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DEPARTMENT OF BUILDING INSPECTION 


City & County of San Francisco

1660 Mission Street, San Francisco, California 94103-2414
MINUTES

BOARD OF EXAMINERS
Tuesday, April 15, 1997

San Francisco Permit Center

1660 Mission Street, 2nd Floor, Room 2001

Members of Board of Examiners:

PRESENT:
Mel Cammisa, Chair


Victoria Fong, Member

Russell Fudge, Member

Dick Glumac, Member

Daniel Kennedy, Member

Derek Smith, Member

City Staff:
Wing Y. Lau, P.E., Chief Building Inspector, DBI

Hanson Tom, Building Plan Engineer

Appellants:
Robert J. Bossi, P.E.


1.0
Call to Order and Roll Call.

Chair Mel Cammisa called the meeting to order at 6:15 p.m.

Roll was called and a quorum established.

2.0
Review and Approval of Minutes of February 11, 1997 Meeting.


Comments.  Editorial comments handed to Mel Cammisa, Chairperson.


Minutes were approved as written.

2.1 Review and approval of final resolutions.
A.) Appeal No.:  97-01, 333 Sacramento Street

Appeal No.:  97-02, 1299 Lombard Street

Corrections made to 333 Sacramento Street.  Pending work being done.

Resolution approved.

3.0
Public Comment


No comment.  

4.0
Old Business

No comment.

5.0
New Business

Chairperson Cammisa indicated that today’s meeting is strictly for a code interpretation requesting to review Section 3405 – Item #5–no equivalence is required.  There will be a general open discussion, then a presentation from the Department of Building Inspector (DBI) staff following with the appellants’ presentation.


Hanson Tom stated that the Orpheum Theater will be used as an example.

The original occupancy of the building is A-1, Orpheum Threater – and B-2 commercial use. The applicant wants to alter a portion of the ground floor which is currently being used as a drug store B-2 occupancy, to a restaurant A-3, which is considered a change of use.  Section 3405 states that if there is a change of use in occupancy, the following code requirements will be triggered:

1) Exits

2) Ventilation

3) Sanitation

4) Fire extinguishing equipment

5) Lateral force provisions per Section 3304.6 (formerly known as the Section 104f)

In this case, the applicants are going to comply with items 1,2,3,4 of Section 3405.  Question #5 remains to be resolved, whether the new use is going to trigger seismic retrofit of the entire building or not.  Will Section 104f be triggered?  In the current building code, a change in occupancy form B-2 to A-3 that results in a higher occupant load of 100 or more will trigger Section 104f.

The applicant has demonstrated that the occupant load of the whole building – after the Orpheum Theater reduces the number of occupant load and the result of the total load changes – the actual occupant load decrease in this case; therefore, the applicant believes that Section 104f shall not be triggered.


Another clarification from the Board is determining if this is a real occupancy change.  Original building has A-1 and B-2, A-1 being the most served occupants.  Presently, the proposed alteration and change of use in this building will include A-1, A-3, and B-2.  Since the A-1 and A-3 are the same occupancy, the severity of occupancy of this building does not change, the A-1 theater remains as the critical occupancy dominating the building.

Another factor in this building is that the proposed alteration will involve about 13% of the total area of the first floor.  Presently, there are building alterations in the theater and seats are being reduced; therefore, its a small change compared to the outlook of the whole building.  The total occupancy of the building is actually reduced.  The proposed alteration does not really change the building to a more critical occupancy since the building already houses an A-1 occupancy.  In a change to a small portion of the building from B2- to A-3, the Department’s standing is that there is no real change in occupancy for the building; therefore, seismic retrofit of the entire building shall not be triggered.

Chairperson Cammisa asked if the Board agrees with Mr. Tom?

Mr. Robert Bossi representing the applicant.  An insurance company posed the same question directing the Department, specially with Mr. Tom.  The example he demonstrated is the Orpheum Theater as a 4-story, three-front building with a theather at the ground floor and commercial use on the other three floors and partial of the ground floor.  By expanding the stage, seats in the theater are being lost.  Because of other projects, there is a loss of seats from 714 to 622 at the mezzanine level of the theater.  This loss is primarily because the stage is shoved forward for handicapped access seat which are not able to see from the back rows.

The main floors of the theater begin to push the stage out, there is a loss of 200 seats at the ground level.  The restaurant does create an occupant load increase from 84 in the retail store to 145 in the restaurant.  However, with the decrease in occupant load in the theater, the total occupant load at the ground floor and basement drops from 2826 to 2747.  A net loss of 79.

The code states that when there is a change of use, (the only issue of change of use in this case is an area which is less than 13%), the building must be seismically upgraded.  There are some exceptions to the rule i.e., when the change results in a higher occupant load than the existing legal use.  The questions being asked is it a higher occupant load in the small area or is it a higher occupant load in the entire building?  It is the opinion of Mr. Bossi that as long as there is no occupant load increase in the building, there is no increase in risk and therefore, the need for the code envision is not there.  Therefore, the seismic upgrade is not necessary.

Chairperson Cammisa referred to Section 3405 item #5 – states that only the floor that is being remodeled and anything below needs to be upgraded, is that not correct?  Why is the whole building being questioned?

Mr. Robert Bossi stated that its not, because the three conditions have to be met.  Condition A states that the occupant load is less than 100 persons.  If this restaurant is small enough to accommodate less than 100 persons, then only the ground floor is considered.

Board Member Fudge questioned Mr. Bossi regarding his comments on the second condition of Section 3405, Item#5, saying higher occupant load or live load?

Mr. Robert Bossi stated that live load is not an issue in this case.  The original structural design and code have been verified.  The stories were designed for 125 pound per sq. ft. for live load under the 1923 code.  The live load for an assembly occupancy with fixable seating such as this room only requires design for 100 pounds per sq. ft.  Therefore, live load is not a problem.

Board Member Fong asked that it be explained about the shift from occupancy on different floors.

Mr. Robert Bossi stated that the only change going on is that the ground store floor will disappear, and will be replaced by a restaurant and restaurant/kitchen.  Everything remains with the Same occupancy and use, theater, office use, basement theater support services.  The upper floors remain offices.

Board Member Fong asked if the occupancy increases; and if that increases the risk and ability for people to get out from that level?

Mr. Robert Bossi responded yes.  The occupant load of the basement increased by 96 people.  The risk is not increased for people to get out, there are no non-structural issues in this case.  The restaurant will be fully constructed to comply with current code requirements for non-structural issues.  Again, the whole building has a net loss of occupancy.

Chairperson Cammisa asked Mr. Bossi if he is stating the risk is related only to numbers.  The type of use these spaces are using can also increase the risk.  For example, if you put people in a basement area, you are looking at a higher risk than if it were used for storage area which is what it was before.

Mr. Pat Buscovich stated that the only issue being dealt with is the seismic matter.  All other requirements such as exiting will be in compliance.

Mr. Robert Bossi indicated that UBC Section 3405 is concentrated on change of use of the building, not portions of the building.  In most cases, increase of occupant load to portion of the building does increase occupant load of the building.  But in this case, because the reduction of occupant load due to the seat loss in the theater, the occupant load for the building is actually decreased and Item #5 should not apply in this case.

Chairperson Cammisa asked what happened to the old 104f?  Previously there were three or four criteria.  One was if you moved all of the ceiling, it would trigger, if remove more than 50% of the existing elements it would trigger; if the value of the remodel is more than 50% of the value of the building you trigger 104f.  Has this building been replaced by the new code?

Mr. Hanson Tom indicated yes, it was replaced by Section 3304.6.

Mr. Robert Bossi stated that it is exactly the same.  This was confirmed by Mr. Wing Lau.  There is no change.  None of the above mentioned criteria apply to this case.

Board Member Fudge stated that he is not clear as to the purpose of the meeting.  Is it for the Board to make an interpretation of the code or is to decide whether seismic upgrade is required for this building?

Mr. Robert Bossi stated that what he has requested of the Board to interpret the code to determine the terms limited solely to increase the occupant load to portion of the building, yet blanket to limit the issue, not for this building.  The Department is asking the Board to interpret the code to determine when the increase in occupant load triggers 104f?  Is it an increase to the area being altered or is it an increase in the occupant load in the building taken as a whole?

Board Member Fudge stated that the code is written in plain English, i.e., when the change results in a higher occupant load than the existing legal use for which the building was originally designed.  The code states nothing about stories or areas.  Why do we need an interpretation?

Chairperson Cammisa agreed with Mr. Fudge and the interpretation of the Department in that as long as the occupant load does not increase nothing gets triggered.  A-3 is where the increase is and the higher occupant load needs to be protected; therefore, it would be required that this portion be seismically upgraded.  B-2 does not change and remains the same, therefore does not require an upgrade.

Board Member Fudge made a motion, seconded by Chairperson Cammisa.
Board Member Fudge moved that for Section 3405, Item #5, where it states occupant load it is interpreted to mean occupant load of the building, not an individual portion of the building.  Motion seconded by Mr. Cammisa.

Discussion from members of the Board:  Add one item to the motion – request that DBI issue a code ruling to that effect and issue it to the structural engineering community and the architects.

Vote taken:  No opposition.  Motion passed.

Meeting called to be adjourned.  Seconded.  Meeting adjourned.

Recorded by:

Wing Y. Lau

Secretary

Board of Examiners

