charging station permits within a day, and require inspection of the station within seven days of issuance. The bill would provide funding to local governments to permit the EV charging devices on-line, but it does not differentiate between residential and commercial installations (it was originally proposed for residential stations, but not yet specified in the document language).

At this point there are problems with the proposed bill. CalTEC and a few jurisdictions including Santa Clara, Palo Alto, Burbank and Pasadena are trying to work with the sponsoring Senator to modify the language, as they cannot support language for expedited permits and inspections - particularly as many jurisdictions are one-person shops, making it difficult to enforce and meet the turnarounds time. Keyvan noted that Milpitas and some other jurisdictions do already allow these permits to be obtained electronically, but still agrees that this is a bad precedent for local jurisdictions (i.e., State mandated turnarounds and inspections). The group discussion focused on how the current TUCC guidelines would be a simpler approach to permitting the EV stations, and concerns that the Senate bill/process is occurring without proper input from CALBO, Chapters and Committees.

6.  Commercial EV guideline – Sheila Lee

Based on the discussion last month, Sheila had modified the guideline language to clarify the accessibility requirements as suggested by the TUCC group. The discussion still focused on the accessibility requirements, and how to apply to the charging stations. Sheila noted that she had intentionally left a lot of the accessibility path of travel, and other requirements off the guideline (i.e., "in accordance with the Building Code requirements"), so plans examiners have the flexibility to evaluation the existing situations.
Action Taken: Group voted unanimously to approve this as TUCC policy 18.

7.  TUCC Guidelines Updates:

The group began to discuss changes to the previously approved guidelines that are necessary due to the new code cycle changes. It was agreed that Sheila would make the minor changes to the actual documents, and Dave would email the revisions to the group and chapters when completed.
Residential EV – policy 17

Sheila indicated that there were minor changes in the applicable codes, as well as providing a revised issuance date - no approval needed by the group for these changes.
Simplified Wind – policy 14

Giyan was not proposing any major changes at this time, but noted that the applicable code sections needed to be updated. Giyan noted that next code cycle would once again modify the wind design criteria, and additional changes would be required in the future.
Exemption of foundation and soil investigation – policy 13

Ray noted that changes required the code sections to be updated.
Richard asked about the CRC language/requirements being reflected in the policy (Chapter 4, R401.4) - as the Building Official determines when the soils testing is required. There was brief discussion about creating a second policy specific to the CRC, or whether this policy was only for the CBC (where the latitude in not requiring the geotechnical report was needed). Group decided that a single policy for only the CBC was needed at this time.

Shear wall tie-down systems – policy 12

Ray noted that only one code section reference needed to be modified with this policy update.

Residential PV – policy 11

Prior to the meeting Sheila had sent out code referenced changes, and noted that there was no change to the site plan document from this policy. Only change is adding note #5 in accordance to the CEC Art. 690.43 for equipment grounding on the Standard electrical diagram.
Rated corridor – policy 10

Giyan noted that there are some section number changes, but the policy content did not change from the previous policy. Sheila noted that there was a typo in the document that also should be modified as part of the update.
Common path of egress – policy 7

Michael Richards noted that only the code referenced sections changed - no other changes necessary.
Party walls – policy 1

Keyvan, policy just needs code section and reference updates only.
Other policy updates to be discussed at future TUCC meetings.

Unreasonable Hardship

Although short on time, Kathryn began to prepare everyone for discussion at next months meeting related to the accessibility committee's discussion about the unreasonable hardship request section of the CBC. She indicated that this section had historically been developed over time, and was curious how the group thought the threshold amount should be applied to projects in existing buildings - is it relevant anymore? Discussion focused on how the threshold amount was established and where it was to be applied to projects. Kathryn suggested that the hardship request can be applied for based on any valuation of construction, if the language and intent of the code was followed - she asked the group to read CBC 1134B prior to next month's meeting/discussion.

Other Code discussion

Keyvan brought to the group's attention that ACI 318-08, appendix D has been modified for the use of expansion anchors. This posed a problem with the software being used to design these conditions, as well as the type of design condition being suggested. Keyvan asked for the group to review prior to next month's meeting, so that the changes can be discussed and perhaps develop a standard approach for review and design.

Robert asked about the bracing provision changes, as he has had trouble with the footnote references to a table that is not in the code, but includes factors that are needed for the calculations. The group discussion focused on the fact that Jim was asking for volunteers to assist with the code change committees - to clean up these discrepancies.

Next meeting date – May 12, 2011, Milpitas City Hall 

Meeting adjourned at 3:23 p.m.
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