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P R O C E E D I N G S 
 
MR.  POLAND:  Good morn ing.   W elcome to the Annua l  Meet ing  of  the Advisory 
Commit tee on St ruc tura l  Safety of  VA Faci l i t ies.   I 'm Chr is  Po land,  the cha irman.   
I 'd  l ike to go around and have a ser ies of  in t roduct ions so we can get  the voices 
on the tape.  

 DR.  MEJIA:   I 'm Le l io  Mej ia ,  a commit tee member .  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   I 'm Greg Deier le in,  a  commit tee member .  

 MR.  GRITCH:   Todd Gr i tch,  commit tee member .  

 MR.  KOFFEL:   B i l l  Kof fe l ,  commit tee member .  

 MR.  KLEIN:   David Kle in.   I  work  for  the Veterans Hea l th Admin is t rat ion,  par t  o f  
the Depar tment  of  Veterans Af fa i rs .   I 'm the Program Manager  for  F i re 
Protect ion.  

 MR.  MYERS:  I 'm Don Myers.   I 'm wi th the Of f ice of  Const ruct ion and Fac i l i t ies 
Management .   I 'm an arch i tect  and a lso  Director  of  Fac i l i t ies Standards Serv ice .  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   I 'm Juan Arch i l la .   I 'm a s t ructura l  eng ineer  wi th the Of f ice of  
Const ruct ion and Faci l i t ies Management ,  Consu l t ing  Suppor t  Serv ice.  

 DR.  GHOSH:  Asok  Ghosh,  s t ructura l  eng ineer .   I 'm wi th the Of f ice of  
Const ruct ion and Faci l i t ies Management ,  Consu l t ing  Suppor t  Serv ices.  

 MR.  LAU:   I  am Fred Lau,  s t ructura l  eng ineer  wi th Of f ice o f  Const ruct ion and 
Fac i l i t ies Management ,  VA.  

 MR.  BANGA:  Kr ishna Banga wi th CFM VA,  s t ructura l  eng ineer- -sor ry.  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   L loyd Siegel .   I 'm the Assoc iate Execut ive Director  of  the Of f ice of  
Fac i l i t ies P lann ing of  VA.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Okay.   I 'd  l ike to observe that  we have no guests wi th us at  the  
moment .   I f  anyone comes in,  we' l l  have them int roduce themselves.  

 We have a fu l l  agenda today.   W e spent  our  day yesterday in  a workshop set t ing  
reviewing the i tems on the agenda.   W hat  we' l l  be do ing is  hear ing  the repor ts  on 
the var ious topics and going over  the recommendat ions that  we have in  the form 
of  mot ions.  

 MR.  BANGA:  Before you star t ,  I  have someth ing  for  you to s ign.  

 MR.  POLAND:  I  need to s ign the minutes.  

 MR.  BANGA:  Thank  you.  
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 MR.  POLAND:  So we'd l ike to get  s tar ted f i rs t  wi th the topic  2(a) ,  to  rev ise H-18 
to inc lude the ref ined def in i t ion of  anc i l lary fac i l i t ies.   Kr is .  

 MR.  BANGA:  Yes,  there are two i tems recommended by the  Commit tee,  and we 
went  over  those two i tems yesterday.   One was about  rev is ing  the def in i t ion of  
anc i l lary fac i l i t ies,  and we have taken care of  that  in  the la test  vers ion,  wh ich  is  
August  2013.   W e have rev ised the verb iage as recommended by the Commit tee.  

 There was another  i tem which a lso per ta ins to H-18-8.   I t  i s  Sect ion 3.7,  and 
again the text  of  Sect ion 3.7 has been modi f ied in  the la test  pub l ished vers ion  of  
H-18-8.   I t  was rev ised in  August  2013.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Okay.   Any quest ions or  comments on those changes?  Okay.   
Thank you,  Kr is ,  for  get t ing  that  taken care of .   W e' l l  move on to the next  i tem on 
our  agenda in 2(b) ,  ident i f y bu i ld ings located in  tsunamic hazard reg ions.   Juan.  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   Yes.   The mot ion last  year  was to ident i f y  potent ia l  exposure to 
VA fac i l i t ies,  and the screen ing thresho ld was fac i l i t ies wi th in f ive mi les of  
shore l ines and less than 20 feet  above sea leve l .   So we ident i f ied fac i l i t ies 
bas ica l ly us ing  Goog le Ear th too l ,  and we ident i f ied 22 s i tes wi th in the f ive mi le 
d is tance.   However ,  there was on ly one less than 20 feet  above sea leve l .   

 The work  is  s t i l l  ongoing because bas ical ly we want  to  make sure that  we capture 
a l l  the s i tes,  the future pro jects  that  are undergoing.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Okay.   Let 's  see,  Todd,  we had,  based on our  conversat ion 
yesterday,  we had a  recommendat ion for  them.  

 MR.  GRITCH:   Yes,  s i r ,  Mr .  Chair .   The Commit tee recognizes- - I 'd  l ike to make a 
mot ion f i rs t - -  

 MR.  POLAND:  Okay.  

 MR.  GRITCH:   - - re lat ive to the tsunami  repor t ,  and the Commit tee recognizes and 
apprec iates the s igni f icant  work  in  the in i t ia l  assessment  prepared by Juan and 
Asok  and recommends the cont inuat ion of  the s tudy wi th the inc lus ion of  the 
pred ic ted maximum he ight  of  tsunami for  those fac i l i t ies deemed at  r isk  in to the 
repor t .  

 We also recommend that  the repor t  be expanded to inc lude an ana lys is  of  VA 
fac i l i t ies subject  to  r isk  f rom hurr icane storm surge and future pred ic ted sea 
leve l  r ise.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Okay.  

 MR.  KOFFEL:   Second.  

 [Mot ion made and seconded. ]  

 MR.  POLAND:  Seconded the mot ion.   Thank you.   D iscuss ion? 
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 DR.  MEJIA:   I  have a quest ion,  Chr is .   One,  I  guess yesterday we ta lked about  
the hazard be ing preva lent  on the west  coast  of  the U.S.  p r imar i ly  and then a lso 
in  the area of  Puer to Rico and d iscussed or  asked about  the app l icab i l i t y  to  other  
areas,  and we understood that  the research ind icated that  the hazard was low 
along the eastern coast  and the Gul f  coast  as we l l .  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   Correct .  

 DR.  MEJIA:   Cou ld that  research a lso g ive any ind icat ion as  to the app l icab i l i t y 
of  the cr i ter ia  that  the Commit tee set  out  for  screen ing,  you know,  the f ive mi le 
d is tance as we l l  as the 20- foot  height ,  and whether  that  seemed congruent ,  I  
guess,  wi th the reference that  you looked at?  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   Not  spec i f ica l ly,  you know,  f ive mi les or  20 feet ,  but  i t  was more 
based on h is tor ica l  data and the number  of  in jur ies and a lso run-up.   So I  guess 
they d idn ' t  necessar i ly,  a t  least  not  under  my reco l lect ion,  l ike speci f ic  d is tance 
to cons ider .   I t  was more based on h is tor ica l  data for  casual t ies.  

 DR.  MEJIA:   Okay.  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   And such.   There was,  you know,  data on run-ups and such as 
we l l .  

 DR.  MEJIA:   R ight .  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   And speci f ica l ly i t  was  again,  spec i f ic  to  t sunamis,  we' l l  expand 
the scope.  

 DR.  MEJIA:   W el l ,  in  our  mot ion,  we had,  I  guess,  the d i rec t ion to look  at  the 
wave he ight  or  at  the he ight  of  or  the impact  for  the fac i l i t ies that  are impacted;  
cor rect?  

 MR.  GRITCH:   Yes,  we d id.  

 DR.  MEJIA:   So I  th ink  i t  would be good to see how that  compares to that  20- foot  
l imi t  that  we set  for  wave run-up,  I  guess.  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   Okay.   So we may need to narrow the- -  

 DR.  MEJIA:   Depending on how that  compares and s lope looks,  yes.  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   I  have--p lease.  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   I  was just  going  to add that  there are some other  documents  
that  are coming out  recent ly on tsunami  hazard and eva luat ion of  bui ld ings.   
There wi l l  be a new chapter  in  the for thcoming ASCE-7.   There has a lso been 
some tsunami r isk  s tudies done on the west  coast .   I 'm not  sure i f  there have 
been any in  the Car ibbean area.  

 And pr imar i ly those two documents,  and a lso the ATC,  the App l ied Techno logy 
Counc i l ,  have a document  on ver t ica l  evacuat ion s t ructures for  tsunami.   So I ' d  
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recommend that  you t ry to  take a look  at  those to see i f - -you 've referenced the 
NOAA repor t  a l ready,  wh ich is  a great  s tar t - - to  see i f  you can see some of  those 
add i t iona l  sources and fee l  f ree to contact  me to get  a l is t  o f  some of  those.  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   Okay.   Thank you.  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   I  have a comment  about  pred ic t ive sea leve l  r ise.   There are 
several  d i f ferent  pred ic t ions on sea level  r isk  conf l ic t ing  wi th each other .   So 
cou ld I  suggest ,  rather  than "pred ic ted, "  "potent ia l "?  I f  you say "pred ic ted, "  
you 've got  to  speci f y wh ich one of  the pred ic t ions.  

 MR.  GRITCH:   Yeah.   I  thought  about  that  af ter  our  d iscuss ion and we were do ing 
i t ,  and I  rea l ized that  you had ment ioned there were several ,  and I  d idn ' t  know 
which ones were real ly- - I  d idn ' t  have one that  I  cou ld ident i f y in  the mot ion.   So 
I 'd  be happy to accept  the amendment  i f  everybody is ,  i f  that  c lar i f ies the issue 
that  a l lows you to choose.  

 I  thought  "predic ted"  but  a lso g ive you that - - I  t r ied to g ive you that  f lex ib i l i t y in  
the mot ion,  but  i f  you would l ike a d i f ferent  word there,  I 'd  be happy to- -and you 
wou ld l ike "potent ia l "?  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   Yeah.  

 MR.  GRITCH:   Okay.   I  accept  the amendment .  

 MR.  POLAND:  Is  that  okay wi th the seconder?  

 MR.  KOFFEL:   The seconder  agrees.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Okay.   Good.  

 [Mot ion amended. ]  

 MR.  POLAND:  Other  comments?  One o f  the th ings we observed yesterday was 
that  there are two pro jects  in  the San Franc isco Bay Area.   One is  at  A lameda,  
wh ich is  the s i te  tha t  you 've ident i f ied as on the l is t ,  and the other  is  the 
potent ia l  s i te  at  Miss ion Bay in  San Francisco for  a new research fac i l i t y,  and i t  
seems that  we ought  to  take the in format ion we learned f rom th is ,  and make sure 
that  those pro jects  are in formed.  

 I 'm not  qui te sure how that 's  done,  but  I  th ink  i t ' s  someth ing  that  we need to pass 
a long r ight  away s ince those pro jects  are moving forward.  

 Okay.   I  have a mot ion and a second.   Any other  d iscuss ion?  A l l  those in  favor  
say aye.  

 [Chorus of  ayes. ]  

 MR.  POLAND:  Opposed? 

 [No response. ]  
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 MR.  POLAND:  Okay.   Mot ion car r ied.   Thank you very much.  

 The next  i tem on our  agenda is  the se ismic r isk  eva luat ion of  bui ld ings in  h igh 
r isk  category and located in  moderate low seismic i t y.   Th is  is  i tem 2(c) .   

 I 'm going to need to  recuse myse l f  because of  our  f i rm's  par t ic ipat ion in  th is  
pro ject .   So I 'm going to leave the room and turn the meet ing  over  to Todd.  

 DR.  MEJIA:   Mr .  Chair ,  I  wi l l  a lso have to recuse myse l f  because of  a potent ia l  
conf l ic t  wi th my f i rm.  

 MR.  BANGA:  You don' t  have to leave the room;  do you? 

 MR.  POLAND:  They sa id yesterday--  

 MR.  BANGA:  W e can--no? 

 DR.  MEJIA:   I  th ink  we do need to.   Yes .  

 [Mr .  Po land and Mr.  Mej ia  leave the room. ]  

 MR.  BANGA:  Go ahead.  

 MR.  GRITCH:   W el l ,  a f ter  a t remendous amount  of  d iscuss ion on th is  issue 
yesterday,  do we have a mot ion? 

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Yeah,  we do.   I  don ' t  know i f - -  

 MR.  BANGA:  Do you want  to  l is ten to,  one more t ime--  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Yes,  just  a recap.  

 MR.  BANGA:  Because he may have something  new also added.  

 MR.  LAU:   In  response to- -  

 MR.  GRITCH:   Before the mot ion,  we' re  going to d iscuss i t  or  just  to  recap a 
po int?  

 MR.  BANGA:  Yeah,  yeah.  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Wel l ,  maybe g ive a summary of  what  the- -  

 MR.  BANGA:  The repor t ,  the summary- -  

 MR.  GRITCH:   Okay.  

 MR.  BANGA:  There  is  a m inor  addi t ion he may have.  

 MR.  LAU:   Very minor .  
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 MR.  GRITCH:   Okay.   Okay.  

 MR.  LAU:   In  response to the Commit tee 's  reso lut ion recommending VA to 
pr ior i t i ze mi t igat ion needs for  bui ld ings in  the moderate low seismic r isk  reg ions,  
VA screens such bu i ld ings and ident i f ied 81 cr i t ica l  essent ia l  bu i ld ings wi th large 
areas.  

 The breakdown is  as fo l lows:  over  200,000 square feet ,  13 ;  between 150,000 to 
200,000,  we have two;  between 100,000 and 150,000,  we have 16;  and between 
50,000 and 100,000,  we have 50.   So i t ' s  a tota l  o f  81 bu i ld ings.  

 Since the cur rent  const ruct ion fund ing is  l im i ted and more d i f f icu l t  to  obta in,  we 
are work ing  wi th management  to a l locate funding for  deta i led s tudies as out l ined 
in  the resolut ion.    

 MR.  GRITCH:   Thank you.  

 MR.  LAU:   And I  would a lso l ike to g ive  an update on the seismic program to the 
Commit tee.   Current ly,  37 of  the 88 EHR bu i ld ings were cor rected or  demol ished.   
For  the remain ing  51 EHR,  bui ld ings,  some leve l  of  des ign  or  const ruct ion 
funding have been approved.   There are about  80 h igh r isk  bui ld ings and medical  
centers are work ing  on them.  

 MR.  GRITCH:   Do we have a mot ion? 

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Wel l ,  we do have a mot ion.   Just  as a qu ick  preface to that ,  
just  to  ref resh our  memor ies,  severa l  years ago,  the VA under took  k ind of  a 
deta i led we' l l  ca l l  i t  HAZUS-based study  to eva luate a number  of  bui ld ings,  and 
we've had d iscuss ions back  and for th whether  that  level  of  r igor  is  appropr iate,  
and we understand that  there 's  k ind of  cost  impl icat ions to that ,  and that  there 
are a l ternat ive k ind of  rank ings that  the  VA has done in-house,  and what  Fred 
just  descr ibed is  k ind of  a f i rs t  cut  at  that .  

 MR.  BANGA:  Before you make the mot ion on the HAZUS,  i f  the mot ion is  go ing  
again more for  the HAZUS,  we d id not  gain enough informat ion,  usefu l  
in format ion,  because of  that  s tudy.  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Yes.  

 MR.  BANGA:  And so we presented that  two years ago,  and the Commit tee 
agreed not  to  pursue HAZUS,  and that 's  where we are r igh t  now as far  as HAZUS 
is  concerned.  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Yes.  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   For  the secretary,  HAZUS is  H-A-Z-U-S wi th  a cap i ta l .  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Yeah.   Let  me--our  mot ion I  th ink  recogn izes that .   I  th ink ,  wel l ,  
as you' l l  see in  the mot ion,  I  th ink  our  Commit tee s t i l l  f ee ls  that  the techno logy in  
th is  HAZUS-type study is  the most  r igorous one out  there to take in to account  
k ind of  fu l l  per formance of  bui ld ings in  look ing  at  the cost -benef i t  re lat ive to 
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r isks.  

 But  we a lso apprec iate that  there cou ld  be other  screen ing techn iques done 
much more qu ick ly and more economical ly that  are wor thwhi le ,  and I  th ink  our  
mot ion recognizes both of  those.   So le t  me read i t  and cut  through the 
suspense.  

 So th is  is  the mot ion.   The Advisory Commit tee cont inues to recommend that  the 
VA under take a r igorous HAZUS-based r isk  assessment  to pr ior i t i ze se ismic 
eva luat ion and ret ro f i t  programs to manage the overa l l  se ismic r isk  to VA 
fac i l i t ies.  

 As an in ter im screening step,  the Advisory Commit tee recommends that  the VA 
update and app ly the se ismic r isk  rank ing  techn ique deve loped by Degenkolb 
Assoc iates in  2006 to a l l  bu i ld ings that  have prev ious ly been ident i f ied in  the 
h igh r isk - - there 's  80  bui ld ings- -and moderate- to- low r isk - -81 bu i ld ings- -se ismic  
r isk  categor ies.  

 This  is  based on the Advisory Commit tee 's  understand ing that  the 88 bui ld ings 
prev ious ly ident i f ied in  the Except ional ly High Risk  have e i ther  been demol ished 
or  are in  the process of  being  evaluated and ret rof i t .  

 This  recommendat ion is  in  cont rast  to  the prev ious 2003 advisory board 
recommendat ion to exc lude bui ld ings in  the moderate- to- low r isk  f rom 
cons iderat ion,  and the goa l  of  th is  reassessment  is  to  ident i f y bui ld ings wh ich 
may pose a h igh r isk  due to a combinat ion of  hazard,  bu i ld ing  vu lnerabi l i t y,  and 
bu i ld ing  funct ion and occupancy even though these bu i ld ings may be located in  a 
moderate- to- low se ismic hazard reg ion.  

 Be ing as the prev ious se ismic rank ing  procedure was completed about  ten years 
ago,  i t  i s  recommended to rev iew and update the rank ing  techn ique based on the 
la test  in format ion and research on hazard,  bu i ld ing  vu lnerab i l i t y and r isk  
assessment  before per forming th is  reassessment .  

 MR.  KOFFEL:   Second.  

 [Mot ion made and seconded. ]  

 MR.  BANGA:  Before you second,  do we have a chance for  d iscuss ion? 

 MR.  SIEGEL:   No,  no,  you can' t  d iscuss  unt i l  i t ' s  seconded.  

 MR.  BANGA:  Okay.   

 MR.  GRITCH:   No.  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Okay.   Yeah.  

 MR.  BANGA:  Sorry.  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   Now is  d iscuss ion.  
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 MR.  GRITCH:   Is  there any d iscuss ion? 

 MR.  BANGA:  Yes.   You ment ioned something  about  deve loping a new techn ique 
of  put t ing  the h ierarchy of  the bu i ld ing  so the Commit tee wi l l  have any 
recommendat ion because we presented the methodo logy which we have used for  
rank ing  them.  

 And is  there any recommendat ion,  maybe not  r ight  now,  bu t  wi l l  that  be coming,  
wh ich cou ld make our  th ink ing  d i f ferent  than what  we have ut i l i zed,  you know,  
l ike we have se ismic i t y score,  we have the vu lnerabi l i t y score,  we have the s ize 
of  the bui ld ing  score,  and we have the number  of  beds as scor ing  methodo logy? 

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Yeah,  I  th ink- -and our  understand ing is  that  what  Fred had just  
presented,  that  based on our  prev ious d iscuss ion last  year ,  you 've gone back  to 
the moderate- to- low r isk .  

 MR.  LAU:   R ight .  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   And you've ident i f ied  wh ich are the b ig  bui ld ings.  

 MR.  LAU:   R ight .  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   R ight .   But  you 've not  yet  gone through th is  more deta i led 
scor ing  method that ,  Kr is ,  you just  descr ibed that  ta lked about  bu i ld ing  
vulnerab i l i t y and th ings l ike that .  

 So bas ica l ly what  we' re recommending is  to  go back  to th is  more deta i led scor ing  
method that  you 've done before for  bu i ld ings in  the modera te- to- low r isk  to t ry to ,  
apar t  f rom ident i f y ing  which are the b ig  bui ld ings,  to  recognize the ir  vu lnerab i l i t y,  
but  to ,  in  doing  that ,  to  look  at  th is  prev ious document  I 'm ho ld ing  up,  the 2006,  
to  see i f  there 's  ways to update i t .   

 An obvious one is  the new hazard maps or  hazard in format ion,  wh ich has been 
updated,  you know,  in  ASCE-7 s ince th is  was under taken in  2006.  

 In  terms of  other  recommendat ions to the scor ing  method,  perhaps that 's  
someth ing  that  the Commit tee can--a few of  us on the Commit tee that  are 
knowledgeab le can have some d iscuss ions wi th you about  that .    

 MR.  BANGA:  That ,  in  layman's  termino logy,  th is  opens a can of  worms.   I f  you 
say that  we have to  inc lude the modera te low,  that  means i t ' s  not  on ly the HR 
bu i ld ings wi l l  be af fected but  EHR bu i ld ings might  be af fected because we 
de leted or  we omit ted the bu i ld ings wh ich are located in  moderate low se ismic i t y 
for  any fur ther  act ion wh ich we need to take because there is  so much funds the 
VA has,  and we are concent rat ing  on r ight  now on Except iona l ly  H igh Risk  
bu i ld ings and High Risk  bui ld ings,  wh ich are a lmost  the same as EHR but  just  a 
lower  rank ,  that  they are in  not  as h igh r isk  se ismic i t y,  they are in  moderate h igh 
seismic i t y,  and they are less than 10,000 square feet .   That 's  the second t ier  of  
the High Risk  bu i ld ings.  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   Less than 10,000 square feet? 

 9 
 



  
 

    

 MR.  BANGA:  H igh Risk ,  10,000 square .  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   But  par t  o f  what  t r iggered th is  d iscuss ion ,  as I  remember  i t ,  i s  
th is ,  f rom the HAZUS study that  was conducted,  that  ident i f ied th is  bu i ld ing  in ,  
the hosp i ta l  in  Boston,  which I  understood was prev ious ly not  in  the High Risk  
category.  

 MR.  BANGA:  But  i t  was,  but  i t  was de le ted because the Commit tee made the 
reso lut ion that  VA does not  have to do anyth ing  for  the bui ld ings located in  
moderate low se ismic i t y.   I f  we went  wi th the scor ing  methodo logy,  what  we have 
so far  used,  and inc luded Boston,  Boston would rank  fa i r ly h igh.  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Okay.   So the spir i t  o f  th is- -  

 MR.  BANGA:  So i t  doesn' t  mat ter  whether  we use HAZUS or  our  technology 
wh ich we deve loped of  rank ing  them.   I t  wi l l  rank  very h igh.  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   R ight .   So what  th is  mot ion is  t r y ing  to say is  to  take the 
scor ing  methodo logy and to go back  to a l l  bu i ld ings,  even in  the moderate to low 
hazard areas,  and to app ly the screening method,  and f rom that  then ident i f y 
wh ich bu i ld ings should be bumped up in  terms of  thei r  pr io r i t y.  

 MR.  BANGA:  W ouldn ' t  that  inc lude studying  them a lso because the scor ing  
methodology,  the score of  se ismic vu lnerab i l i t y,  category I ,  I I ,  I I I ,  and IV? 

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   R ight .  

 MR.  BANGA:  So that  means we wi l l  have to- -  

 MR.  LAU:   R ight .  

 MR.  BANGA:  - -do the f resh stud ies of  those 80 bu i ld ings or  whatever ,  the 81 
bu i ld ings,  and there  may be even more wi th the new mot ion ,  not  just  the s ize,  but  
there may be some other  wh ich may be inc luded.   That  means that  we have to 
s tudy them.  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   W el l ,  why shouldn ' t  we? 

 MR.  LAU:   That 's  my understand ing,  that  the Commit tee recommends that  we--  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   Study them.  

 MR.  LAU:   - -s tudy them,  as we d id for  the bu i ld ings that  turned out  to  be EHR 
and HR,  and we' re do ing i t  for  those in  moderate low se ismic i t y reg ions.  

 MR.  BANGA:  I 'm ta lk ing  about  the prac t ica l  work ,  s tudy them,  80 bu i ld ings,  
s tudy ing  them to prepare s tatement  of  work ,  to  get  the money--  

 MR.  LAU:   R ight ,  r ight ,  r ight .  
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 MR.  BANGA:  - -when everyth ing  is  just - -  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   I  th ink  we can a lways,  I  wou ld imag ine that  we cou ld a lways get  
the money for  s tud ies in  th is  f ie ld.   W hether  they have to then proceed onto 
major  const ruct ion arena is  someth ing  that  we d iscussed a f ter  we see the s tud ies 
say.    

 The on ly suggest ion  I  might  make in the  word ing  that  you read is  to  change the 
word "other , "  change the word "new" to "other"  because tha t  wou ld mean we can 
use the other  methodo logy that  Kr is  has  been ta lk ing  about  wh ich seems to work  
we l l ,  as we l l  as HAZUS or  someth ing  e lse.   But  I  don' t  know that  the word "new."   
Maybe "add i t iona l"  or  maybe "other . "  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Okay.   I 'm look ing  for  the word "new."    

 MR.  SIEGEL:   I  th ink  i t  is  up at  the beg inn ing somewhere.  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   I  th ink  i f  I  could just  paraphrase what  our  mot ion,  what  the 
in tent  is ,  I  th ink  the  Commit tee s t i l l  f ee ls  that  i f  funding were ava i lab le- -we 
recogn ize i t  wou ld be a large ef for t ,  large funding,  and there 's  other  pr ior i t ies- -
that  a r igorous HAZUS-based methodology we th ink  wou ld be appropr iate,  but  
shor t  of  that ,  we th ink  i t  would be very impor tant  to  under take,  to  revis i t  th is  
scor ing  type method that  was done and the methods k ind of  la id out ,  and we 
presume th is  is  something  that  VA could do large ly in-house.  

 I  mean there wou ld need to be in format ion co l lected on fac i l i t ies,  which cou ld 
come through the supp lement  to the regular  inspect ions or  assessments that  a re 
done at  fac i l i t ies,  and that  in-house,  they look  at  these 80 or  81 bu i ld ings that  
are cur rent ly in  the moderate to low area to see wh ich of  those shou ld be 
bumped up.  

 Our  in tent  is  not  to  create a make-work  ef for t ,  but  that  you wou ld use,  do th is  
jud ic ious ly to f i rs t  look  at  the b ig  bu i ld ings,  look  at  the hazard they ' re in ,  but  that  
i f  there 's  a bu i ld ing  that  looks suspect ,  to  make the ef for t  to  co l lect  what  
in format ion is  needed on the bu i ld ing  cond i t ion to make a more in formed 
dec is ion.  

 MR.  LAU:   W hen I  look  at  the l i s t  o f  81 bui ld ings in  the moderate low seismic i t y 
area,  and I 'm th ink ing ,  you know,  i f  our  goal  is  to  rank  them or  pr ior i t i ze- -  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   R ight .  

 MR.  LAU:   - - the mi t igat ion needs,  we real ly cannot  do that  un less,  unt i l  we f in ish 
s tudying  a l l  81 of  them.   Otherwise,  you never  know i f  you do 20 th is  year  and 20 
next  year ,  you never  know,  you know,  which one real ly has the h ighest  needs.  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Yeah,  yeah.   W el l ,  I  guess we apprec iate that ,  but  s t i l l  I  guess 
how i t ' s  done,  we wou ld leave that  a l i t t le  b i t  to  the VA to decide.   I  wou ld th ink  
that ,  you know,  i f  you have 80 bui ld ings to look  at ,  and you cou ld do 20 a year ,  I  
wou ldn ' t  just  do them alphabet ica l ly or  I  wou ldn ' t - - in  other  words,  I  mean screen 
them to look  f i rs t ,  and you've a l ready ident i f ied the b ig  bui ld ings,  or  look  at  other  
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features and say,  okay,  le t 's  p ick  out  o f  those 80,  these wou ld be the f i rs t  20 
we' l l  look  at ,  and these wi l l  be the next ,  so that  you cou ld chip away at  the 
prob lem.  

 But  our  main message is  not  to  leave-- th is  is  revers ing  an Advisory Commit tee  
recommendat ion f rom 2003,  wh ich at  that  po int  when you were just  beg inning to 
address the h igh,  ext remely h igh r isk  said don' t  worry about  the moderate to low.  

 MR.  LAU:   R ight .  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   S ince that  t ime,  th is  HAZUS study pointed out  at  least  the 
Boston bui ld ing ,  the  Boston Hosp i ta l ,  and so we' re bas ica l ly revers ing  our  2003 
recommendat ion,  which is  to  re look  at  th is  g roup in  the moderate to low to see i f  
any of  those are vulnerable because of  the combinat ion of  the s ize,  the cond i t ion 
of  the bui ld ing ,  coupled wi th the hazard.  

 MR.  GRITCH:   Any fur ther  d iscuss ion? 

 MR.  SIEGEL:   W ould you consider  chang ing that  word "new" to "add i t iona l"  or  
"other , "  someth ing  at  the f ront ,  a t  the top? 

 MR.  GRITCH:   I  th ink  the in tent ,  i f  I  understood i t ,  i t  was to a l low you that  
f lex ib i l i t y.  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Yeah,  yeah.  

 MR.  GRITCH:   Def in i te ly the in tent  is  there and go on record as say ing  that .  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   Some peop le might  feel  rest r ic t ion to someth ing  that  has never  
been done before or  a methodo logy tha t  has never  been done before.  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Yeah,  I  don' t  see the word "new" here.   What  we were say ing  
was to take the rank ing  method,  the scor ing  method,  that  was in  the handout  we 
saw f rom,  i t  was dated Degenkolb Eng ineers prov ided 2006,  to  use that  scor ing  
methodology,  but  before you app ly i t  to  a l l  the bu i ld ings,  just  to  look  at  that  
methodology and k ind of  reaf f i rm that  you wou ldn ' t  want  to  make any changes 
before you go through the ef for t  to  score bu i ld ings.  

 MR.  GRITCH:   W ould you read the mot ion aga in,  p lease? 

 MR.  BANGA:  Just  before you read that  mot ion,  just  to  f i l l  you in ,  we are g iv ing  
the example of  Boston over  and over  again.   The HAZUS study gave us the 
surpr ise of  only one bui ld ing .   Everyth ing  e lse came in the same.   Even the 
HAZUS methodo logy of  rank ing  was d i f ferent - -  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   R ight .  

 MR.  BANGA:  - - the rank ing  came very much s imi lar  to  what  we had a l ready done 
for  the bui ld ings wh ich were s tudied.   Both the l is ts  are not  necessar i ly the 
same.   Boston is  the on ly one wh ich we gave a surpr ise.   So i f  we are bas ing  i t - -
a l l  our  recommendat ions- -upon just  one bui ld ing ,  i t ' s  something  to be thought  o f .  
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 MR.  SIEGEL:   The o ther  th ing ,  hav ing  the same or  s imi lar  rank ing  f rom the 
HAZUS study to what  we had done in a  d i f ferent  methodo logy on ly va l idates what  
we have done.   There 's  noth ing  wrong wi th va l idat ing  your  in format ion.  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   So the prev ious s tudy that  you say ident i f ied the Boston 
bu i ld ing ,  was that  s tudy done for  a l l  the moderate- - the bu i ld ings that  are 
cur rent ly in  the moderate to low--  

 MR.  BANGA:  No.  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Okay.  

 MR.  BANGA:  No.  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   But  how d id the Boston bu i ld ing  end up be ing stud ied in  your  
prev ious rank ing? 

 MR.  BANGA:  I t  just  got  p icked up.   Bos ton is  a b ig  major  hosp i ta l  we p icked up.   
The se lect ion of  the bui ld ing  s tudy is  a process of  we star ted wi th tak ing  the 
bu i ld ings which are located in  h igh and very h igh se ismic i t y .  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Yeah.  

 MR.  BANGA:  That  was the f i rs t  a t tempt .   And then how impor tant  the bui ld ing  is .   
I t  just  so happens that  Boston--a lso,  Boston se ismic i t y in  the last  f i ve or  s ix  
years,  seven years,  i t  lowered the seismic,  se ismic i t y of  Boston f rom what  i t  was.  

 So Boston got  p icked up at  that  t ime,  and--  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   W el l ,  there may be other  s leepers,  too.  

 MR.  KOFFEL:   I  th ink  that 's  the po int .  

 DR.  GHOSH:  There  is  a poss ib i l i t y that  another  member  of  the moderate low and 
low se ismic i t y area bu i ld ing  may be equiva lent ly vu lnerab le  l ike Boston.  

 MR.  BANGA:  W e' re not  quest ion ing  tha t .  

 DR.  GHOSH:  That ' s  what  he 's  t ry ing  to f ind out .  

 MR.  BANGA:  No,  no,  no.   W e' re not - -yes,  yeah,  Boston bu i ld ing ,  even i f  we use 
the scor ing  methodology of  what  we have used so far  and inc luded the modera te 
low bu i ld ings,  i t  wi l l  score very h igh.  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   R ight .  

 MR.  BANGA:  W e know that .  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   But  we' re- -  
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 MR.  SIEGEL:   There may be others,  Kr is .  

 MR.  BANGA:  Yeah,  there wi l l - - there may be,  but  the quest ion is  how far  do we 
go? 

 MR.  SIEGEL:   W el l ,  I  th ink  i t  behooves us to go a l l  the way.   I f  we' re in terested 
in  t rue se ismic i t y dangers,  I  don' t  th ink  i t  behooves us to sk ip when we've 
d iscovered out l iers  exis t  there.  

 MR.  GRITCH:   W el l ,  I  wou ld l ike you to read the mot ion again,  p lease.  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Sure.  

 MR.  GRITCH:   And so i t ' s  been awhi le  s ince we heard i t ,  and we've had some 
discuss ion on i t ,  and put t ing  i t  in  context  as to what  we now understand,  p lease 
read the mot ion again.  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Okay.   So the Advisory Commit tee cont inues to recommend 
that  the VA under take a r igorous HAZUS-based se ismic r isk  assessment  to 
pr ior i t i ze se ismic evaluat ion and ret rof i t  programs so as to manage the overal l  
se ismic r isk  to VA fac i l i t ies.  

 As an in ter im screening step,  the Advisory Commit tee recommends that  the VA 
update and app ly the se ismic r isk  rank ing  techn ique deve loped by Degenkolb in  
2006 to a l l  bu i ld ings that  have prev iously been ident i f ied to be in  the h igh r isk  
and moderate se ismic r isk  categor ies.  

 This  is  based on the Advisory Commit tee 's  understand ing that  the 88 bui ld ings 
prev ious ly ident i f ied in  the Except ional ly High Risk  category have e i ther  been 
demol ished or  in  the process of  be ing  eva luated and ret ro f i t .  

 This  recommendat ion is  in  cont rast  to  the prev ious 2003 advisory board 
recommendat ion to exc lude f rom cons iderat ion a l l  bu i ld ings  in  the moderate low 
r isk  f rom considerat ion.    

 The goal  of  th is  reassessment  is  to  ident i f y bu i ld ings which may pose a h igh r isk  
due to a combinat ion of  hazard,  bu i ld ing  vu lnerab i l i t y,  and bu i ld ing  funct ion and 
occupancy even though these bu i ld ings  may be located in  a moderate to low 
seismic hazard reg ion.  

 Be ing as the prev ious se ismic rank ing  was completed about  ten years ago,  i t  is  
recommended to rev iew and update th is  rank ing  techn ique based on la test  
in format ion and research on ear thquake hazard,  bui ld ing  vulnerab i l i t y,  and r isk  
assessment  before per forming th is  reassessment .  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   I  was  wrong.   There was no "new" in  there.  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Okay.  

 MR.  GRITCH:   So the in i t ia l  act ion,  f rom my understanding,  the in i t ia l  act ion for  
s taf f  would be the in ter im step in  there ;  cor rect?  
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 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Yeah,  and bas ical ly,  th is  in ter im step would be,  i t ' s  not  a t r iv ia l  
under tak ing ,  and we feel  i t  would go a long way towards ident i f y ing  what  cou ld  
potent ia l ly be some vulnerab le bu i ld ings that  are cur rent ly in  the moderate to 
low.   So shor t  of  doing  the- -  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   Toward the beg inning when you used the word HAZUS,  is  i t  
HAZUS or  hazard? 

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Wel l ,  the f i rs t  sentence was HAZUS-based.  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   Hazard? 

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   HAZUS.    

 MR.  SIEGEL:   HAZUS-based.  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Yes.   But  our  recommendat ion is  that  the s tudy we' re ask ing ,  
rea l ly ask ing  you to  under take now is  not  the HAZUS-based one,  but  i t ' s  based 
on th is  other  scor ing  technique,  going  back  and apply ing  that ,  and I  wou ld say to 
app ly i t  jud ic ious ly to take,  you know,  to do some in i t ia l  sc reen ing of  that ,  but  i f  
there 's  bu i ld ings out  of  that  80 that  you can c lear ly  say are  going to score low,  to 
not  necessar i ly  go out  and re inspect  those bu i ld ings i f  you know i t ' s  not - -you fee l  
conf ident  you ' re not  going  to turn up anyth ing  that  wou ld dramat ica l ly  change the 
score.  

 MR.  GRITCH:   The mot ion recognizes that  funding may not  be necessar i ly  in  
p lace or  ava i lab le to do the extens ive HAZUS-based analys is ,  but  th is  is  an 
in i t ia l  in ter im ident i f icat ion of  a scor ing  system you' re a l ready basica l ly us ing  to 
th is ,  extend i t  to  the moderate low category.   I t ' s  not  the in -depth invest igat ions,  
I  be l ieve,  Kr is ,  that  you were look ing ,  bel iev ing  that  i t  was charg ing  you to do.  

 Is  that  cor rect?  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Wel l ,  I  th ink  Kr is- -wel l ,  Kr is  cou ld speak for  Kr is .  

 MR.  GRITCH:   No,  but  I  mean--  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   I  th ink  he 's  concerned that  even the Degenkolb scor ing  method 
does require look ing  at  bui ld ing  i r regular i t ies and th ings l i ke that .  

 MR.  BANGA:  One o f  the b ig  score is  the se ismic vu lnerabi l i t y of  the bu i ld ing .  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   R ight .  

 MR.  BANGA:  And that  can on ly be done unt i l  and un less you have the s tudy 
that - -not  necessar i ly deta i led s tudy but  at  least  some study,  and that  is  not  just  
scanning through what  the bu i ld ing  is  made of .   You have to go in to the who le  
s t ructura l  system and--  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   R ight .   And that  was done for  a l l  the bu i ld ings that  are 
cur rent ly in  the h igh  r isk  categor ies? 
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 MR.  BANGA:  That  is  cor rect .  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Yeah.  

 MR.  BANGA:  Yeah.  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Wel l ,  th is  is  recommending that  those steps be taken to the 
bu i ld ings in  the moderate to low,  but  the one not  caveat  I  wou ld say to that  or  
guidance wou ld be to not  necessar i ly go out  and inspect  a l l  o f  those 80 
bu i ld ings,  but  to  do some prescreen ing.   You've a l ready done some based on 
s ize,  and there may be a few other  at t r ibutes.   Just  to  ident i f y wh ich of  those 80 
you real ly fee l  cou ld be suspect ,  you know,  or  wor th the reassessment .  

 DR.  GHOSH:  To do that ,  you need to revise the mot ion.   Whatever  he just  sa id.  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Yeah.  

 DR.  GHOSH:  To make our  work  a l i t t le  b i t  eas ier .  

 MR.  GRITCH:   Mr .  Kof fe l .  

 MR.  KOFFEL:   Yeah,  I  don' t  know i f  we need to rev ise the mot ion,  but  I  th ink  the 
imp lementat ion s t ra tegy,  as was ind icated,  a l lows you to prescreen,  and,  in  fact ,  
i f  you look  at  the scor ing  system,  there is  a bas is  to ass ign a va lue i f  the 
def ic iency category has not  yet  been stud ied.   There 's  a po int  va lue to ass ign for  
that .  

 So the in i t ia l  screen ing i f  you don' t  have that  va lue,  you can use the ten po ints ,  
and then base the screen ing on s ize,  number  of  beds and seismic i t y,  and then 
say,  okay,  these are the ones we need to look  at .   You could a lso look  at  the age 
of  the bui ld ing ,  i t ' s  a re lat ive ly new st ructure,  we might  assume i t ' s  a Category IV 
f rom a def ic iency category r isk ,  and,  you know,  I  th ink  you cou ld- - I  th ink  some 
bu i ld ings wou ld f loa t  to  the top.   These are the ones that  need to be looked at  
fur ther .  

 DR.  GHOSH:  Yeah,  yeah.  

 MR.  KOFFEL:   And pr ior i t i ze them based upon that  in i t ia l  screen ing.   I  th ink  
that 's  a l l  the mot ion  is  ask ing  for .  

 DR.  GHOSH:  W e can do another  screening to gain the number  of  bui ld ings 
down.  

 MR.  BANGA:  So does the mot ion say what  you just  sa id about  the work  invo lved 
wi th that  in i t ia l  screen ing?  Does that  mot ion say that  or  does that  say the 
HAZUS study or?  

 MR.  KOFFEL:   As a secondary,  I  th ink  the mot ion g ives you that  la t i tude.   I  th ink  
the mot ion is  say ing  we shou ld do th is .   To the extent ,  as the cha ir ,  our  cur rent  
cha ir ,  act ing  chair  sa id,  you know,  to the extent  that  funds are avai lab le,  you do 
what  you can do.  
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 And i f  that 's  an in i t ia l  screen ing and you ident i f y cer ta in bu i ld ings to be looked at  
fur ther ,  then you've  imp lemented the mot ion.  

 DR.  GHOSH:  Yes.  

 MR.  GRITCH:   Mr .  Banga,  are you okay wi th that?  

 MR.  BANGA:  Yeah.    

 MR.  GRITCH:   Okay.  

 MR.  BANGA:  Can we hear  that  mot ion  one more t ime,  p lease?  Sorry.  

 DR.  GHOSH:  W ith that  k ind of  words.  

 MR.  GRITCH:   Maybe just  the in ter im step par t .  

 MR.  BANGA:  Yeah,  r ight .   Right ,  exact ly.  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   So just  the- -yeah--so  as an in ter im step,  the Advisory 
Commit tee recommends that  the VA update and app ly the seismic r isk  rank ing  
techn ique to a l l  bu i ld ings that  have prev ious ly been ident i f ied in  the h igh r isk  and 
moderate to low r isk  seismic categor ies.  

 So that 's  the rea l  act ionable i tem.  

 MR.  GRITCH:   Any fur ther  d iscuss ion?  Then I 'd  l ike to cal l  for  a vote on the 
mot ion.   A l l  those in  favor  say aye.  

 [Chorus of  ayes. ]  

 MR.  GRITCH:   A l l  those opposed say nay.  

 [No response. ]  

 MR.  GRITCH:   The mot ion car r ies.  

 I  wou ld l ike to br ing  the chair  back  to cont inue the meet ing ,  p lease.  

 [Pause wh i le  Mr .  Po land and Mr.  Mej ia  come back  in to the room. ]  

 MR.  GRITCH:   The in ter im cha ir  wou ld l ike to note that  we missed the permanent  
cha ir  g reat ly  in  the last  d iscuss ion.  

 [Laughter . ]  

 MR.  POLAND:  Thank you very much.  

 Okay.   W e are ready to move on to i tem 2(d) ,  f i re  protect ion of  s tee l  co lumns in 
in ters t i t ia l  space of  VA Bu i ld ing  Systems.   David.  
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 MR.  KLEIN:   Thank you,  Mr .  Cha ir .  

 Mot ion n ine- -  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   For  the record,  s ince two of  the members recused themselves and 
were out  of  the room,  wou ld you want  to  repeat  the mot ion  that  was just  passed 
or  would you l ike to  s tate what  the reso lut ion was that  was passed? 

 MR.  GRITCH:   Paraphras ing  i t ,  the resolut ion that  was passed,  or  just  reread the 
mot ion? 

 MR.  SIEGEL:   I t ' s  up to you.  

 MR.  GRITCH:   W el l ,  before I  turn the chair  back  to you,  Mr .  Cha ir ,  wou ld you 
p lease reread the mot ion?  And we' l l  ge t  a quick  paraphras ing  of  the d iscuss ion  
that  fo l lowed and the f ina l  vote.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Okay.   Good.  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   So a fu l l  reread? 

 MR.  GRITCH:   Yes,  p lease.   I 'm going to make you do i t  t i l l  you get  i t  r ight .  

 [Laughter . ]  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   A l l  r ight .   So the Advisory Commit tee cont inues to recommend 
that  the VA under take a r igorous HAZUS-based se ismic r isk  assessment  to 
pr ior i t i ze se ismic evaluat ion and ret rof i t  programs to manage the overa l l  se ismic 
r isk  to VA fac i l i t ies.  

 As an in ter im screening step,  the Advisory Commit tee recommends that  the VA 
update and app ly the se ismic rank ing  techn ique deve loped by Degenkolb in  2006 
to a l l  bu i ld ings that  have prev ious ly been ident i f ied to be in  the h igh r isk  and 
moderate r isk  categor ies.  

 This  recommendat ion is  based on the Advisory Commit tee 's  understand ing that  
the 88 bu i ld ings prev ious ly ident i f ied in  the Except iona l ly H igh Risk  categor ies 
have e i ther  been demol ished or  are in  the process of  being  eva luated and 
ret rof i t .  

 This  recommendat ion is  in  cont rast  to  a  prev ious 2003 advisory board 
recommendat ion to exc lude bui ld ings f rom cons iderat ion that  were in  the 
moderate to low hazard reg ions.   The goa l  of  th is  reassessment  is  to  ident i f y 
bu i ld ings which may pose a h igh r isk ,  due to a combinat ion  of  hazard,  bu i ld ing  
vulnerab i l i t y,  and bui ld ing  funct ion and occupancy,  even though they may be 
located in  moderate  to low se ismic hazard reg ions.   

 Be ing as the prev ious se ismic rank ing  procedure was completed about  ten years 
go,  i t  is  recommended to rev iew and update th is  rank ing  procedure based on the 
la test  in format ion and research on hazard,  bu i ld ing  vu lnerab i l i t y and r isk  
assessment  before per forming the reassessment .  
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 MR.  GRITCH:   There was some discuss ion on the issue.   There was concern 
expressed by s taf f  that  that  m ight  be a very aggress ive program that  funding was 
not  cur rent ly ava i lab le for ,  and dur ing  the course of  the d iscuss ion I  th ink  i t  was 
exp la ined that  the more r igorous par ts  of  that  understood that  funding-- i t  was 
pred icated upon funding and ava i lab i l i t y  of  funds to do that ,  but  the in ter im par t ,  
per forming some in i t ia l  assessment  to look  for  those bu i ld ings in  the moderate  to 
low that  m ight  r ise to the top,  as d id one prev ious ly,  shou ld  be per formed,  and 
wi th that  understanding,  the mot ion was passed unan imously.  

 DR.  MEJIA:   Thank you.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Thank you.  

 MR.  GRITCH:   Okay.   Now,  I ' ve turned the cha ir  back  to you,  s i r .  

 MR.  POLAND:  Okay.   Just  a quest ion.   Do you th ink  i t  wou ld be good when Ms.  
F iotes v is i ts  us today that  we go over  th is  mot ion wi th her? 

 MR.  SIEGEL:   I t ' s  up to you.  

 MR.  POLAND:  You'd have to summar ize that  for  her .  

 DR.  MEJIA:   Not  read i t  again.  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Yeah,  yeah.  

 MR.  POLAND:  She's  the Director  of  Of f ice of  Const ruct ion and Fac i l i t y 
Management .  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Okay.  

 MR.  POLAND:  She's  the one that  needs to car ry th is  message forward,  and 
we've done th is  in  the past ,  car ry the message forward about  the ex is t ing  
bu i ld ings and the need to cont inue the program,  and the Of f ice has a lways been 
very suppor t ive of  i t ,  but  i t ' s  just - - I  th ink  i t ' s  a message tha t  needs to be 
re inforced.  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Okay.  

 MR.  POLAND:  And I  bel ieve we' l l  hear  f rom her  comments,  but  I  be l ieve you' re  
going to hear  her  ta lk ing  about  how impor tant  i t  is  that  we do th is .  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Okay.   Paraphrase,  not  read.  

 [Laughter . ]  

 DR.  MEJIA:   Yes.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Okay.   W e wi l l  re turn to  i tem 2(d) .   David.  
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 MR.  KLEIN:   Thank you,  Mr .  Cha ir .   Mot ion n ine f rom last  year 's  meet ing  
expressed the Advisory Commit tee 's  op in ion that  f i reproof ing  on columns in VA 
Hospi ta l  Bu i ld ing  System designs shou ld be cont inuous through the funct iona l  
and in terst i t ia l  space.  

 VA thanks the Advisory Commit tee for  the i r  op in ion.   In  response to th is  mot ion,  
the VA F ire Protect ion Des ign Manua l  wi l l  be rev ised to c lar i f y that  in  VA 
Hospi ta l  Bu i ld ing  System designs,  f i re  protect ion on co lumns wi l l  be cont inuous 
through the funct ional  space and the in terst i t ia l  space.  

 Now dur ing  the d iscuss ion yesterday,  the quest ion arose as to whether  there 
might  be ex is t ing  fac i l i t ies that  ut i l i ze the VA Hosp i ta l  Bu i ld ing  System des ign for  
wh ich the f i re  protect ion on co lumns is  not  cont inuous through the funct iona l  
space and interst i t ia l  space.  

 In  response to th is  quest ion,  a mot ion has been deve loped,  wh ich I  bel ieve Mr .  
Kof fe l  is  prepared to d iscuss.  

 MR.  KOFFEL:   Yes.   The mot ion wou ld be based upon the pend ing c lar i f icat ion to 
be prov ided in  the VA F ire Protect ion Des ign Manua l  (cur rent  mot ion n ine,  Apr i l  
26,  2013 meet ing  of  th is  Commit tee) ,  regarding  the protect ion of  co lumns in 
in ters t i t ia l  spaces in  fac i l i t ies us ing  the VA Hosp i ta l  Bui ld ing  System des ign and 
the potent ia l  impact  that  may have on ex is t ing  bu i ld ings,  the Advisory Commit tee 
recommends that  the VA def ine the extent  of  the prob lem in ex is t ing  bu i ld ings 
and then,  as necessary,  deve lop a s t rategy to address the prob lem.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Okay.   Is  there a second? 

 MR.  GRITCH:   Second.  

 [Mot ion made and seconded. ]  

 MR.  KOFFEL:   Mr .  Cha ir ,  i f  I  might  add to that ,  dur ing  our  d iscuss ion,  one,  we 
don' t  real ly know to  what  extent  th is  is  a prob lem i f  i t  even is  a prob lem.   W e fe l t  
that  or  we feel  that  the act ion taken dur ing  the Apr i l  2013 meet ing  was a 
c lar i f icat ion.   I t  was  not  a change in requirements.  

 So we wou ld l ike to determine i f  there are any bu i ld ings tha t  have been bu i l t  that  
are not  consis tent  wi th that  c lar i f icat ion,  and then we would be look ing  for  the VA 
to develop a l ternat ive approaches or  so lut ions,  wh ich may inc lude f i re  protect ion 
of  the column,  but  there may be some o ther  so lut ions.   Those can be developed 
once we know the extent  of  the problem.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Okay.   Other  thoughts? 

 DR.  MEJIA:   Quest ion.   W hat  wou ld be invo lved in  def in ing  the extent  of  the 
prob lem?  How would you go about  do ing  that? 

 MR.  KOFFEL:   W e bel ieve that  ex is t ing  VA personnel  can go to the in terst i t ia l  
space.   I t ' s  a pret t y obv ious observat ion  as to whether  those co lumns have any 
f i re  protect ion or  no t .   I t  would be more  cha l leng ing i f  we were to say is  the 
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th ickness cor rect?  I  don' t  th ink  we' re look ing  for  that  degree of  assessment .  

 I f  we see a spray app l ied f i re  protect ion or  we see a co lumn that 's  encased,  I  
th ink  i t ' s  reasonab le for  them to assume that  the f i re  protect ion was prov ided as 
in tended per  the or ig ina l  bu i ld ing  des ign.   But  i f  you see a s tee l  co lumn wi th no 
protect ion,  then we need to address i t .  

 MR.  GRITCH:   Now,  one po int  we need to in  the d i rect ion that  s taf f  wou ld g ive  to 
the VA fac i l i t ies,  peop le who are going to look  at  that ,  is  we' re ta lk ing  about  the 
main s t ructura l  co lumns of  the fac i l i t y that  are the pr imary s t ructura l  f rame,  no t  
the secondary members or  those that  a re ho ld ing  the wa lk  deck  up.   So they may 
go up there and see stee l  that 's  not  f i reproofed,  but  they need to know the 
d i f ference between the pr imary s t ructura l  f rame and those e lements.  

 DR.  MEJIA:   Is  that  someth ing  that  wou ld be apparent  in  as-bu i l t  drawings or  
where you wou ld have to actua l ly phys ical ly inspect  every- -  

 MR.  BANGA:  I  was going to prov ide my input  on that  is  tha t  th is  is  an easy task .   
We can a lways approach the medica l  centers '  ch ief  eng ineer 's  of f ice,  and they 
can phys ical ly inspect  the p laces.   W e have in format ion about  maybe hal f  a  
dozen or  ten bu i ld ings which we know that  does have in terst i t ia l  space,  and we 
got  the input  back  f rom the ch ief  eng ineer 's  of f ice,  yes,  they are f i reproofed.   

 And we can extend that  in format ion to the main hosp i ta ls  and f ind out  how many 
more are wi th the in terst i t ia l  space,  and they can prov ide us that  in format ion.   
We won' t  have to wai t  for  spec ia l  inspect ion by FCA or  anyth ing .   W e can get  
that  in format ion qui te eas i ly.  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   Some of  the hosp i ta ls  have concrete f rames.   They' re not  a l l  s teel  
f rames so i t ' s  not  that  onerous a task .  

 MR.  GRITCH:   No.   I f  you know what  you' re look ing  at ,  i t ' s  instantaneous when 
you step in to the space.   So,  yes,  concrete or  f i reproofed stee l  is ,  you ' l l  
recogn ize i t  immediate ly .  

 MR.  POLAND:  Do you know al l  the pro jects  that  have in terst i t ia l  spaces? 

 MR.  SIEGEL:   I  d id,  but - -  

 MR.  GRITCH:   Not  a l l  o f  them.  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   - - the in terst i t ia l  spaces in  more recent  years  have not  been 
complete ly VA Bu i ld ing  System pro jects .   Some of  them have used mechan ica l  
f loors,  wh ich they cal l  in ters t i t ia l  space,  and i t ' s  not  been a  r igorous system or  
usage that  i t  used to be.  

 MR.  BANGA:  For  example,  you are fami l iar  wi th Pa lo Al to .  

 MR.  POLAND:  Yeah.  

 MR.  BANGA:  That  i t  got  deleted.   I t  s ta r ted wi th the pro ject  wi th in ters t i t ia l  
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space and then in terst i t ia ls  for  that  major  rep lacement  hospi ta l  we d id for  Palo  
Al to.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Correct .  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   That  was a very in terest ing  dec is ion that  was made on that .   The 
arch i tects  and eng ineers who designed the in i t ia l  des ign d id i t  wi th in ters t i t ia l  
space,  and the ir  est imat ing  showed a,  one of  the th ings in  the cost  analys is ,  
wh ich came to the fact  that  i t  rea l ly d id  not  cost  more than t radi t iona l  
const ruct ion,  was the sav ings in  t ime us ing  the Bu i ld ing  Sys tem.  

 And the Cont ro l ler ' s  Of f ice sa id to the then head of  what  we now ca l l  Operat ions,  
what  we used to ca l l - - I  don' t  remember  what  i t  was cal led a t  that  po int .   The 
person in  charge of  Pro ject  Management  of  a l l  o f  the fac i l i t ies sa id- - the 
cont ro l ler  sa id,  okay,  i f  that  is  t rue,  then,  wi l l  you cut  the schedu le by s ix 
months? 

 And the head of  Pro ject  Management  sa id no,  and so then the cont ro l ler  sa id,  
we l l ,  then you can' t  use the Bu i ld ing  System.   I t  was an amazing sess ion.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Okay.  

 DR.  MEJIA:   Okay.   Thank you.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Other  quest ions or  comments?  Okay.   W e have a mot ion to car ry 
out  th is  inspect ion and develop a mi t igat ion i f  necessary.  

 Al l  those in  favor  say aye.  

 [Chorus of  ayes. ]  

 MR.  POLAND:  Opposed? 

 [No response. ]  

 MR.  POLAND:  The mot ion car r ied.  

 Okay.   W e' re ready for  i tem 2(e) ,  progress repor t  on the deve lopment  of  USGS 
sof tware.  

 MR.  BANGA:  W el l ,  Mr .  Cha ir ,  before we go to that  i tem (e) ,  there is  one 
par t icu lar  mot ion which we have not  l is ted in  that  agenda,  wh ich is  the mot ion 
seven and the response,  VA response to that .  

 And the mot ion seven has to do wi th assessment  and mit igat ion of  post -1982 
ret rof i ts .   Bu i ld ings that  have been prev ious ly des igned or  ret rof i t  a f ter  1982 in 
accordance wi th VA des ign cr i ter ia  H-18-8 are genera l ly considered to have 
adequate se ismic res is tance and,  therefore,  exempt  f rom rout ine r isk  assessment  
except  as requ ired by Sect ion 2.3a of  H-18-8.    

 As se ismic des ign,  deta i l ing  and const ruct ion methods have improved s ince the 
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1980s,  these bui ld ings may inc lude def ic ienc ies re lat ive to  cur rent  bu i ld ing  codes 
and may not  per form as we l l  as new bu i ld ings.  

 Therefore,  in  instances where se ismic def ic ienc ies become known,  such as 
through des ign of  bui ld ing  renovat ions or  add i t ions,  the Advisory Commit tee 
recommends that  de f ic ient  cond i t ions be eva luated.  

 Yesterday,  at  the workshop,  I  noted tha t  in  the past  year  a lone,  we rece ived 
requests f rom medical  centers to conduct  f resh se ismic s tud ies of  approx imately 
ha l f  a  dozen such bui ld ings as they were be ing p lanned for  renovat ion.  

 And examples of  those are Fresno Bu i ld ing  1;  Loma L inda Bu i ld ing  1;  Nor th L i t t le  
Rock  Bu i ld ing  65;  Palo A l to Bu i ld ing  6 and 7;  Por t land Bu i ld ing  100;  and Reno 
Bu i ld ing  100.  

 In  most  cases,  the s tud ies '  resu l ts  wh ich we got  ind icated deta i l ing  def ic ienc ies 
re lated to the cur rent  bu i ld ing  codes.   They met  the seismic force leve l  on the 
bu i ld ings because they were based upon very s t r ingent  code requirements of  that  
t ime,  but  the deta i l ing  requirement ,  tha t  is  cor rect ,  that  was a good mot ion tha t  
that  deta i l ing  was not  up to the mark  of  the cur rent  s tandards.   And we are 
proceed ing wi th them f ix ing  the deta i l ing .  

 MR.  POLAND:  Thank you.   Any quest ions about  mot ion seven f rom the last  
meet ing? 

 DR.  MEJIA:   So the imp l icat ions,  Kr is ,  a re that  some def ic ienc ies have been 
ident i f ied.  

 MR.  BANGA:  Yes.  

 DR.  MEJIA:   And the VA is  tak ing  act ion to- -  

 MR.  BANGA:  Correct .  

 DR.  MEJIA:   - -address them? 

 MR.  BANGA:  Yes.   Typ ical ly those are bas ica l ly the d iaphragm connect ions to 
the shear  wa l ls  and some of  the anchorage deta i ls  to  co lumn base p lates,  they 
are not  proper ly doweled,  meet ing  the cur rent  code requirements,  and so we are 
e i ther  add ing more p i lasters or  add ing more anchors or - -  

 MR.  POLAND:  Okay.  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   So,  Kr is ,  I  guess th is  wi l l  be an ongo ing,  l ike so you repor ted 
f rom the last  year  these number  of  bui ld ings th ings were f lagged.   And I  guess  
th is  would be cont inuing  mode of  operat ion going forward.  

 MR.  BANGA:  Yes.  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   To cont inue to uncover  these.  
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 MR.  BANGA:  Yes.  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Yeah,  I  th ink  that  fo l lows the sp ir i t  o f  what  we want  to  do.  

 DR.  MEJIA:   Thank you.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Okay.   W e' l l  go on to the progress repor t  on the deve lopment  of  
USGS sof tware.  

 MR.  BANGA:  W el l ,  as we d iscussed yesterday,  the Commit tee had made the 
recommendat ion of  deve lop ing some k ind of  sof tware which wi l l  ind icate the leve l  
of  def ic ienc ies l ike the co lor  cod ings,  green,  ye l low,  and red,  and the response 
wh ich we got  f rom USGS through the Dr .  Ka lkan,  who is  lead ing the pro ject ,  that  
that  sof tware is  under  development .  

 I t  wi l l  take maybe a  few more months to fu l ly deve lop that  sof tware.   That 's  
where USGS is  r ight  now.  

 Then the second par t  of  th is  was that  VA shou ld conf i rm wi th the USGS that  the 
damage assessment  approach takes in to account  the se ismic force res is t ing  
system character is t ics  of  the inst rumented bu i ld ings,  and that  the se ismic force  
res is t ing  systems are proper ly ident i f ied  us ing  the model  bu i ld ing  designat ions 
f rom HAZUS.   The s t ructura l  eng ineer  o f  record shou ld be o f fered the oppor tuni ty 
to  ver i f y the approach.  

 Here again the damage assessment  approach for  VA,  that  Dr .  Ka lkan's  response 
was that  the damage assessment  approach for  VA has two components:  
s t ructura l  hea l th moni tor ing  and damage detect ion system;  and number  two was 
ShakeCAST.   The former  does not  ut i l i ze f rag i l i t y funct ion.   Instead soph is t ica ted 
system ident i f icat ion and damage detec t ion a lgor i thms are used.  

 ShakeCAST uses f rag i l i t y funct ions.   A table below shows the HAZUS st ructura l  
c lass i f icat ions of  28  VA hosp i ta ls  se lected for  mul t i - channel  inst rumentat ion.  

 And you a l l  saw tha t ,  and i t  seems l ike you were sat is f ied wi th that  response.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Yes,  we were.   And I 'd  l i ke to dea l  wi th these two approaches 
separate ly.   One approach is  the hea l th  moni tor ing  and damage detect ion 
system.   And the other  approach is  ShakeCAST,  and we have mot ions re lated to 
both of  those.  

 So,  Greg,  you want  to  do the f i rs t  one? 

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   You' l l  learn not  to  ass ign me mot ions,  Chr is .  

 [Laughter . ]  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   They' re more wordy than other  ones.   Okay.   So the f i rs t  one 
dea ls  wi th- - le t  me read i t ,  but  i t  dea ls  wi th the se ismic ins t rumentat ion program 
and the sof tware Kr is  has ment ioned be ing deve loped.  
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 So the Advisory Commit tee is  encouraged to see cont inu ing  progress on st rong 
mot ion inst rumentat ion for  post -ear thquake cond i t ion assessment  of  bui ld ings.   
To fur ther  ensure that  the USGS damage assessment  sof tware wi l l  meet  the 
needs of  the VA,  the Advisory Commit tee recommends that  the VA cont ract  wi th 
the USGS, or  other  appropr iate ent i t y,  such as NIBS,  to convene a workshop to 
review and assess the damage assessment  sof tware that  is  be ing  deve loped by 
USGS.  

 This  workshop shou ld inc lude pract ic ing  s t ructura l  eng ineers who have 
exper ience in  ear thquake eng ineer ing  and bu i ld ing  inst rumentat ion;  researchers 
wi th exper t ise in  ear thquake eng ineer ing ,  ear thquake inst rumentat ion,  and 
st ructura l  hea l th moni tor ing  and damage detect ion;  and sta f f  f rom VA fac i l i t ies 
who are l ike ly to  be  f i rs t  adopters of  the system,  for  example,  personnel  f rom VA 
emergency response of f ices and management  s taf f  f rom large hosp i ta l  fac i l i t ies 
in  h igh seismic reg ions.  

 Idea l ly the workshop shou ld be scheduled to occur  soon af ter  the USGS 
completes the sof tware implementat ion and suppor t ing  technica l  repor t  but  
before widespread dep loyment  to the VA fac i l i t ies.   

 The goal  of  th is  workshop is  to  prov ide review and feedback  to help ensure tha t  
the damage detect ion system is  employ ing  the best  ava i lab le techn iques and 
a lgor i thms to prov ide re l iab le measures  of  bui ld ing  safety.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Okay.   And then the second? 

 DR.  MEJIA:   I  second.  

 [Mot ion made and seconded. ]  

 MR.  POLAND:  Okay.   Discuss ion? 

 MR.  BANGA:  Is  there an oppor tun i t y USGS has in-house capabi l i t y to  rev iew the 
sof tware? 

 MR.  POLAND:  USGS has the capab i l i t y  to  review the sof tware,  but  in  my mind,  
our  concern is  that  USGS as a sc ient i f i c  research organiza t ion does not  have a 
broad range of  prac t ic ing  s t ructura l  eng ineers that  are fami l iar  wi th const ruct ion 
and response of  bui ld ings.   And s ince those are the eng ineers that  wi l l  be do ing 
the inspect ion of  the bu i ld ings af ter  the  ear thquake,  and th is  in format ion is  to  
serve the ir  needs dur ing  that  inspect ion,  we th ink  i t ' s  impor tant  that  they be 
invo lved.  

 Do you want  to  add to that?  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Yeah,  the other  po int  wou ld be th is  damage detect ion sof tware 
and mak ing th is  dec is ion between the green,  ye l low,  red that  we descr ibed is  an 
emerg ing k ind of  research top ic  that  I  th ink  the USGS has good in-house 
exper t ise on deve loping  i t ,  but  because i t  is  emerg ing and not  fu l ly  estab l ished 
yet ,  I  th ink  to have other  researchers in  add i t ion to the pract ic ing  eng ineers 
Chr is  ment ioned,  to  have researchers who are invo lved to have the oppor tun i t y to  
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look  at  that  and prov ide comment .  

 So I  th ink  the USGS can cer ta in ly convene such a workshop,  but  I  th ink  i t  needs 
to inc lude these outs ide peop le.  

 MR.  BANGA:  The outs ide resources,  s ince th is  is  a specia l ized f ie ld,  I  don' t  
th ink  we are that  fami l iar  wi th th is  par t  o f  the work .   W i l l  the Commit tee be able 
to suggest  f i rms or  names where th is  rev iew process can take p lace? 

 MR.  POLAND:  Yes,  we can.    

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Yes,  I  th ink  abso lute ly,  yeah.  

 MR.  POLAND:  W e can submit  those names to you.   W e' re not  prepared r ight  now 
to g ive those to you,  but  we can submit  those names to you shor t ly.  

 DR.  MEJIA:   Chr is ,  one of  the object ives of  the sof tware be ing,  a l lowing the VA 
to read i ly assess the cond i t ion of  the bui ld ings af ter  an ear thquake wou ld 
suggest  that  the users of  that  sof tware  might  need to prov ide input  as to whether  
indeed the output  wou ld be a l lowing them to make those decis ions wi th some 
conf idence I  would th ink .  

 How wou ld that ,  would that  be par t ly assessed by th is  workshop? 

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Yeah,  I  th ink  that 's  the in tent .   So the three groups we've 
recommended to come wou ld be the pract ic ing  s t ructura l  eng ineers,  wou ld be 
researchers,  and the th i rd group wou ld be a few key s taf f ,  some f rom th is  g roup 
in  the room today,  but  a lso f rom the emergency operat ions,  but  a lso f rom some 
of  the fac i l i t ies in  h igh seismic areas who are on the f ront  l ines,  i f  you wi l l ,  to  
understand what  th is  sof tware does and what  i t  doesn' t  do.  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   In  tota l ,  how many people do you th ink  wou ld be invo lved? 

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   I  wou ld say 15 to 20.   The number  grows,  just  even a few 
people f rom your  group,  you know,  USGS. 

 MR.  POLAND:  This  is  not  an uncommon process.  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   No,  no,  I  understand that .  

 MR.  POLAND:  And there is  va lue in  having  a d iverse group that  has mul t ip le 
perspect ive because th is  is  an emerg ing f ie ld,  and we' re look ing  to deve lop a 
new techno logy.  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   I  wonder  whether  i t  would be bet ter  not  to  have USGS do th is  
because i t ' s  the i r  product  wh ich is  be ing ,  quote,  "cr i t ic ized"- -unquote- -so NIBS 
might  be bet ter  to  convene th is  or  do you th ink  i t  shou ld be convened more 
proper ly by USGS?  Inc lud ing ,  you know,  that  wou ld inc lude USGS personne l ,  o f  
course,  in  th is .  

 DR.  MEJIA:   Yeah,  USGS would need to be invo lved,  I  th ink ,  in  the p lann ing and 
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obvious ly be the lead presenter  of  the workshop because they wou ld be best  
su i ted at  determin ing  how to present  the d i f ferent  aspects of  i t .  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   I  know they have to be invo lved,  but  do you th ink  there 's  an 
advantage or  d isadvantage of  hav ing  them in charge,  so to speak,  or  to  have an 
outs ide group in charge? 

 MR.  POLAND:  I  th ink  there 's  an advantage in having  them be in  charge because 
of  the spec ia l  nature of  th is .   They a lso  repor ted to us that  they' re go ing to do an 
in terna l  rev iew at  USGS, and that  they are look ing  to have the Advisory 
Commit tee do a rev iew a lso,  and what  th is  mot ion is  say ing  is  we'd l ike to have a 
broader  group par t ic ipate in  that  rev iew,  and I  th ink  i t  would be good to have a l l  
that  occur  at  the same t ime.  

 I t  just  seems l ike i t  wou ld a lso make for  a smoother  rev iew process.   I  don ' t  l ike 
to th ink  of  i t  as th is  g roup wi l l  be cr i t ic iz ing  what  USGS is  do ing .   I t ' s  more of  a 
peer  rev iew and becoming a resource for  how to best  imp lement  the in tent  of  the 
program.  

 Now,  the other  th ing  is  when you ta lk  to  USGS about  th is  i f  they don' t  want  to  do 
i t  or  they ' re re luctant  to  have outs ide reviewers come in,  then you may have to 
go to an outs ide agency to do i t .  

 I t  seems that 's  go ing  to lengthen the process because the outs ide agency is  
going  to have to get  up to speed wi th what  we' re t ry ing  to do,  and they' re go ing  
to convene the workshop,  they' re go ing to have to wr i te  a repor t ,  and the USGS 
is  go ing  to have to review the repor t  and respond to i t ,  and i t  just  seems l ike that  
wou ld be a much more lengthy process .  

 DR.  MEJIA:   And i t  wou ld invo lve a more formal  phas ing of  the process in  that  
the USGS would have to turn in  a product ,  a t  least  a formal  draf t  form that  can 
then be rev iewed,  i f  you wi l l ,  by the outs ide workshop and the outs ide agency.  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Par t  of  i t - -s ince runn ing a workshop,  par t  o f  i t  is  just  the 
log is t ics of  get t ing  the meet ing  room,  get t ing  inv i ta t ions and so for th l ike that ,  
and i t  seems USGS can cer ta in ly do tha t .   Maybe a quest ion,  though,  wou ld be in  
terms of ,  you know,  who s igns of f  on the repor t  f rom th is  g roup?  Is  i t  someone 
at  USGS, is  i t  someone f rom the VA group here,  is  i t  someone f rom our  
Commit tee,  the Advisory Commit tee,  or  is  i t  another  ind iv idua l?  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   W el l ,  I  don ' t  th ink  i t  shou ld be s igned of f  on by VA.   I  th ink  i t  
shou ld be submit ted  to VA by e i ther  USGS or  NIBS or  you a l l .   I t ' s  to  be 
determined.   But  I  don' t  th ink  i t  shou ld be s igned of f  by VA.   W e should be g iven 
i t  and then accept  i t  or  not  accept  i t ,  e t  cetera.  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Yeah.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Greg,  maybe you cou ld he lp us understand the process that  you 
use in  a peer  rev iew pane l  for ,  le t 's  say,  a ta l l  bu i ld ing  when a c i t y requ ires a 
peer  rev iew group to come in and oversee what 's  go ing  on on the ir  behal f  and 
of fer  suggest ions.   I  know you serve on those k ind of  rev iew commit tees.   So how 
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does that  process work? 

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Wel l ,  so peer  rev iew commit tees are typ ical ly the bu i ld ing  
depar tment ,  say in  the c i t y of  San Francisco,  wi l l  requ ire that  as par t  o f  the 
submiss ion requ irements that  the owner  engage a peer  rev iew commit tee who's  
an independent  ent i ty of  a few exper ts  who then meet  wi th the design team and 
review the ir  documents and then ask  quest ions of  them in k ind of  a formal  way,  
and then at  the end of  that  process g ive a le t ter  that  bas ical ly g ives the i r  op in ion 
in  terms of  whether  that ,  the des ign process that 's  been used,  the ana lys is  
methods,  and so for th,  are up to the k ind of  s tandard of  s tate-of - the-ar t  and 
pract ice.  

 MR.  POLAND:  So the owner  is  the one that  convenes the peer  rev iew pane l  in  
that  case.   Or  is  i t  the c i t y?  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   No,  i t ' s  the owner- - the owner  is  the one who pays the peer  
review pane l ,  and the owner  is  the one who inv i tes the peer  rev iew pane l ,  
recogn iz ing  that  the  c i t y has to ld the owner  when they do the ir  submiss ion 
requirements,  they won' t  accept  that  un less they have a repor t  f rom a peer  
review commit tee.  

 MR.  POLAND:  This  process is  what  I  was th ink ing  of  in  terms of  th is  workshop 
because in our  case I  bel ieve the owner  is  USGS, and you are the c i t y.   The VA 
is  the c i t y.   And so i t  wou ld work  in  a s imi lar  manner .  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   So i t  bas ica l ly wou ld be ask ing  USGS, who is  k ind of  the 
des ign team--  

 MR.  POLAND:  Yeah.  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   - - to  engage a rev iew panel  that  wou ld have a cha ir  and 
convene that  pane l ,  and that  pane l  wou ld k ind of  run the meet ing  and work  wi th 
USGS to present  the in format ion,  have quest ion and answer .  

 DR.  MEJIA:   Per form the rev iew on behal f  o f  the VA.   I  th ink  the VA wou ld be 
more analogous to the owner  perhaps in  that  case and the USGS to the des ign 
team.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Uh-huh.   That 's  probably  r ight .  

 DR.  MEJIA:   Having  worked on some of  those pane ls .  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   I  guess to me you don' t  want  to  over- leg is late th is  process,  but  
at  the same t ime,  you don' t  want  to  under- leg is late i t ,  r igh t ,  to  have a workshop,  
and i t  was f ine,  le t ' s  go forward,  but  to  have some formal ,  not  too lengthy,  but  
op in ions back  f rom the,  we l l ,  I 'm not  sure there would be consensus f rom th is  
workshop,  but  po ints  ra ised dur ing  the workshop in terms o f ,  you know,  the 
s t rengths and weaknesses of  th is  sof tware.  

 And I  wou ld emphas ize that ,  aga in,  because i t ' s  an emerg ing area,  i t ' s  not  
in tended to be pun i t ive,  but  I  th ink  there is  room for  d i f ferences of  opin ion in  

 28 
 



  
 

    

terms of  how the so f tware works,  and so for th.  

 DR.  MEJIA:   The workshop could prov ide some impor tant  feedback  to VA on I  
th ink  the app l icab i l i ty and re l iab i l i t y of  the sof tware for  VA's  use in  mak ing those 
impor tant  dec is ions  of  act ion or  evacuat ion of  bui ld ings or  not  af ter  an 
ear thquake.  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   I 'm imag in ing  that  some of  the metr ics that  are ment ioned in 
the USGS repor t ,  in  other  words,  the th ings they ' l l  look  at ,  bu i ld ing  dr i f t ,  changes 
in  bu i ld ing  per iod,  p ropagat ion of  v ibrat ions through the bu i ld ing ,  that  th is  g roup 
cou ld potent ia l ly provide some conf idence or  some added conf idence in  terms of  
how re l iab le those ind ices are,  and presumably USGS could modi fy the i r  
sof tware,  the damage detect ion a lgor i thm,  based on the outcome of  th is  
workshop.  

 And in that  sense,  I  th ink  they wou ld apprec iate th is  input  so i t ' s  not  just  thei r  
judgment  of  a few researchers at  USGS, but  a broader  group.  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   W el l ,  I  th ink  i t ' s  an abso lute ly  exce l lent  idea.   I 'm st i l l  not  cer ta in 
who shou ld be in  charge of  i t .  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Yeah.  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   W hether  i t  should be USGS or  whether  i t  shou ld be an outs ide 
agency.   You a l l  apparent ly fee l  that  i t  shou ld be USGS, I  gather .  

 DR.  MEJIA:   Let  me ask  a quest ion,  L loyd.   Once the USGS turns the i r  product  
over  to  VA in a completed form,  that  be ing  the sof tware,  what  process wou ld VA 
fo l low af ter  that  to  eventua l ly imp lement  that  sof tware in  the dec is ion mak ing? 

 MR.  SIEGEL:   W el l ,  I  wou ld imag ine that  VA would want  a product  turned over  to 
them that  is  a lmost  instant ly imp lemented by USGS and a l l  o f  the i r  
inst rumentat ion that  is  supposed to,  in  ef fect ,  not i f y the ch ief  eng ineer ,  not i f y us,  
and the CEOSH of f ice,  et  cetera,  so we expect  i t  doesn' t  have to be 
imp lemented.   I t ' s  automat ic .  

 DR.  MEJIA:   W el l ,  par t  o f  the serv ice that  they use,  wou ld be prov id ing ,  would  be 
the actua l  implementat ion,  i f  you wi l l ,  in  coord inat ion wi th,  as we d iscussed 
yesterday,  your  Of f ice of  Emergency Serv ices,  I  th ink  i t ' s  ca l led,  or - -  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   CEOSH, whatever  i t  s tands for .   Cont inu i t y and--  

 DR.  MEJIA:   Bas ica l ly the- -  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   - -Operat ions.  

 DR.  MEJIA:   Yeah,  the t rans i t ion and t ra in ing  of  personne l  and maybe some 
t rans i t ion per iod over  wh ich the USGS would ass is t - -  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   I t  should be on--  
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 DR.  MEJIA:   - -VA and--  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   - -a s tatement  of  work  for  USGS.  That  should  a l l  be on the 
s tatement  of  work  for  USGS.  

 DR.  MEJIA:   W ith that  in  background,  I  guess I  just - -wi th that  background,  i t  
seems to me that  probably  the bet ter  agency to make that  review and seek  the 
external  adv ice for  implementat ion wou ld be the USGS i f  that  is  the process that  
wi l l  be fo l lowed where the USGS bas ica l ly wi l l  take th is  a lmost  to  turnkey--  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   That ' s  r ight .  

 DR.  MEJIA:   - - implementat ion.  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   Yeah.  

 DR.  MEJIA:   For  VA.  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   Yeah,  yeah.   And a l l  o f  that  can be wr i t ten in to the s tatement  of  
work  and we may ask  your  advice on the wording  of  the s tatement  of  work .  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   I t  sounds l ike to make sure there 's  a l i t t le  b i t  o f  independence 
here,  that  you cou ld  ask  the USGS to,  f i rs t  work ing  wi th the  VA and perhaps wi th 
input  f rom our  Commit tee,  to  estab l ish a smal l  g roup of  a review pane l ,  which 
might  be four  or  f i ve peop le that  wou ld  work  wi th USGS to p lan and convene th is ,  
and that  pane l  of  four  or  f ive peop le would wr i te  up the outcome of  th is  
workshop,  the recommendat ions.  

 That 's  a l i t t le  b i t  o f  k ind of  a peer  rev iew sor t  o f  mode l  where th is  pane l  wou ld be 
k ind of  an independent ,  g ive an independent  vo ice separated f rom what  USGS 
might  say.  

 MR.  POLAND:  And I  th ink  that  we' re go ing to d iscover  that  there 's  go ing  to be 
an issue wi th USGS about  actual ly de l iver ing  the k ind of  in format ion that  we 
need for  the post -ear thquake inspect ion.   

 I  be l ieve USGS is  going  to feel  comfor tab le to te l l ing  us the metr ics that  they can 
measure,  but  I  don' t  know that  they' re going to want  to  be respons ib le for  
in terpret ing  those metr ics in  terms of  how safe a bu i ld ing  is .  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   W el l ,  i t  seems to me that 's  what  the in i t ia l  charge was,  to  come up 
wi th a methodology wh ich wou ld te l l  us how safe the bui ld ing  was.   I  mean that  
was the in tent  f rom the beg inn ing.  

 MR.  POLAND:  I  understand.   I  th ink  that  th is  workshop and th is  peer  rev iew 
group that  Greg is  ta lk ing  about  is  go ing  to be necessary to ass is t  them in 
set t ing  the cr i ter ia  for  mak ing those determinat ions.  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   W el l ,  I 'm not  arguing  wi th that ,  but  I 'm just  wonder ing  whether  i t  
shou ld be the ir  work  product  or  an independent  body.   I  gather  f rom your  sense 
that  i t  rea l ly shou ld be the ir  work  product .   On the other  hand,  i f  you don' t  th ink  
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they' re go ing  to be wi l l ing  to be responsib le for  doing  i t ,  then we have to have an 
outs ide group.   I  th ink  you a l l  are a bet ter  judge of  that  than we are.  

 DR.  MEJIA:   Can we look  at  the mot ion  once more to see where we stand in  l ight  
of  that  d iscuss ion? 

 [Laughter . ]  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   As long as I  don' t  have to read i t .  

 MR.  POLAND:  W e can do that .   W e can do that .   The mot ion is  about  conven ing 
the work ing  group,  do that ,  the workshop.   L loyd is  just  quest ion ing  whether  we 
ought  to  be suggest ing  that  i t  be convened outs ide of  USGS as opposed to wi th in 
USGS.  Understand that .  

 And in my mind,  i t  comes down to what  USGS is  wi l l ing  to do.   I t  seems to me 
that  i f  they were wi l l ing  to do i t  wi th in USGS, wi th in the cont ract ,  that  that  would 
make i t  as smooth and st reaml ined as poss ib le.  

 I f  they' re not  wi l l ing  to do that ,  then we have to go to an outs ide agency,  and I  
be l ieve,  L loyd,  you ' re concerned that  we need the outs ide agency to get  the 
independent  rev iew.  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   Yes.   I f  we do,  you know,  again go ing  back  to the beg inning of  a l l  
th is ,  i t  was the in tent  to  come up wi th a product  wh ich would in form the loca l  
people whether  or  not  the bui ld ing  is  sa fe,  and i f  i t  doesn' t  do that ,  i t ' s  not  what  
the or ig inal  in tent  was,  and th is ,  to  a somewhat  outs ide observer ,  not  a s t ructura l  
eng ineer  t ype,  l ike me,  i t  seems that  i t  keeps to be going on and on and on,  and 
each addi t iona l  leve l  of  deta i l  s t i l l  does not  get  in to what  we thought  we were 
get t ing  in  the f i rs t  p lace a long t ime ago.  

 So I  persona l ly  am disappo inted,  to  use a mi ld word,  because f rom the very,  
very,  very beg inn ing when we were f i rs t  d iscuss ing  th is  years ago,  the in tent  
was,  oh,  the loca l  peop le immediate ly know whether  or  not  the bu i ld ing  is  safe or  
the east  wing isn ' t  and a l l  that  sor t  o f  th ing ,  and apparent ly  we' re s t i l l  nowhere 
near  that .  

 MR.  POLAND:  I  don' t  th ink  i t ' s  accurate to character ize that  we' re nowhere near  
that .   W e have a l l  the bu i ld ings or  inst ruments that  we ident i f ied.   The ab i l i t y to  
calcu late the metr ics is  in  p lace.   W e understand that  USGS has a beta vers ion 
so that  we have the  in format ion wh ich is ,  to  me,  90 percent  there,  and i t ' s  a l l  rea l  
t ime moni tored.   So i t ' s  constant ly be ing  gathered so we a lways know.  

 The quest ion is  g iven the rea l  t ime data,  when do we say a bu i ld ing  is  safe to  
cont inue to occupy,  get  inspected,  or  when does i t  need to be evacuated?  And 
that 's  th is  last  par t .  

 We th ink ,  we be l ieve that  th is  workshop can he lp in form that  and wi th the 
expectat ion that  USGS wi l l  take the in format ion f rom the workshop and 
incorporate i t  in  the i r  program and del iver  what  they promised.   That 's  my 
expectat ion.   I  don ' t  th ink  that  we have seen fa i lure at  the task  yet .   I  th ink  that  
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we' re at  the last  m i le .  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   I  th ink  th is  workshop wou ld fur ther  go a large way just  to  
demonst rate whether  USGS has employed everyth ing  out  there that 's  ava i lab le,  
wh ich is  again is  s t i l l  deve loping,  so i t ' s  not  going  to be per fect ,  but  at  least  
some reassurance that  what  they ' re prov id ing  is  the best  th ink ing  on th is  that  we 
current ly have.  

 MR.  BANGA:  W ould i t  he lp i f  we have Ka lkan aga in here? 

 MR.  SIEGEL:   Excuse me? 

 MR.  BANGA:  W ould i t  he lp i f  we had--  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   No.  

 MR.  BANGA:  No.  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   I  rea l ly am d isappo inted that  i t ' s  taken th is  long because i t  seems 
to me what  we were  to ld years ago is  the f i rs t  th ing  we d id wou ld g ive us that  
in format ion.   W e st i l l  don ' t  have i t ,  and we' re s t i l l  go ing  to have to pay more 
money to get  i t .  

 But ,  you know,  that ' s  i r re levant .   W hat  we've got  to  do is  to  get  i t  and get  i t  in  
the most  re l iab le way,  and I  th ink  we need your  advice on what  that  wou ld be.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Okay.   Maybe we shou ld go back  to the mot ion.   W ould you want  
to  paraphrase your  mot ion and what  we ' re ask ing  for? 

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   I 'd  love to paraphrase i t .  

 [Laughter . ]  

 MR.  GRITCH:   I  made h im read the whole th ing .  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Yeah.   Bas ical ly th is  mot ion is  to  ask  tha t ,  you know,  the VA 
work  wi th USGS or ,  i f  necessary,  an independent  agency or  g roup to convene 
th is  workshop that  wi l l  inc lude par t ic ipants,  s t ructura l  eng ineers,  researchers 
invo lved in  hea l th moni tor ing ,  damage detect ion and inst rumentat ion,  and a lso  
wi th some fac i l i t y managers f rom k ind o f  key hosp i ta ls  to  take a carefu l - - to  see a 
demonst rat ion of  the sof tware,  to  rev iew the techn ica l  documents beh ind i t ,  and 
to of fer  rev iew and comments in  v iew o f  how ef fect ive th is  sof tware is ,  whether  
i t ' s  employ ing  the la test  k ind of  th ink ing  on th is  damage detect ion,  to  g ive 
re l iab le ind icators as to the post -ear thquake safety of  the bui ld ing .  

 And I  th ink  we've just  heard some discuss ion that  put t ing  together  th is  workshop 
maybe would be 15 to 20 peop le tota l ,  but  perhaps par t  of  the d iscuss ion wi th 
USGS shou ld be to ident i f y four  or  f ive people who are par t  o f  the workshop but  
who are go ing to g ive k ind of  thei r  independent  shor t  repor t  back  to the VA on 
the outcome of  th is  workshop,  that  that  wou ld come f rom them rather  than 
through the,  you know,  prepared by the  USGS fo lks themselves.  
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 MR.  POLAND:  W e also sa id that  the Advisory Commit tee is  ava i lab le to ass is t  
wi th the development  of  the scope of  work  and wi th the recommendat ions for  who 
shou ld par t ic ipate,  and I  th ink  that  obv ious ly we have a cont inu ing  in terest  in  
th is ,  and we would l ike to see i t  to  the end and see i t  so that  i t ' s  fu l ly funct ional .  

 Okay.   Any other  comments?  Okay.   We have a mot ion and a second to do a l l  
that  was just  sa id.  

 [Laughter . ]  

 MR.  POLAND:  A l l  those in  favor  say aye.  

 [Chorus of  ayes. ]  

 MR.  POLAND:  Opposed? 

 [No response. ]  

 MR.  POLAND:  Mot ion car r ies.  

 MR.  BANGA:  Mr .  Cha ir ,  we would l ike to have a f ive-minute break .  

 MR.  POLAND:  Okay.   W e wi l l  take a f ive-minute break  and reconvene-- le t 's  
reconvene at  10:15.  

 [W hereupon,  a shor t  break  was taken. ]  

 MR.  POLAND:  Okay.   W e' re ready to reconvene.   W e'd l ike to p ick  up the second 
ha l f  o f  the d iscuss ion that  re lates to ShakeCAST;  r ight .  

 Greg,  maybe you can just  rev iew for  us a l i t t le  b i t  where we are.  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   So rev iew and then the mot ion? 

 MR.  POLAND:  No,  no.   Yeah,  a l i t t le  b i t  o f  review and then the mot ion.   This  is  
the second ha l f  o f  the program that  we have.  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Wel l ,  just  so we heard in  the update f rom the VA on the 
bu i ld ing  inst rumentat ion program and so for th that  par t  o f  that  was that  HAZUS-
type character izat ions of  the inst rumented bu i ld ings were implemented in to 
ShakeCAST,  wh ich prov ides another ,  a lbe i t  less prec ise,  measure of  bui ld ing  
eva luat ion fo l lowing a s t rong ear thquake,  that  i t  can be done i f  you have the 
bu i ld ing  character izat ion and put  i t  in to  ShakeCAST qui te economical ly for  any 
bu i ld ing ,  whether  i t ' s  inst rumented or  not .  

 So i t  was based on k ind of  hear ing  that  that  we put  together  th is ,  th is  mot ion.   So 
I ' l l  just  read i t  in  i ts  ent i rety.  

 So the regular  evaluat ion of  VA fac i l i t ies prov ides a cont inu ing  oppor tuni t y to  
col lect  in format ion on st ructura l  bui ld ing  systems,  wh ich can be used to deve lop 
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HAZUS-type bu i ld ing  c lass i f icat ions and se ismic f rag i l i t y mode ls .  

 These can be combined wi th loss assessment  too ls  to prov ide in format ion on the 
expected per formance of  bui ld ings,  and fur ther  combin ing  the HAZUS type 
bu i ld ing  f rag i l i t y mode ls  wi th the USGS ShakeCAST system,  as has a l ready been 
done for  the inst rumented VA fac i l i t ies ,  of fers  an unprecedented oppor tun i t y to  
prov ide rap id assessment  of  a l l  VA fac i l i t ies af ter  ear thquakes.  

 Whi le  the HAZUS-based bu i ld ing  c lass i f icat ions and f rag i l i t y curves are not  as 
accurate as deta i led in format ion that  can be obta ined by s t rong mot ion 
inst ruments and/or  deta i led fac i l i t y assessment  s tud ies,  such as ASCE 41,  the 
HAZUS-based bu i ld ing  c lass i f icat ion and ShakeCAST assessments are a cost  
ef fect ive techn ique to rap id ly obta in in format ion on a large inventory of  VA 
fac i l i t ies.  

 W ith th is  in  m ind,  the Advisory Commit tee recommends that  the VA,  f i rs t ,  
systemat ize the col lect ion of  HAZUS-based c lass i f icat ions and se ismic f rag i l i t y  
curves on VA fac i l i t ies coord inated wi th  other  rout ine fac i l i t y assessments.  

 Second,  that  i t  work  wi th the USGS to in tegrate the VA bu i ld ing  f rag i l i t y curves  
in to ShakeCAST.    

 And th i rd,  that  i t  coord inate wi th USGS and the VA Emergency Management  
Of f ice to ensure tha t  the ShakeCAST system is  developed and mainta ined to 
prov ide re l iab le and t ime ly in format ion on post -ear thquake per formance at  VA 
fac i l i t ies and prov ide th is  in format ion to  appropr iate peop le  and of f ices in  the VA.  

 That 's  the mot ion.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Okay.   Do we have a second? 

 DR.  MEJIA:   Second.  

 [Mot ion made and seconded. ]  

 MR.  POLAND:  Okay.   Discuss ion.  

 MR.  BANGA:  So i f  we want  to  c lar i f y the task ,  the task  has been ass igned to VA 
and USGS and our  Emergency Management  Of f ice;  is  that  the g is t  o f  the mot ion? 

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Yes,  I  th ink  i t ' s  what - - I  don' t  th ink  we could ass ign the task  to 
the USGS, but  we' re- -  

 MR.  BANGA:  Oh,  you are recommending VA to work  wi th USGS.  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Yes,  to  work  wi th USGS, yes,  because they,  we heard 
yesterday that  the ShakeCAST sof tware,  anyone can--USGS wi l l  prov ide i t  to  
anyone so there 's  a  cho ice of  that  the VA,   perhaps in  the Emergency Response 
or  other  g roup,  can get  the ShakeCAST sof tware on the ir  own computers and 
k ind of  work  wi th the hosp i ta l  g roups to  get  these f rag i l i t y curves imp lemented 
in to the ShakeCAST wi th the la t i tude and long i tude such that  when there 's  an 
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ear thquake and USGS broadcasts the ground shak ing,  tha t  i t  cou ld quick ly be  
in terpreted through ShakeCAST,  but  tha t  sof tware can e i ther  be,  you know,  
imp lemented on a VA computer  or  i t  could be on a USGS computer .  

 MR.  BANGA:  Has the Commit tee seen the sample of  the ShakeCAST,  what  
cur rent ly has been shared wi th the chief  eng ineers and a few of  us here?  

 MR.  POLAND:  W e had that  yesterday.  

 DR.  GHOSH:  They saw i t  a l l .  

 MR.  BANGA:  Yeah.  

 MR.  POLAND:  I  brought  in  that  copy--  

 MR.  BANGA:  R ight .   I 'm just  conf i rming  that .  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Yeah,  yeah.  

 MR.  POLAND:  - - f rom the La Habra ear thquake,  and again i t ' s  a d i f ferent ,  i t ' s  a  
d i f ferent  way of  est imat ing  what 's  happened at  a s i te  than what  we were ta lk ing  
about  prev ious ly.  

 USGS af ter  an ear thquake develops a map of  the s t rength  of  shak ing cal led a  
ShakeMap,  and i t ' s  based on est imat ions of  what  the ground shak ing is  and the 
records that  they have.   They on ly have a few records,  but  they use ear th 
sc ience a lgor i thms to est imate what  the  shak ing is  a l l  over ,  and once they've 
made that  est imate,  they can app ly that  to  a par t icu lar  s i te  and,  g iven that  
in format ion,  i f  they know what  the bu i ld ing  is ,  then they can of fer  an op in ion 
about  what 's  happened to the bui ld ing .  

 MR.  BANGA:  I  thought  the ShakeCAST is  a bu l le t in  issued af ter ,  immediate ly 
af ter  an event .  

 MR.  POLAND:  Correct .  

 MR.  BANGA:  And they bas ica l ly have p icked up our  hosp i ta ls ,  the ones wh ich  
they shared wi th us ,  and that  on ly ta lks  about  the inc ident  wh ich happened at  
that  hosp i ta l .  

 MR.  POLAND:  I t  has the abi l i t y to  ta lk  about  what  happened at  every bu i ld ing  in  
the area that 's  af fected.   A l l  the system needs to know is  where the bu i ld ing  is  
located,  long i tude and lat i tude,  and which HAZUS des ignat ion i t  is ,  C3M, S1L,  
you know,  there 's  27 or  30 of  those des ignat ions,  and then g iven that  
in format ion,  they have standard rout ines to est imate how much damage they 
th ink  has occurred in  the bui ld ing .  

 I t ' s  a very crude est imate,  but  i t ' s  much bet ter  than not  hav ing  any est imate at  
a l l .  

 MR.  BANGA:  Are you say ing  to make add i t iona l  improvement  in  that  bul le t in ,  o r  
 35 
 



  
 

    

is  that  bu l le t in  as i t  is  is  okay? 

 MR.  POLAND:  The bu l le t in  as i t  is  is  okay.   W hat  we' re suggest ing  is  to  the 65,  I  
th ink  i t ' s  65 bu i ld ings that  are in  there now,  we cou ld add very eas i ly  a l l  6 ,000 of  
VA's  bu i ld ings because a l l  we have to do is  te l l  them where  the bu i ld ing  is  and 
what  i ts  HAZUS model  bu i ld ing  is .  

 Now,  the quest ion is  we know where the bu i ld ings are,  and we don' t  know for  a l l  
those bu i ld ings what  the des ignat ion wou ld be,  what  the HAZUS c lass i f icat ion 
wou ld be,  and the mot ion is  to  gather  that  in format ion dur ing  the fac i l i t y 
cond i t ion assessment ,  dur ing  a rout ine process,  and add that  to  the ShakeCAST 
system.  

 DR.  MEJIA:   Chr is ,  I 'm not  sure I  saw the copy of  the bu l le t in  that  was c i rcu lated 
yesterday.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Do you fo lks s t i l l  have i t?  

 DR.  GHOSH:  Yeah,  i t  was,  i t  went  to- -  

 MR.  BANGA:  Yeah,  I  thought  we gave i t  back  to you.  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   I  thought  i t  was g iven to  somebody to dup l icate.  

 MR.  BANGA:  Somebody to dup l icate.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Somebody look  through their  papers and see who ended up wi th 
i t .  

 DR.  GHOSH:  That  had co lor .   D id i t  go  back  to you? 

 MR.  SIEGEL:   In  fact ,  I 'm sure i t  was g iven to somebody to dup l icate because I  
be l ieve you--  

 MR.  POLAND:  You can' t  miss i t .   I t ' s  got  lo ts  of  co lors.  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   And i t ' s  three pages stap led together .  

 MR.  BANGA:  Yeah.  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   Good God,  I ' ve got  i t .  

 MR.  POLAND:  You've got  i t .  

 [Laughter . ]  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   I ' ve got  i t .  

 MR.  POLAND:  Bet ter  you than me,  boss.  
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 [Laughter . ]  

 MR.  LAU:   Co lor  copies.   I ' l l  go downsta i rs .  

 MR.  BANGA:  This  is  the one that  came to you? 

 MR.  POLAND:  Yes.  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Yeah.  

 MR.  BANGA:  And very s t range ly the one wh ich we get  is  just  the top sheet .   I  
don ' t  know what - -  

 DR.  GHOSH:  Top sheet ,  yeah.  

 MR.  BANGA:  W e don' t  get  the other  two sheets.  

 DR.  GHOSH:  W e didn ' t  get  the second par t .  

 MR.  BANGA:  For  some reason.   So tha t 's  someth ing  which  we need to- -  

 DR.  GHOSH:  F i rs t  par t  is  the ShakeCAST.   Second par t  is  the deta i led th ing .  

 MR.  POLAND:  W el l ,  o f  the three pages,  the f i rs t  page is  the actual  ShakeCAST 
aler t  that  they send out ,  wh ich you received.   The second page is  just  a l i s t ing  of  
everyth ing  that  was recorded,  and I  don' t  know why you don' t  rece ive that .   But  
that 's  a lso f rom the ShakeCAST program.   The th i rd page is  an output  f rom the 
ShakeMap program.  

 MR.  BANGA:  Yeah,  I  can contact  Ero l  and we can get  the complete th ing .  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   W ould you exp la in the d i f ference between the ShakeCAST program 
and the ShakeMap? 

 MR.  POLAND:  ShakeMap is  a program that  they use to take the in format ion they 
record in  a reg ion and est imate how st rong the shak ing is  at  d i f ferent  leve ls .   
There 's  12 d i f ferent  leve ls  that  are shown in colors.   I t  doesn' t  say anyth ing  
about  what 's  on the  ground.   I t  just  ta lks about  the leve l  of  shak ing.  

 ShakeCAST takes that  in format ion and app l ies i t  to  bu i ld ings that  i t ' s  to ld about ,  
and i t  says,  okay,  th is  bu i ld ing  is  th is  t ype of  bu i ld ing ,  has  th is  k ind of  f rag i l i t y ,  
th is  is  what  we est imate the shak ing was,  and so th is  is  what  the resu l t  o f  the  
shak ing is .  

 DR.  MEJIA:   There 's  two conversat ions  going on.   The t ranscr ipt  wi l l  have a 
tough t ime.  

 MR.  POLAND:  W e' re in  recess unt i l  we come back  f rom the cop ies.   How is  that?  

 [W hereupon,  a shor t  break  was taken. ]  
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 MR.  POLAND:  Let ' s  go ahead and cont inue our  conversat ion.   L loyd wanted me 
to c lar i f y that  there are two d is t inct  moni tor ing  programs being  d iscussed and 
be ing imp lemented by USGS.  One is  based on the ir  ShakeCAST system,  which 
is  genera l ized,  and i t  cons iders the i r  es t imates of  g round shak ing in  a reg ion and 
the impact  of  that  g round shak ing on bui ld ings that  they' re  to ld about ,  that  are  
character ized in  s tandardized ways,  not  wi th spec i f ic  in format ion about  the 
bu i ld ing  other  than i ts  bu i ld ing  type and s ize.  

 That  in format ion is  usefu l  in  understanding what  the extent  of  damage might  be 
in  an area,  espec ia l ly for  a large inventory of  bui ld ings,  and someth ing  that  we 
be l ieve is  go ing  to be very usefu l  for  the emergency response and recovery 
ef for ts  of  the VA.  

 And the mot ion that  we' re cons ider ing  r ight  now has to do wi th expand ing the 
number  of  bui ld ings  that  we have in  tha t  system.   These bu i ld ings do not  need to 
be inst rumented.   You just  need to te l l  the ShakeCAST sys tem what  they are,  
where they ' re located,  and what  thei r  bui ld ing  type is .  

 The second program that  we' re do ing ,  that  we f in ished ta lk ing  about  a few 
minutes ago,  is  a very deta i led inst rumentat ion and evaluat ion of  spec i f ic  
bu i ld ings that  we have ident i f ied.   These are amongst  our  largest ,  most  
compl icated hosp i ta ls  that  deserve--and because of  thei r  h igh occupancy,  they 
deserve to have specia l ized inst rumentat ion and the best  est imat ion that  we can 
have about  how they per formed.  

 We don' t  want  to  use the genera l ized in format ion,  and so we've recommended as 
an Advisory Commit tee,  and you've inst rumented 28 of  those bu i ld ings,  and we' re 
in  the process of  develop ing  or  USGS is  in  the process of  deve loping an 
a lgor i thm that  would g ive us spec i f ic  in format ion about  the  cond i t ion of  those 
bu i ld ings based on what 's  recorded ins ide the bu i ld ing .   

 So there 's  two very d i f ferent  th ings going on there.   One is  genera l ized.   One is  
very spec i f ic  because of  the s ize and complex i t y of  the major  medica l  center  
bu i ld ings that  we have.   Does that  he lp? 

 MR.  SIEGEL:   The o ther  po int  is  the d i f ference between ShakeCAST and 
ShakeMap.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Okay.   The d i f ference between ShakeCAST and ShakeMap,  in  the 
f i rs t  program that  I  ta lked about ,  the genera l ized program,  the USGS deve lops an 
est imat ion of  the ground shak ing in  a reg ion af ter  an ear thquake and produces  
what  they cal l  a  ShakeMap,  wh ich is  l i t era l ly a map of  the area that  has 12 
d i f ferent  co lors on i t  that  ind icates the in tens i t y of  shak ing as they've est imated 
i t .   

 I t ' s  based on recorded mot ion when ava i lab le,  and i t ' s  based on ear th sc ience 
est imates,  a lgor i thms,  i f  you wi l l ,  to  in fer  what  the mot ion wou ld be in  other  
areas.   They have,  every t ime there is  an ear thquake anywhere in  the wor ld,  they 
now produce a ShakeMap.   Somet imes they don' t  even have inst ruments.  

 There was a ShakeMap drawn of  Hai t i  a f ter  the Ha i t i  ear thquake,  and there were 
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no inst ruments,  but  i t  in formed-- i t  was a  way of  in forming the communi ty of  
responders of  what  they thought  the in tens i t y of  shak ing was based on their  
ear th sc ience rout ines.  

 Am I  do ing  okay? 

 DR.  MEJIA:   You' re do ing just  f ine,  Chr is .  

 I  had a quest ion.   I f  the ShakeCAST approach or  system were to be imp lemented 
together  wi th the deta i led inst rumentat ion of  approach for  those bu i ld ings that  
are inst rumented in  deta i l ,  what  wou ld be the imp l icat ions o f  any d i f ferences in  
the output  of  those two programs at  those bu i ld ings and what  sor ts  of  in ferences 
cou ld be made as a  resu l t?  

 MR.  POLAND:  W el l ,  f i rs t ,  i t  wou ld not  be at  a l l  surpr is ing  i f  there were d i f ferent  
answers.   Okay.  

 DR.  MEJIA:   I  expec ted that  answer .  

 MR.  POLAND:  The bet ter  answer  is  a lways going to be f rom the deta i led 
inst rumentat ion because when USGS has to est imate how st rong the shak ing is  
at  the s i te ,  as you we l l  know,  that 's  based on general ized in format ion,  and i t ' s  
nowhere near  as good as actual ly hav ing  a record ing  at  tha t  s i te .  

 So i f  we have the local  bu i ld ing  record ing ,  that 's  the in format ion we want  to  use.  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Chr is ,  presumably,  s ince these inst ruments are going to be 
operated by USGS that  the s t rong mot ion inst ruments at  the  inst rumented 
bu i ld ings wi l l  in form their  ShakeMap.  

 MR.  POLAND:  That 's  cor rect .   W e've been to ld that  that 's  what  they' re go ing to 
do.  

 DR.  MEJIA:   And the fo l low-up quest ion is  wi l l  the ana lys is  of  the inst rumenta t ion 
in  the bu i ld ing  in form the ShakeCAST repor t  for  that  bu i ld ing? 

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   I  don' t  th ink  so main ly because they' re d i f ferent  sof tware 
systems.  

 DR.  MEJIA:   And i f  i t  doesn' t ,  then d i f ferences between the  outputs of  those two 
measurements would have what  k ind of  imp l icat ions to the use of  other  
ShakeCAST repor ts? 

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Wel l ,  that  would help in form,  prov ide some ev idence of  the 
val id i t y or  not  of  the ShakeCAST repor ts .  

 MR.  POLAND:  Okay.   W e've each rece ived a copy of  the three pages re lated to 
the USGS ShakeCAST.   The f i rs t  page summar izes the a ler t  that  was sent  out  for  
the magni tude 5.1 ear thquake that  occurred in  La Habra,  which is  in  southern 
Ca l i forn ia.  
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 The fac i l i t y that  recorded mot ion that  h i t  the ShakeCAST a ler t  system was the 
Long Beach Hosp i ta l .   You see i t  l is ted there.   The inspect ion pr ior i t y was g iven 
as green for  low,  and i t  gave a PGA of  four  percent  G.    

 The second page is  a- -  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   4.11 means? 

 MR.  POLAND:  4.11  is  the magni tude.   I 'm sorry.   The peak  ground acce lerat ion  
is  4.1 percent  G.  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   Okay.  

 MR.  POLAND:  The Long Beach Hosp i ta l  was probab ly des igned for  40 percent  
G,  I  would guess,  30 or  40 percent  G,  peak  ground accelerat ion,  and,  of  course,  
the spec ia l  acce lera t ion is  qu i te d i f ferent  f rom that .  

 The second page is  a ShakeCAST repor t  of  a l l  the VA fac i l i t ies that  are in  the 
ShakeCAST system in the southern Cal i forn ia area,  and you can see that  there  
are s ix of  them.   F ive of  the fac i l i t ies,  Brentwood,  Sepu lveda,  Loma L inda,  
Wadswor th and Downtown LA,  are a l l  recorded shak ing.   

 I f  you look  over  on your  column that  says PGA,  less than two percent  G,  and 
that 's  be low the thresho ld that  they even worry about  repor t ing .   The one that  
shows up wi th the green bar  is  low,  that 's  Long Beach.   

 Now,  in  the mot ion that  we' re cons ider ing  r ight  now,  i f  we had a l l  o f  our  VA 
bu i ld ings in  the ShakeCAST system and every bu i ld ing  that  recorded mot ion- - I 'm 
sorry- -every bui ld ing  in  the area of  the ShakeMap wou ld show up on th is  l is t .   
And so chances are  the bu i ld ings at  the  Long Beach s i te- - there 's  probab ly a 
dozen bui ld ings at  the Long Beach s i te ,  not  inc lud ing  the l i t t le  bu i ld ings,  the 
s ign i f icant  bu i ld ings ,  a l l  12 of  them would have been l is ted here.   Probab ly 
because th is  is  such weak shak ing,  they'd a l l  be green.  

 But  i f  the shak ing was st ronger ,  there may be a coup le of  those bu i ld ings that  
have not  been ret ro f i t - - th is  bu i ld ing  was ret rof i t - -not  been ret rof i t ,  and they' re 
more vu lnerab le,  and they may have shown up as ye l low.   But  i t  wou ld te l l  you 
that ,  you see.  

 And a l l  we have to do is  just  input  that  in format ion in to the  computer  program.   
We don' t  have to go to the s i te ;  we don' t  have to- -you just  have to te l l  i t  the 
in format ion.  

 Yes,  Juan.  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   I  have one quest ion.   In  th is  page r ight  here,  the one that ' s  low,  
so are you say ing  that  the on ly input  that  th is  bu i ld ing  had in  the ShakeCAST 
system was that  s t ructura l  c lass i f icat ion? 

 MR.  POLAND:  That 's  cor rect .  
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 MR.  ARCHILLA:   Okay.  

 MR.  POLAND:  That 's  cor rect .  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   But  then you ment ioned that  th is  bu i ld ing  was ret rof i t ted.   Do 
those c lass i f icat ions take that  in to account?  

 MR.  POLAND:  I  hope so.  

 DR.  GHOSH:  Yeah.  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   Okay.  

 MR.  POLAND:  I t  shou ld have.  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   Okay.    

 DR.  MEJIA:   I  had a  quest ion,  and maybe th is  might  be for  the s taf f .   For  a l l  s ix 
bu i ld ings l is ted on the second page,  what  in format ion was prov ided to the USGS 
to put  in to the i r  ShakeCAST system? 

 MR.  BANGA:  Un less they were among those 28,  noth ing  e lse there.  

 DR.  MEJIA:   And of  those s ix that  are l i s ted,  are you aware  of  any of  them be ing 
on that  l is t  o f  28 ins t rumented bu i ld ings? 

 MR.  BANGA:  Yeah,  some of  them probab ly are there.  

 DR.  MEJIA:   But  not  a l l?  

 MR.  BANGA:  I ' l l  have to look .   Let  me check  mark  one at  a  t ime and see i f  a l l  o f  
them are there.  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   But  they must  have been input ted i f  they showed up on th is .  

 MR.  POLAND:  Yeah.   W e received yes terday a tab le f rom Kr is .  

 MR.  BANGA:  Yeah.  

 MR.  POLAND:  I f  you look  through your  in format ion,  there 's  one that  has the 75 
bu i ld ings on i t  that  are in  the program.  

 MR.  BANGA:  Yeah,  Los Angeles.  

 MR.  POLAND:  I t ' s  that  sheet  r ight  there,  Kr is ,  that  has the- -  

 MR.  BANGA:  Yeah,  here.  

 MR.  POLAND:  I 'm look ing  at  that  one r ight  there.   That 's  a l l  the bu i ld ings that  
are l is ted here shou ld be on that  table r ight  there.   I t ' s  inc luded in the mot ion.  
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 DR.  MEJIA:   Recommended to- -  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Loma L inda,  Los Angeles,  Brentwood--  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   I  have a quest ion.   W hat do they mean by the Brentwood VA 
versus the W adswor th VA versus the Downtown VA?  W adswor th VA is  I  th ink  the 
main VA hosp i ta l .  

 MR.  BANGA:  Yeah.   There are two par ts .   The Downtown is - -LA is  the separate- -  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   Outpat ient  fac i l i t y?  

 MR.  BANGA:  No,  that 's  a lso a hosp i ta l .   There are the hospi ta ls  a lso.  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   Downtown? 

 MR.  BANGA:  Yeah.  

 DR.  MEJIA:   Let 's  conf i rm that .  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   W e' l l  have to do that  outs ide th is .  

 MR.  POLAND:  Okay.   W e've got  to  go to one conversat ion  at  a t ime here.   W e' l l  
just  get  th is  b ig  inaud ib le on the minutes i f  we don' t  keep th is  under  cont ro l .   Go 
ahead,  Juan.  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   That  was my quest ion about  th is  c lass i f ica t ion,  does,  you know,  
the ret rof i t  change the c lass i f icat ion?  And I  guess the other  quest ion is  we 
ta lked about  get t ing  these c lass i f icat ions for  a l l  the bui ld ings through the FCA 
process,  cor rect ,  which is  a three-year  cyc le? 

 And I  just  wanted to - -you sa id there was 27 c lass i f icat ions?  I 'm assuming--  

 MR.  POLAND:  That  was just  a guess.  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   A guess or  whatever .  

 MR.  POLAND:  Yeah.  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   I 'm assuming that 's  obvious ly readi ly ava i lab le l ike the 
def in i t ions of  these codes,  you know,  wou ld be? 

 MR.  POLAND:  Yes,  they are.  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   Okay.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Actual ly i f  you goog le HAZUS,  FEMA HAZUS,  and d ig  through 
there,  you ' l l  f ind the ,  i t ' s  ca l led the Indiv idua l  Bu i ld ing  Module,  anyway you' l l  f ind 
in format ion in  there ,  and you' l l  f ind the c lass i f icat ions.  
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 MR.  ARCHILLA:   Okay.  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   And I  wou ld th ink  tha t  par t  o f  our ,  the goal  here too is  that  
once th is  system is  set  up,  that  as you f ind out  more in format ion about  your  
bu i ld ings,  you can modi f y those defau l t  HAZUS f rag i l i t y curves.  

 DR.  GHOSH:  Yeah.  

 DR.  MEJIA:   And,  Kr is ,  I  just  want  to  repor t  that  of  the 28 bui ld ings that  are 
l is ted in  page f ive o f  the response to the mot ions,  there could be four  that  appear  
on page two of  the ShakeCAST repor t  that  was handed out .   So there must  be at  
least  two that  are not  on that  l is t  and that  are automat ica l ly generat ing  a 
ShakeCAST repor t  wi thout  any in format ion.  

 MR.  POLAND:  W el l ,  I  don ' t  know how they generate the repor t  wi thout  
in format ion.   They had to put  something  in  to get  the repor t .   I  don ' t  know,  I  don' t  
th ink  we have documentat ion about  what  was actual ly g iven to USGS to go in  
here.   I 'm concerned that  the names of  the fac i l i t ies are not  recognizable 
because i f  L loyd doesn' t  know what  these are,  we' re in  t rouble.  

 [Laughter . ]  

 MR.  POLAND:  So I  th ink  that 's  par t  o f  what  we need to get  set t led wi th that .  

 MR.  BANGA:  Yes.  

 MR.  POLAND:  And the designat ions that  we use,  they've got  an ID number  here 
wh ich doesn' t - -maybe i t ' s  the same as the USGS stat ion code.   Anyway,  we need 
to get  squared away so i t ' s  c lear  what  th is  in format ion is ,  what  i t  app l ies to.  

 MR.  BANGA:  Los Angeles has on ly one bui ld ing  wh ich has the mul t i -channe l  
inst ruments,  but  th is  l is t  has l ike three other ,  in format ion o f  three others.   But  
the inst rument ,  Los Ange les- -  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   Is  there a number  on that  bui ld ing? 

 MR.  BANGA:  Los Angeles here,  Bu i ld ing  1.  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   Okay.   The numbers here  are complete ly d i f ferent .  

 MR.  BANGA:  Yeah.   So that  needs to be c lar i f ied because our  records ind icate  
that  on ly one bu i ld ing  in  Los Angeles was inst rumented wi th mul t i -channe l  
inst ruments.  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   I  be l ieve that 's  the one that 's  next  to  the bot tom,  the W adswor th  
VA,  because that  bui ld ing  wi th i ts  ear ly in ters t i t ia l  space was rep lacement  
Wadswor th Hosp i ta l .  

 MR.  POLAND:  That 's  cor rect .   W hen you look  on the l is t  that  we rece ived in  the 
mot ion summary,  Bui ld ing  5082 USGS stat ion number  is  West  Los Ange les,  and 
that 's  Bui ld ing  500,  wh ich is  the main hosp i ta l  a t  W est  Los Ange les.  
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 So that 's  exact ly  r ight  and see th is  des ignat ion rea l ly ought  to  say Bu i ld ing  500 
West  Los Ange les.  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   I  th ink  par t  o f  the po int  we've just  heard,  i t  wou ld be good to  
f ind out  f rom USGS who input  th is  in format ion for  the bu i ld ings that  are not  
inst rumented and to  understand what  in format ion is  requ ired and what 's  the 
process for  keeping someth ing  l ike that  up to date.  

 DR.  GHOSH:  Yeah,  we can do that .  

 MR.  BANGA:  Yeah,  we can.   Very s t rangely,  there 's  some homework  now for  us 
because th is  par t  o f  the in format ion we don' t  get  i t .  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Oh,  okay.  

 MR.  BANGA:  And now the quest ions have star ted- - they' re not  ident i f ied- - the 
bu i ld ings- -wi th numbers.   Our  database is  to ta l ly based upon the numbers,  
bu i ld ing  number  of  that  par t icu lar - -  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Okay.  

 MR.  BANGA:  Yeah.  

 MR.  POLAND:  And i t ' s  going  to be real  impor tant  that  the fo lks f rom the 
Emergency Operat ions Center  are invo lved to make sure that  the number ing  
system that  we use in  fac i l i t ies is  the same as the number ing  system they' re 
us ing .   I  don ' t  know i f  i t  is  or  not .   So that  when these repor ts  go out ,  peop le can 
ident i f y what  bui ld ing  they' re ta lk ing  about .  

 MR.  BANGA:  R ight .  

 DR.  GHOSH:  So we have to add these hosp i ta l  ID,  a lso the bu i ld ing  number .  

 MR.  POLAND:  Okay.   And then just  to  f in ish the s tory,  the  th i rd page is  a copy 
of  the ShakeMap for  the ear thquake,  and what  you see there is  an image wi th a  
bunch of  contour  l ines around i t .   I t  doesn' t  g ive us the co lors,  but  the contour  
l ines are ind icat ing  what  the in tens i t y is ,  and there is  a vers ion of  th is .   I  don ' t  
know why i t  doesn' t  pr in t  here.   There 's  a vers ion of  th is  that  comes out  wi th the 
colors that  are shown in the tab le above i t .  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   The ShakeMap informat ion is  publ ic ly avai lab le.   You can 
goog le and f ind ShakeMap.   I  guess the  ShakeCAST is  not ,  as we understand i t .  

 MR.  POLAND:  That 's  cor rect .  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   I t  just  comes to peop le who have input  bu i ld ings in to i t .  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   I 'm not  sure,  but  I  wou ld guess these are a l l  wi th the be low 
moderate.   That 's  why the b lue l ines.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Oh,  I  th ink  you' re r ight .   I  th ink  you' re probably r ight .   That 's  what  
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those l ines are.   The co lor  of  the l ine is  showing us the in tensi t y.   Th is  table on 
the lower  r ight -hand s ide that  has the colors on i t  is  a lso showing us the in tensi t y 
of  shak ing .  

 So i t ' s  just  ins ide that  f i rs t  smal l  c i rc le that  has a ye l lowish color  that 's  a l i t t le  b i t  
s t ronger .  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   That  ye l low c i rc le represents the number  VI  in  the Merca l l i  
in tens i t y sca le,  I  imag ine.   I t  was 800 to 1,000;  is  that  r ight? 

 MR.  SIEGEL:   W el l ,  one of  our  prob lems is  the lack  of  accuracy in  the co lor  
cop ies.   I  don ' t  know who has the or ig ina l  copy,  but  that  shou ld have the most  
accurate co lors.   The co lor  mach ine d id  not  do a very good job on reproduc ing 
colors.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Okay.   So are there any more quest ions about  th is  
documentat ion,  ShakeMap,  ShakeCAST,  the in tent  of  our  mot ion? 

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   I  just  have one more quest ion.   The deta i led assessment  
methodology,  that  doesn' t  have a shor t  l i t t le  acronym yet  l i ke ShakeCAST or  
someth ing ;  does i t?    

 MR.  POLAND:  No.  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   Okay.   Just  wonder ing .  

 MR.  POLAND:  Okay.   Ready to vote?   

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Chr is ,  I 'd  of fer  one response to a comment ,  one f r iend ly 
amendment  to the- -  

 MR.  POLAND:  Okay.   W hy don' t  you read the mot ion to us then? 

 [Laughter . ]  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   You don' t  want  to  get  out  of  here today;  do you?  Let 's  see.   Al l  
r ight .  

 MR.  POLAND:  I 'm watching the c lock .   Move r ight  a long.  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   A l l  r ight .   The regu lar  eva luat ion of  VA fac i l i t ies prov ides a 
conven ient  oppor tuni t y to  co l lect  in format ion on st ructura l  bui ld ing  systems which 
can be used to develop HAZUS-type bui ld ing  c lass i f icat ions and se ismic f rag i l i t y 
mode ls .   These models  can be combined wi th loss assessment  too ls  to prov ide 
in format ion on the expected seismic per formance of  bui ld ings.  

 Fur ther ,  combin ing  the HAZUS-type bu i ld ing  f rag i l i t y curves wi th USGS 
ShakeCAST system,  as has a l ready been done for  the inst rumented VA fac i l i t ies,  
of fers  an unprecedented oppor tun i t y to  prov ide rap id assessment  of  VA fac i l i t ies 
af ter  ear thquakes.  
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 Whi le  HAZUS-based c lass i f icat ions and f rag i l i t y curves are not  as accurate as 
deta i led in format ion  that  can be prov ided by s t rong mot ion inst ruments and/or  
deta i led fac i l i t y assessment  s tud ies,  such as ASCE 41,  the HAZUS-based 
bu i ld ing  c lass i f icat ion and ShakeCAST assessments are a cost  ef fect ive 
techn ique to rap id ly  obta in in format ion on the large inventory of  VA fac i l i t ies.  

 W ith th is  in  m ind,  the Advisory Commit tee recommends that  the VA,  f i rs t ,  
systemat ize co l lect ion of  HAZUS-based c lass i f icat ions and seismic f rag i l i t y 
curves on VA fac i l i t ies coord inated wi th  other  rout ine fac i l i t y assessments.  

 Two,  work  wi th the USGS to in tegrate the VA bui ld ing  f rag i l i t y curves in to 
ShakeCAST.  

 And three,  coord ina te wi th the USGS and the VA Emergency Management  Of f ice 
to ensure that  the ShakeCAST system is  developed and mainta ined to prov ide 
re l iab le and t ime ly in format ion on post -ear thquake per formance of  VA fac i l i t ies  
and to in form appropr iate peop le and of f ices in  the VA of  these ShakeCASTs.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Okay.   Last  chance for  d iscuss ion?  A l l  those in  favor  say aye.  

 [Chorus of  ayes. ]  

 MR.  POLAND:  Opposed? 

 [No response. ]  

 MR.  POLAND:  Okay.   Mot ion car r ies.  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   D id you have a f r iend ly amendment?  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   I  took  out  a word that  I  d idn ' t  read the second t ime.  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   Oh.  

 [Laughter . ]  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   The of fending word.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Okay.   Let 's  move on to  New Business,  i tem 4(a) ,  the Facade 
Inspect ion Program.  

 MR.  LAU:   Juan is  going  to speak to th is  i tem.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Okay.   Juan.  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   Okay.   Let  me just  read to you.   Okay.   So the issue is- -  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   Juan,  cou ld you speak a l i t t le  more loud ly?  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   Sorry.   Yeah.   So just  to  g ive a l i t t le  background,  as probab ly  
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everybody knows,  the Facade Inspect ion Program occurs every other  FCA cyc le.   
So essent ia l ly each facade that  meets the cr i ter ia  gets  inspected every s ix  years.   
Just  some background informat ion.   There 's  a lso some--so  the cr i ter ia  that  we 
ta lked about  yesterday was bu i ld ings that  are over  30 years o ld as we l l  as having  
the exter ior  facades greater  than 80 fee t  above the adjacent  g rade,  and we 
ta lked about ,  you know,  the maximum, the maximum po int  of  the bui ld ing .   Of  
course,  the grade may vary.  

 In  add i t ion to that ,  when we come up wi th the scope of  work ,  we a lso asked the 
s tat ions i f - -bas ica l ly a facade inspect ion is  not  necessary for  bu i ld ings that  have 
had s im i lar  facade inspect ions by profess iona l  arch i tects  or  eng ineers or  major  
facade repa ir  or  maintenance work  in  recent  years.  

 Okay.   So we just  have some--Fred and I ,  when we were coming up wi th the 
scope of  work  for  this  last  year  wanted to c lar i f y- - that  was one issue,  l ike " recent  
years"  is  a l i t t le  b i t  vague.   So le t  me look  at  the quest ions- -  

 So,  yeah,  so the f i r s t  quest ion is  to  c la r i f y the t im ing of  recent  inspect ion and 
maintenance work  negat ing  the need for  inspect ion because obvious ly that  can 
have a b ig  impact ,  you know.   That 's  every s ix years.   W hat  is  the,  what  k ind of  
qual i f ies as recent?  

 For  example,  i f  i t ' s  wi th in three years o f  the last ,  you know,  wi th in the three 
years,  then bas ical ly i t  increases the window f rom every s ix  years to n ine years  
essent ia l ly,  you know.  

 We just  wanted any thoughts on that .  

 MR.  GRITCH:   Yeah.   Fred and I  have ta lked about  that  jus t  a l i t t le  b i t  a t  break  
and stuf f  because I  was somewhat  unsure what  you were ask ing  in  the quest ion :  
c lar i f y the t im ing of  recent  inspect ion and maintenance work  negat ing  the need 
for  inspect ion.   But  the s ix years was chosen because i t  f i ts  wi th the cyc le of  
what  you have.   W e know that  every three years- - i t ' s  cer ta in ly not  necessary 
every three years.  

 So every other  cyc le was chosen,  but  that 's  not - - there 's  no  hard sc ience that  
says that 's ,  you know,  rocket  sc ience that  you need to do that .   So I  don' t  th ink  
i t ' s  a prob lem i f  you take i t  f rom the recent  inspect ions or  whatever  i t  is  f rom the 
t ime that  they f in ished those repa irs  and then extend that  s ix years f rom that  
po int  forward.  

 So you cou ld poss ib ly have a n ine-year  cyc le for  that  one fac i l i t y,  and then i t  
wou ld be back  on a s ix-year  cyc le af ter  that ,  a f ter  the repa i r ,  somewhere in  
there,  or  i t  could be just  s ix years,  you know,  af ter  that  depend ing on when those 
repa irs  were comple ted.   You could extend that  s ix year  cyc le f rom that  po int .   I  
don ' t  th ink  that 's  a prob lem.  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   Okay.   W hat  about  the  inspect ion,  I  mean the work  was done,  
you know,  one year  af ter  the inspect ion?  That  would bas ical ly be 11 years;  
r ight?  
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 MR.  LAU:   R ight .  

 MR.  GRITCH:   No.   Why wou ld i t?  

 MR.  LAU:   W el l ,  i f  they- -  

 MR.  GRITCH:   I t  would be,  then,  l ike seven years.  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   Oh,  no,  no,  we can' t - - the s ix years is  a f ixed schedu le.  

 MR.  LAU:   R ight .  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   So we can' t  arb i t rar i l y- -  

 MR.  GRITCH:   But  you do i t  every- -every three years you do a rev iew of  the 
fac i l i t y;  cor rect?  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   Faci l i t y- -  

 MR.  GRITCH:   And then th is  is  done every second one.  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   Every second one;  r ight .  

 MR.  GRITCH:   Yeah,  but  you can just - -you can then s l ide that ,  can you not ,  tha t  
when they get  the i r  inspect ion and the repa irs  done,  that  es tabl ishes that  cyc le 
for  the next  repair .   You don' t  have to wa i t  11 years for  that .   W hy wou ld you not  
just  go s ix years f rom that  po int?  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   Wel l ,  because i t ' s  a predetermined schedule fo l lowing the FCA.   
You know,  they ' re a l l  l ike each VISN is- -  

 MR.  GRITCH:   Yeah,  but  wou ldn ' t  that  just - - i t  wou ld be n ine years wou ld be top.  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   Wel l ,  i f  we sa id recent  to  three years,  then i t  wou ld be n ine 
years.   But  my ques t ion is  i f  the work  was done one year  af ter  the inspect ion- -  

 MR.  GRITCH:   Yeah,  okay.  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   - - then is  that - -so then the next  one--  

 MR.  GRITCH:   The inspect ion took  p lace in  '10.  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   R ight .  

 MR.  GRITCH:   Okay.   The work  was completed in  '11.  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   R ight .  

 MR.  GRITCH:   And then,  so the next  cyc le when you wou ld do i t  would be '13 
wou ld be the next  evaluat ion? 
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 MR.  ARCHILLA:   No,  '16.   Because i t ' s  s ix years.  

 MR.  GRITCH:   No,  the next  FCA,  the next  FCA would be in  '13.  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   '13;  r ight .  

 MR.  GRITCH:   And then one fo l lowing that  wou ld be '16,  which wou ld have been 
the next  regular ly  schedu led one.  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   Exact ly.   R ight .  

 MR.  GRITCH:   W hy wou ld you not  then just  go f rom '13 and use that  as your  s ix 
year  cyc le on that  one?  W hy can you not  adjust  the schedule for  that?  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   W el l ,  as you sa id,  there 's  noth ing  prec ious about  the s ix years.  

 MR.  GRITCH:   No.  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   And i f  i t ' s  done,  i f  i t ' s  f in ished in '11,  there is  no reason you 
cou ldn ' t  inspect  i t  f i ve years la ter  and get  i t  onto the cyc le.  

 MR.  GRITCH:   I 'm not - - I  don' t  th ink  that 's- -  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   But  I  don' t  th ink  i t  should  s l ip  more than--  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   R ight .  

 MR.  GRITCH:   Exac t ly.   That  was my po int .  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   Just ,  you know,  what  we d id th is  last  cyc le was we just  p icked 
three years as k ind of  the qual i f ier ,  wh ich wou ld make n ine  years the maximum. 

 MR.  GRITCH:   That ' s  f ine.   I  th ink  that 's  per fect ly leg i t imate  and go ahead wi th 
that .  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   Okay.  

 MR.  GRITCH:   Now the second quest ion  was should the 80- foot  height  thresho ld 
requirement  app ly to shor t  bu i ld ings wi th on ly smal l  sect ions exceeding 80 fee t?  
And the quest ion is  how do you measure grade?  How much of  the bu i ld ing  is  
over  80 feet?  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   R ight .  

 DR.  GRITCH:   And i t ' s  pret t y vague.   So what  I  th ink  you need to do is  where you 
have very m inor  e lements that  may exceed the 80 feet  on a bu i ld ing ,  that  you 
need to estab l ish some sor t  o f  guide l ine where what  that  is ,  and then we can 
look  at  that  next  year ,  but  I  th ink  there 's  noth ing  magic a lso about  the 80 feet .   
We also grabbed that  as an arb i t rary number .   So i f  i t ' s  less than ten percent  of  
the bu i ld ing  or  something  l ike that  based on per imeter  exposure,  I  don' t  th ink  you 
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have an issue.  

 But  i f  minor  e lements is  45 percent  of  the bu i ld ing ,  that 's  a  d i f ferent  issue.  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   Okay.  

 MR.  GRITCH:   And I  th ink  we need to g ive yourse l f  a  number  l ike less than ten or  
15 percent ,  and you shou ld be f ine.  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   Okay.  

 MR.  POLAND:  I 'm going to take that  as a mot ion.  

 MR.  GRITCH:   Oh,  these require mot ions? 

 MR.  POLAND:  W e shou ld- -we shou ld do a mot ion.  

 MR.  GRITCH:   You want  me to go through and then restate  i t  as a mot ion? 

 MR.  POLAND:  Sure .   W hy don' t  you do that?  

 MR.  GRITCH:   Because we have two more.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Oh,  keep ta lk ing  then.   Don' t  restate anyth ing  yet .  

 MR.  GRITCH:   W e have two more before we go through i t .  

 MR.  POLAND:  Okay.    

 MR.  GRITCH:   Then does the 30-year-o ld age thresho ld apply to the overa l l  age 
of  the bui ld ing  or  the age of  the reconst ructed facade for  renovated bu i ld ings?  
30 years is  not  the age of  the bui ld ing .   The 30 years is  the  age of  the facade.  

 And then should bui ld ings wi th recent ly insta l led exter ior  insulat ion f in ish ing  
systems,  otherwise known as EIFS,  cover ing  the ent i re or ig inal  facade have 
spec ia l  cons iderat ion? 

 I  have no idea what  you mean by specia l  cons iderat ion.  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   For  example,  there was a bu i ld ing  that  had th is  EIFS cover ing  
the or ig inal  facade- -  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   I 'm sorry.   I  d idn ' t  hear .  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   I 'm sorry.   Yeah,  there was a bui ld ing  tha t  had EIFS that  
covered the facade.   EIFS was insta l led  recent ly.  

 MR.  GRITCH:   Came back ,  had a br ick  facade,  somebody wanted to update i t ,  
they s tuck  foam on i t  and put  some stucco over  the face of  i t  to  update the look  
of  i t .  
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 MR.  ARCHILLA:   R ight .   And the ir  argument  was that ,  you know,  the or ig ina l  
facade is  not  exposed anymore.   So,  you know,  we've put  th is  recent  EIFS on i t  
so shou ld i t  not  be- - they thought  i t  d idn ' t  need to be inspected essent ia l ly.  

 MR.  GRITCH:   I  would d isagree.  

 DR.  GHOSH:  Me too.  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   And that 's  what  we-- r ight ,  yeah.  

 MR.  GRITCH:   I  would d isagree and th ink  that  does not  a l ter  the ex is t ing  facade 
that 's  underneath i t .   I ts  t imel ine is  s t i l l  runn ing.  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   Okay.   Good.  

 MR.  GRITCH:   You haven' t  e f fect ive ly a f fected that .   I t ' s  no t  a renovat ion of  that  
facade.   That 's  s t i l l  an ex is t ing  one.   You just  added some c ladd ing to the 
outs ide.  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   R ight .   Okay.   That 's  what  we assumed,  too.   So--  

 MR.  GRITCH:   Yes,  I  wou ld agree wi th that .   So now that  needs to be put  in  the 
form of  a mot ion?  I  wasn' t  prepared for  that .   

 Mr .  Cha irman,  I  make a mot ion to recommend the Commit tee recommend that  the 
t iming of  the maintenance inspect ion cyc le be extended af ter  recent  repair  work  
was done to not  exceed two add i t iona l  cyc les past  that  po in t .  

 Also that  the 80- foot  height  threshold requirement ,  that  s ta f f  should develop a 
qual i f y ing  s tatement  as to the extent  of  the bu i ld ing  that  exceeds 80 feet ,  and i f  
i t ' s  minor ,  at  wh ich po int  they ' re author ized to determine the degree of  i t ,  
estab l ish a number ,  that  that  wou ld be okay,  does not  qua l i f y the bu i ld ing .  

 Does a 30-year-o ld threshold app ly to the overa l l  age of  the bu i ld ing  or  the 
facade?  The 30-year- thresho ld app l ies  to the facade and that  bu i ld ings wi th 
EIFS appl ied over  an or ig ina l  facade does not  have spec ia l  cons iderat ion,  that  
the age of  the facade is  the determin ing  factor .  

 MR.  KOFFEL:   Second.  

 [Mot ion made and seconded. ]  

 MR.  POLAND:  W e've got  a mot ion and second.  

 MR.  LAU:   Quick  quest ion.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Yes.  

 MR.  LAU:   In  the f i r s t  par t  o f  your  mot ion,  you sa id not  to  exceed two add i t ional  
cyc les.   I  just  want  to  c lar i f y that  means two s ix-year  cyc les,  not  three-years? 
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 MR.  SIEGEL:   No,  two three-year  cyc les.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Two of  the FCA cyc les.  

 DR.  MEJIA:   FCA cyc les.  

 MR.  GRITCH:   Two three-year  cyc les.   That  shou ld g ive you up to l ike n ine years.  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   I  th ink  our  confus ion is  the facade is  s ix years.   I t ' s  not  three 
years.  

 MR.  LAU:   R ight ,  r ight .  

 MR.  GRITCH:   You mean that 's  locked in s tone.   You can' t  sh i f t  that  on to a 
d i f ferent  cyc le?  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   No,  no.  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   W hy? 

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   I  don' t  know i f  i t ' s  necessar i ly- -you can answer .  

 MR.  LAU:   W hy that  we cannot  be f lex ib le on the schedu le?  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   Yeah.   On facades.   I  mean i f  there 's  somebody do ing a fac i l i t y 
cond i t ion assessment ,  three years hence or  s ix years hence or  n ine years hence,  
why on ear th must  i t  be a mul t ip le of  prec ise ly s ix?  There is  no reason for  tha t .   
I t  cou ld be f ive years,  I  th ink .   I t  cou ld be seven years,  but  i t  shou ld not  exceed 
in your  mot ion s ix years.   There 's  noth ing  wrong wi th that .  

 MR.  GRITCH:   Let  me amend my mot ion,  par t  (a)  is  that  the t ime interva l  shou ld 
not  exceed ten years.  

 [Mot ion amended. ]  

 MR.  POLAND:  That 's  good.  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   Okay.  

 MR.  LAU:   Okay.  

 MR.  POLAND:  I  th ink  that  makes sense.  

 MR.  GRITCH:   W e' l l  just  s tay wi th that ,  shou ld not  exceed ten years.  

 MR.  LAU:   Thank you.  

 MR.  POLAND:  David?  

 MR.  KLEIN:   May I  suggest  for  the purposes of  the mot ion  that  you,  rather  than 
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state EIFS state actua l ly  what  EIFS stands for?  

 MR.  GRITCH:   As a fur ther  c lar i f icat ion of  the mot ion,  the exter ior  insu lat ion 
f in ish ing  system.   EIFS is  exter ior  insu lat ion f in ish ing  system.  

 MR.  KLEIN:   Yes.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Thank you.   I  assume those changes are acceptab le to the 
second? 

 MR.  KOFFEL:   Yes.   I 'm sorry.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Thank you.   Other  d iscuss ion?  A l l  those in  favor  say aye.  

 [Chorus of  ayes. ]  

 MR.  POLAND:  Opposed? 

 [No response. ]  

 MR.  POLAND:  Mot ion car r ied.   Thank you very much.  

 Okay.   Move on to 4(b)  "Occupancy Category. "   Juan,  I  th ink  you' re go ing to do  
th is  one.  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   Yes.   Bas ical ly,  as we spoke about  yesterday,  there 's  been a lo t  
of  changes to ASCE 7 and 41 and so for th,  and one of  the changes was the 
terminology moving f rom "occupancy ca tegory"  to  " r isk  category. "   And I  just  fe l t  
to  be cons is tent ,  H-18-8 shou ld a lso make that  change in te rmino logy.  

 MR.  POLAND:  So we took  that  request  as an oppor tun i t y to  make some other  
suggest ions about  H-18 re lated to those changes,  and Greg has a mot ion.  

 Greg.  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Yeah.   I  have the one on the dr i f t  l imi t ,  but  do you have one on 
the categor ies? 

 MR.  GRITCH:   I  have one that  has the categor ies in  i t ,  but  i t  was re lated to the 
s tandards for  new and leased bu i ld ings as i t  re lates to def in i t ions and the 
cor re lat ion of  the categor ies to ASCE 7 f rom H-18.   Is  th is  the issue? 

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Yeah.  

 MR.  GRITCH:   Okay.    

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Because,  Chr is ,  the mot ion,  the on ly addi t iona l  mot ion I  have is  
that 's  actua l ly not  qui te on th is  l is t  about  the- -  

 MR.  POLAND:  W e' re going to have two mot ions re lated H-18,  and we' re going to 
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star t  wi th Todd.  

 MR.  GRITCH:   Okay.   Af ter  a d iscuss ion- -Mr .  Cha irman,  I 'd  l ike to make a 
mot ion.   And af ter  a d iscuss ion of  appropr iateness of  indust ry s tandards to less 
cr i t ica l  re lat ive ly shor t - term fac i l i t ies and recogniz ing  that  there are mul t ip le 
issues invo lved,  tha t  we wou ld l ike to recommend three act ions be taken:  

 Of  that ,  the f i rs t  would be A:  a cor re lat ion of  VA H-18-8 Faci l i t y Occupancy 
Categor ies,  be ing  c r i t i ca l ,  essent ia l  and anc i l lary,  to  be cor re lated wi th ASCE 7-
10 r isk  categor ies I  through IV.   

 I  th ink  that  was the quest ion at  the moment ;  cor rect?  

 MR.  POLAND:  Okay.   Uh-huh.  

 MR.  GRITCH:   A lso,  as I  understood the  d iscuss ion,  that  a second act ion shou ld 
be taken,  B:  an ana lys is  of  appropr iateness re lat ive to the cur rent  l is t ing  of  VA 
occupanc ies and their  categor izat ion as cr i t ica l ,  essent ia l  or  anc i l lary;  are those 
that  are cur rent ly l i s ted there appropr iate under  the head ing?  They shou ld be 
reeva luated to be determined i f  they are cor rect ly p laced.  

 And C:  an analys is  of  appropr iateness of  nat iona l  or  s tate des ign and 
const ruct ion s tandards versus VA des ign standards for  ambulatory care and 
outpat ient  c l in ic  fac i l i t ies whether  they are leased versus owned.  

 [Mot ion made. ]  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   W ould you repeat  that  last  one? 

 MR.  GRITCH:   Sure .   C:  an ana lys is  of  appropr iateness of  the nat iona l  or  s tate  
des ign and const ruc t ion s tandards to be  app l icab le to VA--  versus VA des ign 
standards for  ambulatory care and outpat ient  c l in ics,  whether  they are leased or  
owned proper t ies.  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   I  th ink  there is  a verb miss ing  there somewhere.  

 MR.  GRITCH:   Probab ly.  

 [Laughter . ]  

 MR.  GRITCH:   I  took  out  a lo t  o f  words.  

 [Laughter . ]  

 MR.  GRITCH:   W hich verb would you l ike to put  in?  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   Shou ld be under taken.  

 MR.  GRITCH:   W el l ,  th is  says that  we recommend three act ions be taken.  
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 MR.  SIEGEL:   Okay.  

 MR.  GRITCH:   And th is  was No.  C.   This  is  the act ion to be taken.  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   Okay.  

 MR.  GRITCH:   The verb was f i rs t .  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   Okay.   Thank you.  

 MR.  POLAND:  So we wrapped up three th ings together  here.   Chang ing the r isk  
categor ies;  get  the tables l is ted that  way;  take a f resh look  at  how the 
occupanc ies are in  the tab les.  

 MR.  GRITCH:   Uh-huh.  

 MR.  POLAND:  And the- -  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   For  the layman l ike VHA who read a l l  th is ,  I  wou ld suggest  that  
those r isk  categor ies be enumerated be low so they understand what  r isk  
category A--an occupancy category is  easy to understand.   But  what 's  a r isk  
category? 

 MR.  GRITCH:   I  th ink  that  we could prov ide a copy of  the r isk  categor ies f rom 
ASCE 7--  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   Yeah.  

 MR.  GRITCH:   -10 to accompany the mot ion.  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   Yeah,  yeah.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Okay.    

 MR.  BANGA:  The C par t  is  not  very c lear .   W hat  exact ly do  you want  on the par t  
C? 

 MR.  GRITCH:   W el l ,  we d idn ' t  d iscuss i t  a  t remendous amount ,  but  i t  was that ,  
the quest ion that  was on the table was wou ld i t  be appropr iate for  ambulatory 
care and outpat ient  c l in ics that  are going to be leased and not  owned by the VA 
system to be designed and const ructed to a d i f ferent  s tandard than the VA 
standards,  that  s tandard be ing the Internat ional  Bu i ld ing  Code or  NFB or  the 
s tate of  Ca l i forn ia,  in  the par t icu lar  case,  those standards versus the VA des ign 
standards.  

 MR.  BANGA:  W el l ,  we have that  requ irement  that  i f  i t  fa l ls  under  the anc i l lary 
fac i l i t ies,  then they don' t  have to fo l low the VA H-18-8.   Then they fo l low IBC.   
So--  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   These are not  in  the anc i l lary- - these fac i l i t ies.  
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 MR.  GRITCH:   Yeah,  they fa l l  in to- -some are under  essent ia l  and some under- -  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   W el l ,  the po int  is  should they be moved? 

 MR.  GRITCH:   W el l ,  that  was No.B,  ana lys is  of  appropr iateness.  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   W el l ,  doesn' t  that  cover  i t  then? 

 MR.  GRITCH:   W e th ink  so.  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   W hat he 's  say ing ,  is  C needed because i t ' s  covered under  the 
other  one? 

 MR.  GRITCH:   W el l ,  we don' t  know.   You don' t  know yet  t i l l  you do the ana lys is .  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Is  a way,  though,  to  change C,  you ta lked spec i f ica l ly about  the 
ambulatory care and outpat ient  c l in ics,  but  is  the essence of  C real ly just  to  say 
any leased bu i ld ings that  wou ld otherwise be subjected to H-18-8 or  H-18,  to  
quest ion whether  that 's  required? 

 MR.  GRITCH:   You' re get t ing  back  at  me for  mak ing you read those th ings;  aren ' t  
you? 

 [Laughter . ]  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   Let  me ment ion what  the prob lem is .   R ight  now I  th ink  the largest  
leased fac i l i t y that  is  be ing  cons idered r ight  now is  150,000 square feet .   
However ,  in  the pas t ,  we've done them up to 300,000.   So is  that ,  a  300,000 
square foot  appropr iate not  to  have VA standards?  I  don' t  know.   I 'm ra is ing  
th is .  

 MR.  POLAND:  W el l ,  L loyd,  yesterday you ra ised the quest ion- -you asked the 
quest ion to us,  is  i t  appropr iate when we lease a bui ld ing  for  20 years,  that  we 
shou ld spend what  they say is  35 percent  more on the cost  of  that  const ruct ion 
because we fo l lowed our  VA standards?  And i t ' s  se ismic and i t ' s  l i f e  safety and 
i t ' s  everyth ing  that  we have in  our  VA s tandards.  

 And we've come back  and sa id we don' t  know.   W e need to  have a look  at  that  
and we need to see i f  i t ' s  appropr iate.   That 's  bas ical ly what  i tem C is  say ing .  

 MR.  GRITCH:   That ' s  cor rect .   And a lso  I  don' t  know that  i t  mat ters ,  g iven those 
parameters,  the s ize of  the s t ructure.   I t ' s  the length of  term of  use and the 
occupancy and the use of  the s t ructure  that  are more impor tant .   The s ize at  that  
po int  I  don' t  th ink  is  that  cr i t ica l  an issue,  but  dur ing  your  ana lys is ,  you may 
determine i t  is .  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   W ould the word "appropr iate"  s tuck  in  there somewhere be a good 
idea? 

 MR.  GRITCH:   W el l ,  I  th ink  that 's  the t i t le  of  i t ,  an analys is  of  appropr iateness.  
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 MR.  SIEGEL:   Oh,  okay.  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   You cou ld just  take out  "ambulatory care  and outpat ient  c l in ic , "  
you know,  for  fac i l i t ies when leased.  

 MR.  GRITCH:   W el l ,  I  wou ld res is t  tak ing  out  "ambulatory care and outpat ient  
c l in ic  fac i l i t ies, "  in  ef fect  open ing i t  up,  because in my mind on ly those bas ica l ly 
or  a subst i tu t ion of  non-cr i t ica l ,  non-essent ia l  t ype spaces wou ld be appropr iate 
not  to  des ign to VA standards.  

 You cou ld,  i f  you took  i t  out ,  i t  m ight  open i t  up to other  fac i l i t ies that  might  be,  
exceed that .  

 DR.  GHOSH:  I t ' s  normal ly outpat ient  c l in ics or  ambulatory care.  

 MR.  GRITCH:   I  mean that  you ' re go ing  to get  98 percent  o f  what  bu i ld ings you ' re 
look ing  at  wi th ambulatory care and outpat ient  c l in ics.  

 MR.  POLAND:  David.  

 MR.  KLEIN:   Can I  p lease ask  for  c lar i f icat ion?  In  your  i tem C,  are you refer r ing  
on ly to des ign and const ruct ion s tandards for  se ismic issues or  for  a l l  issues?  
And the reason that  I  ask  that  quest ion is  because there are e lements that  are 
beyond our  cont ro l .   For  instance,  the accred i tat ion body requires our  fac i l i t ies to 
meet  the l i f e  safety code.  

 That  wou ldn ' t  app ly to se ismic,  but  i t  would apply  to l i f e  safety.   W e have no 
cho ice.  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   These are min imums tha t  we' re ta lk ing  about .   There is  no reason 
why i t  cou ldn ' t  be increased.  

 MR.  GRITCH:   W el l ,  in  my mind,  the l i f e  safety code is  a na t iona l  des ign and 
const ruct ion s tandard.  

 MR.  LAU:   Yeah.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Okay.  

 MR.  GRITCH:   But  i t  a lso a l lows us to then look  at  the s tate of  Cal i forn ia 
const ruct ion s tandards re lat ive to the VA a lso.   So th is  is  a  very large and k ind  
of  encompass ing th ing  that  g ives the s taf f  la t i tude to do an ana lys is  and come up 
wi th very- -we don' t  know at  th is  t ime,  and we want  them to take a look  at  i t  and 
then to bas ical ly come back  to us and te l l  us what  they found and what  they' re - -
in  the i r  exper t ise is  impor tant  and what  they found,  and we may dec ide one way 
or  the other  and may extend the s tudy at  th is  po int .   I t ' s  just  g iv ing  you 
author izat ion to do,  to  look  at  th is  issue.  

 MR.  POLAND:  I  th ink  i t  has to be for  everyth ing ,  not  just  se ismic,  because the  
quest ion about  why does i t  cost  35 percent  more and is  that  appropr iate for  a 
leased fac i l i t y rea l ly has to encompass everyth ing  because seismic is  not  going  
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to  cost  35 percent  more.   I t ' s  got  to  be  a lo t  of  other  th ings a long wi th that .  

 MR.  GRITCH:   And then i f  we just  d id seismic,  next  year  we'd be having to 
expand i t  so we might  as we l l  g ive you the la t i tude to look  a t  i t  complete ly .  

 MR.  POLAND:  Yeah.  

 MR.  KLEIN:   So you ' re not  suggest ing  here that  we change our  cr i ter ia  for  VA 
owned proper ty,  on ly look ing  at  whether  the leased proper ty should be equiva lent  
to  the owned proper ty?  So we' re not  ask ing  to reexamine what  we do for  our  own 
proper ty I  th ink  is  what  you' re say ing .  

 MR.  GRITCH:   No,  I  am not  ask ing  you to reexamine what  you do for  your  owned 
proper ty.  

 MR.  KLEIN:   Okay.  

 MR.  GRITCH:   This  is  s t r ic t ly for  leased proper ty.  

 MR.  KLEIN:   Thank you.  

 MR.  KOFFEL:   I  th ink  the other  th ing  that  came up in  the workshop sess ion is  
that  i f  we do go down th is  path of  recogniz ing  s tate requ irements,  we may have 
to spec i f y what  those might  be.   I t  couldn ' t  just  be a gener ic  reference to a s tate 
requirement  s ince the s tate may have an archaic  code that  they' re bu i ld ing  to,  
and therefore i t  m ight  be the s tate requirement  prov ided state requ irements are 
cons is tent  wi th the 2012 ed i t ion of  the IBC or  someth ing  l i ke that .  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   The federal  law requ ires us to look  at  loca l  requirements and of fer  
loca l  jur isd ic t ions the r ight  of  enter ing  the proper ty to look  at  i t .   They never  do 
because they don' t  have the money to do i t .   They don' t  pay a fee.   They have 
t ight  budgets so they never  do come in,  but  i t  says we have to look  at  loca l  
codes and make our  own dec is ion.  

 And in the past ,  we've a lways sa id we use the most  or  the more s t r ingent  or  the 
most  s t r ingent  requi rements.   For  leased fac i l i t ies,  we might  not  be do ing that .  

 MR.  GRITCH:   And that 's  the purpose of  the s tudy.  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   Yeah.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Okay.   Other  comments?  A l l  in  favor  of  the  mot ion? 

 [Chorus of  ayes. ]  

 MR.  POLAND:  Opposed? 

 [No response. ]  

 MR.  POLAND:  Mot ion car r ied.   That 's  the f i rs t  p iece that  we expanded on your  
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quest ion,  and the second p iece is  on a  d i f ferent  issue,  but  i t ' s  s t i l l  re lated to H-
18.   Greg.  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   An eas ier  one.   So I ' l l  just  read the mot ion,  wh ich is  fu l ly 
exp lanatory.  

 MR.  GRITCH:   Let 's  hope.  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   The more s t r ingent  requirement  for  l im i t ing  seismic dr i f ts ,  
Sect ion 3.6 of  H-18-8,  was or ig ina l ly in t roduced in H-18 to reduce deformat ions 
and damage in bui ld ings wi th f lex ib le moment  f rames,  wh ich have t radi t iona l ly 
been a prefer red s t ructura l  system in hosp i ta l  fac i l i t ies.  

 Over  the past  15 years,  a number  of  new systems have been int roduced into 
bu i ld ing  codes,  for  example,  buck l ing  rest ra ined braced f rames,  s teel  p late shear  
wa l ls ,  and others,  that  are inherent ly s t i f fer  than moment  f rames and may not  
require the Sect ion 3.6 prov is ion for  the bu i ld ing  system to  meet  one-ha l f  o f  the 
code-spec i f ied dr i f t  l imi t .  

 In  add i t ion,  changes to bu i ld ing  code requirements over  th is  t ime have tended to 
resu l t  in  s t i f fer  s t ructures.  

 The Advisory Commit tee recommends that  the VA under take or  commiss ion a 
s tudy to eva luate whether  the more s t r ingent  l im i ts  shou ld be mainta ined 
cons ider ing  the added const ruct ion cos ts  versus the improved seismic des ign and 
per formance.  

 This  s tudy shou ld be under taken for  common force res is t ing  systems,  inc lud ing  
moment  f rames,  buck l ing  rest ra ined braced f rames,  eccent r ic  brace f rames,  
concrete wa l ls  and other  systems.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Okay.   Got  a second? 

 DR.  MEJIA:   Second.  

 [Mot ion made and seconded. ]  

 MR.  POLAND:  A l l  r ight .   Quest ions.  

 MR.  BANGA:  The prob lem of  the dr i f t  has been on ly for  moment  f rames as we 
have understood and as we have found.   W e never  had problems wi th shear  wal ls  
or  braced f rames,  not  buck l ing  braced f rames,  but  normal  b raced wi th cross-
brac ing  or  K-brac ing  or  V-brac ing .   For  those bu i ld ings,  we d idn ' t ,  never  had 
prob lems.  

 So we shou ld probably have the mot ion  rest r ic t  us to wa ive  that  requirement  for  
moment  f rames.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Actual ly I  th ink  what  we' re going  to end up wi th is  we' re on ly 
going  to require i t  for  moment  f rames,  and we' re not  going  to require i t  for  any 
k ind of  braced system.    
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 But  as Greg po inted out  yesterday,  we' re not  sure about  the buck l ing  rest ra ined 
braced systems because you can tune those systems to get  the maximum code 
dr i f t  va lues l ike moment  f rames,  and that 's  someth ing  that  we want  to  avo id.   So 
I  th ink  we need to look  at  the systems.  

 MR.  BANGA:  But  the mot ion descr ibes a l l  systems.   I  see,  I  heard shear  wal ls .   I  
heard the regu lar  braced f rames a lso in  that  mot ion,  isn ' t  i t ?  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Yeah.   W el l ,  I  guess the prov is ion as in  H-18-8 r ight  now 
bas ica l ly says that  any system has to meet  the one-ha l f  o f  the normal  code 
spec i f ied dr i f t  l imi ts .   So th is  mot ion is  just  ask ing  to k ind of  reassess whether  
that 's  s t i l l  appropr ia te.   

 I  guess the po int  is  that  some systems wi l l  inherent ly,  the wa l l  systems,  for  
example,  wi l l  a lways just  natura l ly  be less than one-ha l f  o f  the code spec i f ied 
dr i f t  l im i t .  

 But  Chr is ,  when we ta lked about  th is  issue yesterday,  i t  was a concern because--  

 MR.  POLAND:  The moment  f rames,  the  buck l ing  rest ra ined braces and the 
eccent r ic  brace f rames because those are a l l  y ie ld ing  systems,  and when we 
have a y ie ld ing  system,  you get  out  toward the dr i f t  l imi ts ,  and th is  50 percent  
dr i f t  is  caus ing those systems to- - is  govern ing  those systems and increasing the 
cost  s igni f icant ly,  which in  the eyes of  the eng ineers is  not ,  doesn' t  seem to be 
appropr iate.   And we' re not  sure.  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Yeah.  

 MR.  POLAND:  W e' re t ry ing  to make sure that  we have bu i ld ings that  have the 
least  amount  of  damage poss ib le at  the least  cost .   That 's  why we have these 
l imi tat ions about  our  systems.  

 MR.  BANGA:  W el l ,  what  I 'm saying  is  that  the dr i f t  has not  been a prob lem for  
shear  wa l l  bu i ld ings,  s tee l-p lated bu i ld ings,  or  braced f rames.   That  prob lem only 
exis ts  when we use moment  f rames or  espec ia l ly now spec ia l  moment  f rames.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Maybe what  we shou ld do is  l im i t  our  mot ion to cons ider  whether  
we want  to  exempt  eccent r ic  brace f rames and buck l ing  rest ra ined braced f rames 
f rom the dr i f t  requirement  because those do come into p lay.  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   W el l ,  i t ' s  hard for  us to cons ider  i t .   Isn ' t  tha t  adv ice we should 
ask  f rom you? 

 DR.  MEJIA:   That 's  where we need a s tudy;  r ight?  

 MR.  POLAND:  Kr is ,  you sa id that  there  was a s tudy commiss ioned four  or  f ive 
years ago that  looked at  th is  s i tuat ion.   Maybe what  we should do is  get  that  
s tudy out  and have us have a look  at  i t  and we can go f rom there.    

 MR.  SIEGEL:   And inc identa l ly there 's  no reason why you cou ld not  add or  
subt ract  a resolut ion by a te lephone conference in  between t imes.  
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 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Is  there a way just  to  table th is  mot ion for  now and to ask  for  
th is  repor t ,  and then we cou ld- -  

 MR.  POLAND:  Sure .  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   - -come back  and--  

 MR.  POLAND:  Uh-huh.   W e can do that .  

 DR.  MEJIA:   Can we resc ind i t?  

 MR.  POLAND:  Rescind what?  

 DR.  MEJIA:   The mot ion.  

 MR.  POLAND:  I t  hasn' t  been voted on.  

 MR.  GRITCH:   W el l ,  i f  i t  hasn' t  even had a second.  

 DR.  MEJIA:   I t  d id have a second.  

 MR.  GRITCH:   I t  d id  have a second.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Uh-huh.  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Yeah.   Otherwise we cou ldn ' t  be ta lk ing  about  i t .  

 MR.  GRITCH:   Oh,  I 'm sorry.  

 [Laughter . ]  

 MR.  POLAND:  W el l ,  i f  you l ike,  you can move to tab le.  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Yeah.  

 MR.  POLAND:  And i f  we get  a second,  we can vote on that ,  and then we can ask  
to have the other  repor t  sent .  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Yeah,  so I 'd  move that  we tab le th is  mot ion and ask  that  the  VA 
send the Advisory Commit tee the repor t  that  was done on th is  a few years ago on 
the issue of  dr i f t - -a few years ago.  

 DR.  MEJIA:   Second.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Got  a second.  

 [Mot ion passed and seconded. ]  

 MR.  BANGA:  Yeah,  that 's- -  
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 MR.  POLAND:  Okay? 

 MR.  BANGA:  Yeah.  

 MR.  POLAND:  A l l  those in  favor?  

 [Chorus of  ayes. ]  

 MR.  POLAND:  Opposed? 

 [No response. ]  

 MR.  POLAND:  Okay.   Mot ion car r ies.  

 Okay.   W e' l l  just  take a coup le minutes here to wa i t  for  h im to come back .  

 [Pause wh i le  s taf f  member  leaves the room to check  as to  whether  Ms.  F iotes  wi l l  
be coming to meet  wi th the Advisory Commit tee. ]  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   I f  you want  to ,  we can do the date of  the next  meet ing  and a l l  o f  
that .  

 MR.  BANGA:  W e can go over  the- -before your  i tem,  there  is  that - -  

 MR.  POLAND:  W e can just  keep going.   I t ' s  okay.   Let 's  just  keep going.   A l l  
r ight .  

 Al l  r ight .   So I 'm going to have us come back  together ,  and le t  me do just  a br ie f  
few comments about  the rev is ion and update of  ASCE 41-13.  

 I t  is  now pub l ished and ava i lable and we'd l ike to see that  incorporated in to H-
18.   W e have a mot ion in  that  regard just  to  say 41-13 is  the next  generat ion of  
eva luat ion in  ret rof i t  gu ide l ines for  ex is t ing  bu i ld ings.   I t ' s  deve loped by ASCE 
under  a consensus process.   I t  combines ASCE 31 and 41 together ,  makes a 
number  of  changes that  makes the document  more usab le,  and a lso e l iminates a 
number  of  the conf l ic ts  that  were ex is t ing  between the two documents.  

 I t  uses a d i f ferent  character izat ion for  g round mot ion,  wh ich we f ind acceptab le.   
I t  does a bet ter  job wi th the nonst ructura l  e lements and a new set  of  check l is ts  
and a number  of  techn ica l  improvements.   So a l l  o f  those th ings are good,  and 
they' re a l l  go ing  to serve us wel l  in  the  VA because i t  wi l l  a l low us to do a bet ter  
job evaluat ing  our  bui ld ings and rea l ly reduce the cost  of  the eva luat ion and 
ret rof i t  in  many cases.  

 So we have a mot ion re lated to ASCE 41.  

 DR.  MEJIA:   Yes,  Chr is .   Incorporat ion of  these new guide l ines in to H-18 wi l l  
require a number  of  changes,  and so the mot ion that  I 'm going to read is  qui te 
lengthy,  a lmost  as lengthy as some of  the ones that  have been put  for th ear l ier .  
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 MR.  SIEGEL:   He's  not  po int ing  f ingers.  

 [Laughter . ]  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   No naming--  

 DR.  MEJIA:   Let  me beg in wi th a mot ion.   I t  reads as fo l lows:   The Commit tee  
recogn izes the value of  the VA H-18-8 des ign requirements in  protect ing  VA's  
bu i ld ings against  se ismic hazards and bel ieves that  such va lue wi l l  be enhanced 
by cont inu ing  to update VA H-18-8 document  to ref lect  cur rent  changes in  
nat ional  mode l  codes or - -and design gu ide l ines.  

 The Commit tee a lso  bel ieves that  in  mak ing reference to such codes or  
guide l ines,  i t  is  appropr iate to refer  to  date-spec i f ic  ed i t ions of  such codes or  
guide l ines.  

 Accord ing ly,  the Commit tee recommends that  the H-18-8 document  be rev ised as 
fo l lows:  

 Change a l l  re ferences to ASCE 41 or  ASCE 41-06 to ASCE 41-13 throughout  the 
document .  

 Second,  change a l l  re ferences to ASCE 31-02 to ASCE 41-13 throughout  the 
document .  

 Next ,  change a l l  re ferences to ASCE 7 to ASCE 7-10 throughout  the document .  

 Next ,  once the above changes are made,  rev iew the H-18-8 des ign requirements 
that  reference ASCE 7-10 and ASCE 41-13 to check  that  such requ irements 
remain app l icab le.   I f  not ,  determine how such requ irements should be modi f ied.  

 Next ,  rev ise the tab le in  cur rent  Sect ion 1.12 of  H-18-8 to update the va lues o f  
shor t -per iod and one-second-per iod,  S-sub-s and S-sub-1,  to  ref lect  the ASCE 7-
10 va lues of  those parameters.  

 Next ,  and f ina l  change,  va l idate the except ions made under  cur rent  Sect ion 4.1  
of  H-18-8 aga inst  the ana logous requ irements of  ASCE 7-10 and ASCE 41-13 and 
remove those except ions f rom Sect ion 4 .1 that  are unnecessary or  that  are 
redundant  wi th such requirements.   That  is  wi th the requ irements of  7-10.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Okay.   Do I  have a second to the mot ion? 

 MR.  GRITCH:   Second.  

 [Mot ion made and seconded. ]  

 MR.  POLAND:  Quest ions?  Asok .  

 MR.  BANGA:  Go ahead.  
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 DR.  GHOSH:  Under  the tab le map spec t ra l  acce lerat ions,  you have to have a 
footnote say ing  that  for  exis t ing  bu i ld ing  ret rof i t  va lues of  41-13 sha l l  be app l ied.  

 DR.  MEJIA:   Yes,  that  is  cor rect ,  and we thought  that  shou ld be the subject  of  a 
separate mot ion,  wh ich we intend to make subsequent ly.  

 MR.  POLAND:  The table that  he 's  refer r ing  here on 1.12 is  the tab le that  def ines 
the se ismic i t y leve l  whether  i t ' s  very h igh,  h igh,  moderate or - -  

 DR.  GHOSH:  Oh,  okay.  

 MR.  LAU:   You haven' t  got ten in to the b ig  tab le yet .  

 DR.  GHOSH:  Yeah,  b ig  tab le there.  

 MR.  BANGA:  You made references to 41- ,  to  make i t  to  41-13 ASCE,  to ASCE 
13.   W hat  do we do about  the IBC? 

 MR.  POLAND:  I t  s tays the same.  

 DR.  MEJIA:   I t  s tays- -yes,  unchanged.  

 MR.  BANGA:  Uh? 

 DR.  MEJIA:   I t  s tays unchanged.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Is  that  the r ight  answer? 

 DR.  GHOSH:  I t  should be dated.  

 MR.  BANGA:  Here we are say ing  every other  p lace where at  least  in  our  
prev ious mot ions,  we've refer red to la test  ed i t ions,  but  now you are spec i f ica l ly  
ment ion ing  those codes,  ASCE 41,  you are refer r ing  to 41-13.  

 DR.  MEJIA:   That 's  a good point ,  Kr is .  

 MR.  BANGA:  So we shou ld then IBC a lso,  say IBC 2012? 

 DR.  MEJIA:   That 's  a good point ,  Kr is .   Yes,  Mr .  Cha ir ,  I  th ink  we shou ld make,  in  
add i t ion to the mot ion,  to  add one l ine i tem to bas ical ly read as fo l lows:  change 
a l l  re ferences to IBC to IBC 2012 throughout  the document .  

 MR.  BANGA:  One more quest ion.   You a lso ment ioned about  mak ing rev is ions to 
Sect ion 4.1.   I  d idn ' t  qu i te,  we d idn ' t  qu i te catch i t ,  what  exact ly you in tend to do 
wi th Sect ion 4.1? 

 DR.  MEJIA:   As d iscussed yesterday,  some of  the except ions that  are made in 
cur rent  Sect ion 4.1 of  H-18-8 may,  in  fact ,  become or  be redundant  wi th the 
prov is ions of  ASCE 7-10 or  ASCE 41-13.   So the Commit tee  recommends that  
these be rev iewed.  
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 MR.  BANGA:  W ith ASCE 7-10,  not  necessar i ly just  e l im inate these exempt ions ,  
but - -  

 DR.  MEJIA:   Yeah,  not  necessar i ly - -  

 MR.  BANGA:  Because these are except ions.   These are not  prov is ions.  

 DR.  MEJIA:   R ight .  

 MR.  BANGA:  These,  we don' t  worry about  these.  

 DR.  MEJIA:   But  for  s impl ic i t y and for  c lar i t y,  i t  wou ld be appropr iate to take out  
of  th is  l is t  those except ions that  are unnecessary in  l ight  o f  7-10 or  that  are 
redundant  wi th those a l ready in  7-10.  

 MR.  BANGA:  So i f  they are a l ready covered there,  we take them out  f rom here;  
is  that  what  you' re say ing? 

 MR.  POLAND:  Uh-huh.   W e need to look  and see where the conf l ic ts  are.   W hat  
was po inted out  to  us was that  there are- - that  41-13 and 7-10 have except ions,  
and these except ions are d i f ferent  than those,  and they' re not  cons is tent ly 
d i f ferent .  

 So we thought  that  you ought  to  look  at  those and see what  the except ions are,  
and i f  these except ions are a l l  covered in  7-10,  we don' t  need to have th is  tab le 
in  here.  

 MR.  BANGA:  W el l ,  the tab le is  here for  pract ica l  reasons.   The medica l  centers  
where we don' t  have a l l  these sharp s t ructura l  eng ineers over  there,  they just  
look  at  th is ,  they ca l l  us for  the non-seismic,  oh,  do we need he lp accord ing  to 
that - -no,  no,  you look  at  that  l is t .   You don' t  need i t .  

 But  they are not  tha t  fami l iar  wi th ASCE 7-10 and a l l  that .   So that 's  why th is  
table is  an addi t ional  he lp for  the medical  centers because th is  document  is  a lo t  
more popu lar  than--  

 DR.  MEJIA:   That  is  okay,  Kr is .   I  mean that  wou ld make the except ions 
necessary.   So the mot ion just  says take out  those that  are  e i ther  deemed 
unnecessary or  redundant .   So you wouldn ' t ,  i f  you th ink  they are necessary in  
th is  document  for  pract ica l  app l icat ion o f  the document- -  

 MR.  BANGA:  So we rev iew.   I f  they' re incorrect ,  we correct  them,  but  not  
necessar i ly remove them? 

 MR.  POLAND:  Okay.   That 's  f ine.  

 DR.  MEJIA:   Correc t .  

 MR.  BANGA:  Okay.  

 MR.  POLAND:  A l l  r ight .   Any other  comments? 
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 MR.  SIEGEL:   W el l ,  then perhaps the word " redundant"  should come out .  

 DR.  MEJIA:   Yes,  I  th ink  because maybe you may want  some redundancy for  your  
pract ica l  use of  the document .  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   Yeah,  yeah.  

 DR.  MEJIA:   A l l  r igh t .   I  wi l l  agree wi th that ,  Chr is .  

 MR.  POLAND:  Okay.  

 DR.  MEJIA:   W hy don' t  we amend the- - I  wi l l  amend the mot ion to read in  that  last  
phrase,  as fo l lows,  s imply,  " that  are unnecessary, "  per iod.  

 [Mot ion amended. ]  

 MR.  BANGA:  Okay.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Good.   Al l  those in  favor  say aye.  

 [Chorus of  ayes. ]  

 MR.  POLAND:  Opposed? 

 [No response. ]  

 MR.  POLAND:  Mot ion car r ied.  

 Okay.   W e' l l  move on to the USGS update of  specia l  acce lerat ion va lues in  H-18-
8.   Asok ,  th is  is  what  you were just  ta lk ing  about .  

 DR.  GHOSH:  Yes.    

 MR.  POLAND:  And we have a recommendat ion.   Le l io .  

 DR.  MEJIA:    

 MR.  MYERS:   Yes,  Mr .  Cha ir .   The mot ion is  as fo l lows:  to  ref lect  changes in  the 
mapped va lues of  se ismic des ign parameters and to make Table 4 of  H-18-8 
app l icab le to new and ex is t ing  bui ld ings,  the Commit tee recommends that  the 
table be modi f ied as fo l lows:  

 One,  rev ise the va lues of  S-sub-s,  and S-sub-1 to the cor respond ing va lues of  
those parameters in  ASCE 7-10.  

 Add two columns to the tab le for  the la t i tude and long i tude app l icab le to each 
s i te .  

 Three,  update the designat ion of  se ismic i t y to  ref lect  the updated va lues of  S-
sub-s and S-sub-1 in  Table 4,  and the changes to the cur rent  Sect ion 1.12 tab le 
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of  H-18-12 [s ic ] .  

 Add a note to Tab le  4 requir ing  that  for  exis t ing  bu i ld ings,  reference be made to 
the requ irements of  ASCE 41-13 for  the des ign va lues of  S-sub-s and S-sub-1.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Okay.   Good.  

 DR.  GHOSH:  Very good.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Any- -got  a mot ion.   I  need a second.  

 MR.  KOFFEL:   Second.  

 [Mot ion made and seconded. ]  

 MR.  POLAND:  Any d iscuss ion?  A l l  those in  favor  say aye.  

 [Chorus of  ayes. ]  

 MR.  POLAND:  Opposed? 

 [No response. ]  

 MR.  POLAND:  Okay.   The last  th ing  we have on our  agenda is  the c lar i f icat ion of  
ear l ier  mot ion regarding  the FCA c lass i f icat ions,  and we d idn ' t  get  a chance to  
go over  th is  in  deta i l  yesterday.   So,  Juan,  you want  to  take us through th is?  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   Sure.   Yesterday la te I  gave you a copy of  minutes f rom I  th ink  
i t  was two meet ings  ago,  or  maybe-- I  don' t  remember  what  year- -  

 DR.  GHOSH:  2010.  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   2010-- that  bas ical ly- -and we just  wanted to- - in terna l  
d iscuss ions here- -we were unclear  i f  there was some d iscuss ions whether  th is  is  
imp lemented correc t ly,  and we just  wanted to ver i f y that  in  terms of  the grading 
for  d i f ferent ia t ing  between a grade of  A for  bui ld ings const ructed or  ret rof i t ted 
us ing  H-18 wi th the 2002 or  la ter  ed i t ion- - that 's  what  our  FCA gu ide l ines say- -
g iven a grade of  B,  i f  i t ' s  const ructed or  ret rof i t ted in  accordance wi th H-18-8 
ed i t ions,  and between 1978 and 2001 edi t ions.   Essent ia l ly  that 's  what  we 
wanted to ver i f y.  

 MR.  POLAND:  So just  for  a l i t t le  b i t  o f  background on th is ,  back  in  2011,  I  
be l ieve,  we estab l ished an A through F grading system for  bu i ld ings and asked 
that  the Fac i l i t y  Cond i t ion Assessment  as they go through ass ign those le t ter  
g rades,  and we gave cr i ter ia  for  that ,  and th is  is  a quest ion about  d is t ingu ish ing  
between cr i ter ia  A and B.  

 As I  reca l l ,  we had g iven a grade le t ter  A,  wh ich mean that  the bu i ld ing- - the 
bu i ld ing  was ab le to  be occup ied and fu l ly usab le af ter  an ear thquake to any 
bu i ld ing  that  had been bu i l t  or  ret rof i t  to  our  gu ide l ines in  2002 or  la ter .   And 
that 's  because in 2002,  we made the swi tch in  our  gu ide l ines to the newest  
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vers ion,  wh ich is  what  we' re work ing  on now.  

 Before that ,  we had a number  of  th ings,  l ike the lack  of  deta i l ing  that  we ta lked 
about  ear l ier ,  and so that  in  the guide l ines f rom '78 to 2001,  there were cer ta in 
th ings about  our  bu i ld ings that  may not  a l low them to be fu l ly funct iona l  and 
operat iona l .   So we wanted to g ive those a le t ter  B.  

 And then we had designated le t ters  C,  D and E.   And I  bel ieve your  quest ion is  
whether  those dates are cor rect?  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   Correct .   Yeah.   And whether  they l ine up wi th the Grade A and 
B basica l ly?  

 MR.  POLAND:  Yeah,  and i t ' s  my op in ion that  that 's  s t i l l  the case,  and that  we 
can,  you know,  in  the sp i r i t  o f  what  we' re do ing here,  we can count  on that .  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   Okay.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Any other  comments about  that ,  quest ions about  that?  One th ing  
I  wou ld l ike to do because I  honest ly lost  t rack  that  we had th is  g rad ing system,  
is  that  i t  wou ld be good at  each of  our  adv isory meet ings i f  you cou ld just  g ive  us 
a repor t  out  about  how we' re do ing in  te rms of  the le t ter  g rades.  

 I  be l ieve in  the FCA database,  you cou ld query i t  and ask  how many A,  B,  C,  Ds 
and Es and Fs do we have,  and then compare that  to  whether  bu i ld ings are 
cr i t ica l ,  essent ia l ,  o r  anc i l lary.  

 Bu i ld ings that  are c r i t i ca l  shou ld be A;  bu i ld ings that  are essent ia l  should be B;  
and bu i ld ings that  a re anc i l lary should be C or  D.  

 DR.  GHOSH:  No,  no.   No,  fo l low the recommendat ions and the guide l ines.   
Ext reme high r isk  is  D.    

 MR.  POLAND:  W hat  is  C?  You' re r ight .   I  d id say that  wrong about  B.  

 DR.  GHOSH:  So i t  s tar ts  f rom here.   Juan? 

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   Yes.  

 DR.  GHOSH:  The page before.  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   D is  h igh r isk .  

 DR.  GHOSH:  Ext reme high r isk .  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   F is  ext reme high r isk .  

 DR.  GHOSH:  Oh,  F  is  ext reme h igh r isk .  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   D was th is  g ray area where they wou ld do an eva luat ion us ing  
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prev ious ly 31-03 wh ich we would update to 41.  

 MR.  POLAND:  I t ' s  r ight  here.   I t  says that  C,  C is  a bui ld ing  wh ich was des igned 
and bu i l t  before '78 may be ass igned a grade of  C i f  the bu i ld ing  is  capab le of  
res is t ing  seismic forces accord ing  to present  H-18-8,  wh ich  means i t ' s  been 
through eva luat ion.  

 DR.  GHOSH:  Correct .   W e have to,  on ly in  that  case,  we evaluate.  

 MR.  POLAND:  W e can use C.   Otherwise they' re D or  F.   But  I  thought  i t  wou ld 
be good for  us to be ab le to see each t ime how our  inventory looks compared to 
th is  g rad ing system as we learn about  i t .   So I  suppose what  we should do is  in  
the FCA,  there ought  to  be a target  category so we know i f  i t ' s  supposed to be A,  
B or  C,  so we know how many bu i ld ings  have ach ieved the category.  

 I t  was a way of  t ry ing  to get  our - -s ince we've done so much work ,  of  t ry ing  to 
understand how c lose we' re get t ing  to our  goa l .  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   Is  that  a mot ion or  wi l l  that  be a mot ion to - -  

 MR.  POLAND:  Yeah.   I 'm just  going  to put  that  together  r ight  now.  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   Okay.  

 MR.  POLAND:  I  need a mot ion.   Can you do that?  

 DR.  MEJIA:   Sure.   Let  me do that .   I  move that  VA repor t  to  the Commit tee at  i ts  
regular  meet ings on VA's progress of  ass ign ing  se ismic rat ings A to F in  
accordance wi th the  mot ion made in 2013 dur ing  i ts  regu lar  cond i t ion 
assessments,  fac i l i t y condi t ion assessments.  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   I  don' t  know i f  2013 is  the r ight - -  

 DR.  GHOSH:  Oh,  th is  recommendat ion  was made in 2010.  

 DR.  MEJIA:   I 'm sor ry.   Excuse me.   Amend that  to  2010.  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   Or  the second page of  that ,  Chr is ,  shows the date on the top;  is  
that  r ight?  2010? 

 DR.  MEJIA:   I t ' s  2010.  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   Okay.    

 DR.  MEJIA:   Amend the mot ion to read 2010 instead of  2013.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Okay.   Do I  have a second? 

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Second.  
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 [Mot ion made and seconded. ]  

 MR.  POLAND:  Any quest ions? 

 MR.  BANGA:  Minor  suggest ion,  that  fac i l i t y cond i t ion assessment  shou ld come 
ear l ier  where you ta lked about  g ive to the Commit tee those gradat ions A,  B,  C,  
D,  that  fac i l i t y cond i t ion assessment ,  you have the word ing  a lmost  at  the end of  
the paragraph.   I t  shou ld be on the ear l ier  par t ,  the f i rs t  par t .   In  the fac i l i t y 
cond i t ion assessment ,  the grad ing system should be repor ted to- -  

 DR.  MEJIA:   I  agree.   That 's  a good comment .  

 MR.  BANGA:  Yeah,  just - -  

 DR.  MEJIA:   Can we let  the record ref lect  that  so I  don' t  have to- -  

 MR.  POLAND:  Yes.  

 DR.  MEJIA:   Because I  d idn ' t  memor ize what  I  sa id.  

 MR.  BANGA:  No,  that 's- -  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   Can I - -we just  not iced one th ing  as we were look ing  in  th is?  
For  the C,  which is  k ind of  the vague areas,  where they do an eva luat ion,  l im i ted 
eva luat ion,  prev iously we,  the guide l ine was to do a 31-03 eva luat ion.   So 
obvious ly,  we wou ld  update i t  to  41.  

 DR.  GHOSH:  That  is  a mistake i tse l f .   That  is  not  31-03;  r ight?   

 MR.  POLAND:  Excuse me? 

 DR.  GHOSH:  W e are going to change th is  ACES 31 whatever  to 41-13.  

 MR.  POLAND:  I t  shou ld be 41-13.   The t ier  one and t ier  two and t ier  three are 
s t i l l  t he same.  

 DR.  GHOSH:  Yes.  

 DR.  MEJIA:   Yes.   The mot ion of  2010 wou ld apply  as i t  was stated.  

 MR.  ARCHILLA:   R ight ,  just  update the  edi t ion.  

 DR.  MEJIA:   Yes,  because i t ' s  a la ter  edi t ion of  H-18-8.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Okay.   Any other  comments?  Al l  those in  favor?  

 [Chorus of  ayes. ]  

 MR.  POLAND:  Opposed? 
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 [No response. ]  

 MR.  POLAND:  Mot ion car r ied.  

 Okay.   Is  there any other  new bus iness we need to cons ider? 

 DR.  GHOSH:  I  have a quest ion.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Yes.  

 DR.  GHOSH:  W e are in  the process of  ret rof i t t ing  W est  Los Ange les bu i ld ings .   
There are 11 bui ld ings.   W e have done one a l ready,  Bu i ld ing  209,  and now we ' re 
do ing 205 and 208.  

 So in  the process of  des igning the ret ro f i t  o f  209,  we had to  do mater ia l  
inspect ions,  and we d id not  fo l low the complete procedure of  mater ia l  inspect ion 
to use the factor  one--what  is  that  factor? 

 MR.  POLAND:  Knowledge factor .  

 DR.  GHOSH:  Knowledge factor  one,  bu t  we used knowledge factor  one.   W e 
didn ' t  do enough exper iments,  enough tests .   W hen they designed 205 and 208,  
we understood the mistake,  and changed the knowledge factor  f rom one to .75 ,  
and we are proceed ing unt i l  we do more tests  to just i f y us ing  knowledge factor  
one.  

 So what  should we do wi th Bu i ld ing  209?  I t ' s  done.   The const ruct ion is  done.  

 MR.  POLAND:  So I  have to ask  you i f  th is  is  a Degenkolb pro ject?  

 DR.  GHOSH:  No,  i t ' s  not .  

 MR.  POLAND:  Okay.   W e' re safe.  

 [Laughter . ]  

 DR.  GHOSH:  Degenkolb was peer- rev iewed--  

 [Laughter . ]  

 DR.  MEJIA:   I  shou ld ask  is  i t  a  URS pro ject?  

 DR.  GHOSH:  No.  

 MR.  GRITCH:   Is  i t  an HKS pro ject?  

 MR.  BANGA:  I t ' s  HDR.  

 DR.  GHOSH:  I t ' s  HDR.  
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 MR.  BANGA:  I  th ink  i t  is  HDR.  

 DR.  GHOSH:  No,  HDR--peer- rev iewer- - the designer  is - -  

 MR.  POLAND:  John A.  Mar t in?  

 DR.  GHOSH:  No.  

 MR.  BANGA:  Oh,  Nab ih Youssef .  

 DR.  GHOSH:  Nab ih  Youssef .  

 MR.  POLAND:  Nab ih Youssef .   Okay.   Al l  r ight .   W hat  do we do wi th 209? 

 DR.  GHOSH:  Yeah.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Do you have any idea i f  i t  makes a s igni f icant  d i f ference because 
somet imes that  knowledge factor  doesn ' t  real ly make a s igni f icant  d i f ference,  
depend ing on what  you' re do ing? 

 DR.  GHOSH:  Af ter  we detected th is  knowledge factor  issue,  he d id not  do any  
add i t iona l  ana lys is  of  209 because i t  wou ld requ ire more money;  r ight .   But  he- -  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   Can you d iscuss th is  a l i t t le  b i t  in  layman's  terms?  Ser ious ly.  

 DR.  GHOSH:  In  the  des ign,  we use factors,  se ismic des ign we use--so one of  
the factors is  ca l led  knowledge factor .  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   Knowledge? 

 DR.  GHOSH:  Knowledge factor .   How much do you know about  the mater ia ls  in  
the ex is t ing  bu i ld ing?  So more ana lys is ,  more tests  we do,  we become conf ident .   
That  knowledge factor  is  the level  of  conf idence based on the number  of  tests  
that  we per form.  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   Okay.  

 DR.  GHOSH:  So for  Bu i ld ing  209,  we have not  done enough tests  to just i f y 
usage of  knowledge factor  one.   But  we use knowledge factor  one.   W e shou ld 
have used knowledge factor  .75.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Is  i t  a  re inforced concrete bu i ld ing? 

 DR.  GHOSH:  Yeah.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Concrete shear  wa l l?  

 DR.  GHOSH:  Concrete shear .  

 MR.  POLAND:  Concrete shear  wa l l  bu i ld ing .   So we d idn ' t  test  enough concrete 
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to  make sure we knew exact ly what  i t  was.   So le t 's  say the  defaul t  va lue is  
3,000 pounds.   So you cou ldn ' t  use 3,000.   You'd have to use 75 percent  of  
3,000 pounds,  wh ich would be whatever  that  is .  

 MR.  BANGA:  2,250.  

 MR.  POLAND:  2,250 pounds.   Now in re inforced concrete shear  wa l l ,  that  
number  is  not  the most  s ign i f icant  number  in  determin ing  the s t rength of  the wa l l .   
The most  s ign i f icant  number  is  the amount  of  s teel .  

 DR.  GHOSH:  Stee l  a lso.  

 MR.  POLAND:  The stee l  because i t ' s  two root  F pr ime C so i t ' s  the square roo t  
of  the d i f ference.  

 DR.  GHOSH:  Yeah.  

 MR.  POLAND:  P lus  the area stee l  t imes the y ie ld s t rength of  the s teel .   So most  
of  the s t rength is  in  the s tee l .   So that ' s  why I  asked i f  i t  made,  i f  i t  was go ing to 
rea l ly make any d i f ference or  not .  

 DR.  GHOSH:  That  par ty d id not - - I  mean he d id not  want  to  do the ana lys is  again 
because i t  wou ld require add i t ional  fees.  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   W here is  that - -what  is  the s tatus of  that? 

 DR.  GHOSH:  Oh,  that  bu i ld ing  has been const ructed.  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   Excuse me? 

 MR.  BANGA:  You mean ret rof i t ted? 

 DR.  GHOSH:  That  bu i ld ing  has been const ructed.  

 MR.  BANGA:  Const ructed or  ret rof i t ted? 

 MR.  SIEGEL:   I t  was const ructed a l ready.  

 DR.  GHOSH:  Ret ro f i t ted.   Const ruct ion  of  the ret rof i t  is  complete.  

 MR.  BANGA:  Yeah.   The test ing  mater ia l  is  such an ambiguous th ing .  

 DR.  GHOSH:  Yeah.  

 MR.  BANGA:  I f  you fo l low the gu idel ines,  quote "guide l ines"  by words,  the 
number  of  tests  you need is  humongous.   So we have had another  f ight  for  
another  pro ject  wh ich is  Reno.  

 DR.  GHOSH:  Yeah.  
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 MR.  BANGA:  And the cost  was coming  hundreds of  thousands of  do l lars  for  that -
-  

 DR.  GHOSH:  250,000.  

 MR.  BANGA:  Uh? 

 DR.  GHOSH:  243,000.  

 MR.  BANGA:  Yeah,  for  mater ia l  test ing .   W e kept  on say ing  that  whatever  the 
eng ineer ing  judgment  you got  a l ready,  le t 's  say by the book  you needed 50 tests ,  
but  by 40 tests ,  you found out  that  the concrete s t rength is  5,000 square- -5,000 
ps i ,  do you need more tests?  

 MR.  POLAND:  I 'm very surpr ised that  you can spent  $150,000 test ing  concrete.   
I  don ' t  understand that .  

 MR.  BANGA:  No,  we d id not .   The VA--  

 MR.  POLAND:  No,  I 'm saying ,  I  don' t  even understand somebody wou ld te l l  you 
i t  wou ld cost  that  much.  

 MR.  BANGA:  Because the bu i ld ing  has seven d i f ferent  par ts  to  that  bu i ld ing .   I t  
is  seven segments,  one bu i ld ing .   But  obvious ly seven segment  bu i ld ings,  i f  you 
fo l low by the book ,  each segment  we d id a l l  those number  of  tests .  

 DR.  GHOSH:  That  est imate came f rom--  

 MR.  BANGA:  Yeah,  we fought  and fought .   I  th ink  we brought  the cost - -  

 DR.  MEJIA:   I  may have to leave the room af ter  a l l .  

 MR.  POLAND:  W el l ,  i f  they' re ta lk ing  about  Reno,  I 'm out  of  luck  because Reno 
is  our  pro ject .   Reno is  a Degenkolb pro ject .   So you know what?  You' re up to  
bat  then.  

 [Laughter . ]  

 MR.  POLAND:  Before I  leave the room--  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   Is  209 occup ied? 

 DR.  GHOSH:  I t ' s  going  to be occup ied in  July .  

 DR.  MEJIA:   The issue is  not  whether- -  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   Cou ld a s i tuat ion ex is t  that  those peop le would be in  danger?  

 DR.  GHOSH:  That ' s  what  I 'm ask ing  the cha ir .  
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 MR.  POLAND:  W el l ,  you know,  the th ing  that  I 'm look ing  for  is  I  want  to  know-- I  
know that  41-13 changed the d iscuss ion about  mater ia l  tes t ing .   Okay.  

 DR.  GHOSH:  I f  you need the deta i ls ,  I  can br ing  the deta i ls .  

 MR.  POLAND:  And i t  changed the knowledge factor .  

 DR.  GHOSH:  Oh,  okay.  

 MR.  POLAND:  W hat  you need to do is  we need to go back  and look  and see.   
See,  we need some--we need some just i f icat ion to waive the requirement  
because you can just  wa ive the requ irement  i f  you want .   You' re the jur isd ic t ion 
having the author i t y .   As the bu i ld ing  of f ic ia l ,  i f  you say i t  doesn' t  mat ter ,  i t  
doesn' t  mat ter .  

 DR.  GHOSH:  So that 's  what - -  

 MR.  POLAND:  But  I ' l l  t e l l  you,  I  have,  j ust  to  say,  when th is  inspect ion and 
test ing  requirements came through for  the ex is t ing  bu i ld ings,  i t  was very much 
more than we had ever  done before,  bu t  the peop le who understand about  
mater ia l  s t rength have demonst rated that  there 's  a huge var iabi l i t y in  what  the 
s t rengths are.  

 And i f  you have seven d i f ferent  bui ld ings,  for  instance,  in  Reno,  and they were 
bu i l t  a t  d i f ferent  t imes,  you rea l ly don' t  know.  

 DR.  GHOSH:  No.   Sure.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Okay.   The other  th ing  is  when we bui ld  a new bui ld ing ,  th ink  
about  how of ten we test  the concrete- -  

 DR.  GHOSH:  Yeah.  

 MR.  POLAND:  - -when we' re pour ing  a job.   

 DR.  GHOSH:  Oh,  yeah.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Every t ruck  is  inspected.  

 DR.  GHOSH:  Many t imes.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Every t ruck  is  inspected.  

 DR.  GHOSH:  Yeah.  

 MR.  POLAND:  And we pul l  a  cy l inder  every few t rucks;  okay.   And we test  a l l  
those th ings to make sure that  we know what  we have.  

 DR.  GHOSH:  Yes.  
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 MR.  POLAND:  So i f  we have an ex is t ing  bui ld ing ,  and i t  mat ters- - that 's  the 
who le b ig  th ing  is  whether  i t  mat ters  or  not - - then we need to pay very c lose 
at tent ion to th is ,  and there are supposed to be ru les in  here that  a l low you to 
avo id having  to do the unnecessary tests .  

 Now,  I 'm a l i t t le  d isappointed because I 'm only go ing on what  you sa id that  your  
eng ineer  d idn ' t  want  to  ta lk  about  th is ,  doesn' t  want  to  do any more ca lcu lat ions 
because the calcu la t ions that  I  sa id to you were very s imple .  

 DR.  GHOSH:  Yeah,  he was t ry ing  to just i f y in  other  ways that  i t ' s  f ine and 
shou ld not  make a d i f ference and a l l  these th ings.  

 MR.  POLAND:  W el l ,  that 's - - I  th ink- -  

 DR.  GHOSH:  Before I  ask  h im to do anyth ing ,  I 'd  l ike to pass i t  to  the 
Commit tee.  

 DR.  MEJIA:   Chr is ,  is  th is  someth ing  that  the Commit tee could rea l ly prov ide an 
in formed opin ion just  on the bas is  of  th is  l im i ted in format ion or  something  that  
shou ld be--  

 DR.  GHOSH:  No,  no.   I ' l l  g ive you the deta i ls .  

 DR.  MEJIA:   - - recommended for  an addi t iona l  rev iew.  

 MR.  POLAND:  S ince the Reno pro ject  is  invo lved,  I 'm going to leave.   I 'm going 
to recuse myse l f  and--  

 DR.  GHOSH:  No,  no,  no.   No,  th is  quest ion is  regard ing  209 on ly.  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   W e' re ta lk ing  about  Los Ange les.  

 MR.  POLAND:  No,  no.   You ra ised a quest ion about  Reno a lso.  

 MR.  BANGA:  No,  no.  

 DR.  GHOSH:  No.  

 MR.  BANGA:  Reno was ra ised second.  

 DR.  GHOSH:  No,  th is  is  regard ing  209.  

 MR.  POLAND:  The prob lem that  I  have is  that  there 's  no way that  we can te l l  
you i t ' s  okay or  i t ' s  not  okay based on the in format ion that  you 've g iven us.  

 DR.  GHOSH:  No,  I  g ive you the deta i led in format ion.   I ' l l  b r ing  you the mater ia l  
repor t .   I  have i t  ready here.   I f  you want ,  I  can br ing  i t  r ight  now because i t ' s  on 
my table now.  

 DR.  MEJIA:   Yeah,  I  understand-- I  may have to recuse mysel f  because URS does 
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th is  k ind of  th ing  as  we l l ,  but  I 'm not  sure we,  i t  seems to be a more invo lved 
quest ion than we have t ime to prov ide an answer  for ,  number  one.  

 And so I 'm wonder ing  i f  i t  requires a more in-depth rev iew by,  you know,  the VA 
commiss ion ing  another  par ty to  rev iew that .  

 DR.  GHOSH:  Commiss ioning,  yeah.  

 DR.  MEJIA:   To rev iew that  issue.   That 's  my th ink ing ,  Mr .  Cha ir .  

 MR.  POLAND:  I  don' t  th ink  that  there 's  any concern that  the peop le in  that  
bu i ld ing  are at  r isk .   My opin ion.   But  that  needs to be va l idated,  and I  th ink  what  
you' re suggest ing  is  a good idea,  that  you rea l ly ought  to  have a peer  rev iewer  
brought  in  and look  at  that  and help you make a dec is ion about  whether  i t  
mat ters  or  not .  

 I  wou ld be surpr ised i f  you wou ld do anyth ing  d i f ferent  to  the bu i ld ing ,  whether  
you used the knowledge factor  of  one or  .75.    

 The other  th ing  you can do is  you can go ahead and you can do a l i t t le  b i t  more 
mater ia l  test ing  i f  that 's  what  i t  takes.  

 DR.  GHOSH:  They d id some more,  but  they d idn ' t  go a l l  the way to the 
requirement .  

 MR.  POLAND:  W el l ,  you cou ld,  I  mean depend ing on the- -depend ing on how 
much i t  mat ters  because I  rea l ly  be l ieve i f  I  could f ind i t  in  here,  I  rea l ly be l ieve 
th is  says that  i t  app l ies to areas where i t  mat ters .   Those are my words now.  

 And i f  i t  doesn' t  make any d i f ference,  then you don' t  have to worry about  i t .  

 DR.  GHOSH:  Right .   A common sense d iscuss ion.   W hen you do mater ia l  tests ,  
you are supposed to do 65 for  concrete.   Let 's  say 65 tota l  f rom three f loors for  
be ing  co lumn s lab,  you have to take three,  three and three and someth ing  l ike 
that .  

 But  once you take one,  one,  one,  and you see there is  not  much var iab i l i t y,  so  
you app ly common sense that  i t  doesn' t  mat ter .   W hy do you take three,  three,  
three?  So you use common sense.  

 MR.  POLAND:  W el l ,  I  mean the argument  is ,  is  when you pour  concrete,  i f  you ' re 
not  carefu l ,  you cou ld have bad batches .  

 DR.  GHOSH:  Yeah.  

 MR.  POLAND:  And you can have hot  days,  and you can have days when th is  
t ruck  gets  s tuck  in t raf f ic  and they put  ext ra water  in  when they' re not  supposed 
to so they can pour  the concrete,  and so you end up wi th bad concrete.  

 Now,  i f  i t  happens that  the bad concrete is  in  a concrete moment  f rame,  and i t ' s  
in  a beam co lumn jo int ,  and i t  happens to be the most  impor tant  beam co lumn 
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jo in t  in  the bui ld ing ,  i t  could make a b ig  d i f ference.  

 DR.  GHOSH:  Right .  

 MR.  POLAND:  Now,  i f  you 've got  a bui ld ing  that 's  a l l  concrete and a l l  concrete  
shear  wa l l ,  then the  s t rength of  the concrete doesn' t  mat ter  i f  i t ' s  2,000 or  3,000 
because there 's  so much of  i t .   W hat  real ly counts is  whether  the s tee l  is  40 or  
60.   Then i t  doesn' t  mat ter .  

 DR.  GHOSH:  A lso th is  bu i ld ing  surv ived a major  ear thquake 1989.   W hat  is  that?  

 MR.  POLAND:  1994? 

 DR.  GHOSH:  1989.  

 MR.  BANGA:  Loma Pr ieta?  

 DR.  GHOSH:  Loma Pr ieta.  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   That  was up in  San Franc isco.  

 MR.  POLAND:  You' re in  W est  Los Angeles,  aren ' t  you? 

 DR.  GHOSH:  I t  was  Los Angeles.    

 MR.  POLAND:  1994.  

 DR.  GHOSH:  1994.  

 MR.  POLAND:  No,  i t ' s  the '94 ear thquake.  

 DR.  MEJIA:   Oh,  Nor thr idge.  

 DR.  GHOSH:  So i t  surv ived that  ear thquake.  

 MR.  BANGA:  Yeah.  

 MR.  POLAND:  I f  that  was good enough,  then we shou ldn ' t  have ret rof i t ted the 
bu i ld ing .  

 [Laughter . ]  

 MR.  POLAND:  Okay.    

 MR.  SIEGEL:   The bui ld ing  was ret rof i t ted a lso to change the occupancy.  

 DR.  GHOSH:  Yeah,  change the occupancy.   Last  t ime--  

 MR.  POLAND:  I ' l l  be g lad to s tay af ter  the meet ing  and ta lk  to  you about  th is ,  
but  I  don' t  th ink  our  Commit tee can make any determinat ion,  and a l l  I  can do is  
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to  make some suggest ions about  how you might  approach th is .  

 MR.  BANGA:  Okay.   Yeah.   Yeah.  

 DR.  GHOSH:  Yeah.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Is  that  okay? 

 MR.  BANGA:  Good.  

 MR.  POLAND:  A l l  r ight .   Okay.   Anyth ing  e lse we need to d iscuss? 

 MR.  SIEGEL:   Is  there any reason to take th is  d iscuss ion out  of  the record? 

 MR.  POLAND:  I  would be happy to have th is  d iscuss ion taken out  of  the record 
mysel f .   So who's  our  exper t  in  FACA requirements?  Can we do that?  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   You' re the Commit tee.   I t ' s  up to you.  

 MR.  BANGA:  You want  to  ta lk  about  that ,  you mean that  requirement  of - -  

 MR.  POLAND:  W el l ,  we were asked a quest ion,  and we had some d iscuss ion,  
and we drew no conclus ions.   I  mean i t ' s  okay.   W e' re supposed to document  
what  we ta lk  about .  

 MR.  BANGA:  Oh,  you mean yesterday's?  

 MR.  POLAND:  Just  r ight  now.   Just  r ight  now,  just  th is  conversat ion that  we just  
had about  th is  ques t ion that  was brought  up.  

 MR.  BANGA:  Oh,  okay.    

 MR.  POLAND:  A l l  r ight .   Let 's- - I  don' t  bel ieve we have any ass ignment  of  new 
act iv i t ies.   W e have of fered to ass is t  you in  a number  of  ways.  

 DR.  GHOSH:  I  th ink  there is  a mot ion miss ing .  

 MR.  POLAND:  W hich one is  that?  

 DR.  GHOSH:  In  regard to the,  in  l ine wi th mot ion s ix.  

 MR.  GRITCH:   V iscous dampers.  

 DR.  GHOSH:  V iscous dampers.  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   You mean whether  we agree wi th your  response or?  

 MR.  POLAND:  Okay.   Mot ion s ix.  

 DR.  MEJIA:   This  is  2013 mot ion s ix.  
 79 
 



  
 

    

 MR.  POLAND:  Use of  v iscous dampers.    

 MR.  SIEGEL:   That ' s  r ight .  

 MR.  POLAND:  You know I  don' t  know that  there 's  anyth ing - -  

 DR.  GHOSH:  Th is  is  f ine then.  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Yeah.  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   Hadn ' t  you wanted to take out  the word "v iscous"?  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Wel l ,  i t ' s  proposed to take i t  out ,  wh ich I  th ink  we th ink  is  f ine .   
I  don ' t  know i f  we need a mot ion to conf i rm that .  

 MR.  POLAND:  I  mean we made a mot ion and your  response was you' re going to 
do what  we asked you to do.   So I  th ink  we' re okay.  

 DR.  GHOSH:  A l l  r ight .  

 MR.  POLAND:  Kr is? 

 MR.  BANGA:  Yeah.   That 's  okay.  

 DR.  GHOSH:  That ' s  f ine.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Okay.   

 MR.  BANGA:  Yeah.  

 MR.  POLAND:  A l l  r ight .   So the date of  the next  meet ing .   We' l l  be meet ing  in  a 
year  aga in,  Kr is?  

 MR.  BANGA:  Yeah.  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Chr is ,  one th ing  next  year ,  I 'm probab ly going to be on t i l l  
about  the end of  June on sabbat ic  in  New Zea land.   So i t  wi l l  be tough for  me to 
get  here before the end of  June.  

 MR.  BANGA:  Before end of  June,  you- -  

 MR.  GRITCH:   W hat i f  we star t  the meet ing  at  ten? 

 [Laughter . ]  

 MR.  BANGA:  You wi l l  be busy unt i l  the end of  June? 

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Wel l ,  un less you want  to  f ly me here f rom New Zealand.  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   W hen do you for  leave New Zea land? 
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 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Probably  in  January somet ime.  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   Rea l ly.   

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   I ' l l  be out  for  s ix months.  

 MR.  BANGA:  Oh.  

 MR.  GRITCH:   Any chance we cou ld go there? 

 [Laughter . ]  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   Kr is ,  there is  no reason why we can' t  meet  in  Ju ly?  

 MR.  BANGA:  No,  no prob lem.   That 's  f ine.  

 MR.  POLAND:  You wi l l  be back  by Ju ly? 

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Wel l ,  I  th ink  l ike the last  week of  June,  which is  l ike Thursday-
Fr iday is  the 25th or  26th wou ld probab ly be okay.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Probab ly be okay.  

 MR.  KOFFEL:   The week of  June 22 is  the NFPA meet ing  anyway.   So that  wou ld 
be a cha l leng ing week.  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   W el l ,  why not  make i t  in  someth ing  l ike 10th  or  11th of  Ju ly?  

 MR.  KOFFEL:   W eek of  Ju ly 12 is  the ASHE conference.  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   10th and 11th.  

 DR.  MEJIA:   9 th and 10th.  

 MR.  KOFFEL:   10th-11th is  Fr iday-Saturday.  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   Oh,  sor ry.   I  had the wrong year .   Sorry.  

 MR.  GRITCH:   2015;  r ight?  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Yeah.  

 MR.  POLAND:  9 and 10;  does that  work? 

 MR.  GRITCH:   Of  Ju ly?  

 DR.  MEJIA:   W orks for  me. 

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Yeah.  
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 MR.  POLAND:  Okay.   Let 's  tentat ive ly set  i t  for  Ju ly 9-10,  2015.  

 MR.  KOFFEL:   In  New Zea land.  

 [Laughter . ]  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   W el l ,  that 's  another  idea.   W e could meet  in  New Zea land.  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Lots  of  th ings to learn about  ear thquakes.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Okay.   I  th ink  that  wraps up our  meet ing .   Is  there anyth ing  e lse 
we need to cons ider? 

 MR.  SIEGEL:   Fred,  may I  ask  you to make one last  t r ip  to  see whether  Ste l la  
can jo in us? 

 [W hereupon,  a shor t  break  was taken. ]  

 MS.  FIOTES:   He l lo .   I  apolog ize.   I  was p lanning to come ear l ier ,  but  my 
prev ious meet ings ran over .  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   P lease s i t  here.  

 MS.  FIOTES:   Okay.   So you' re wrapping up.   Good morn ing.   I  understand you ' re 
near ly at  the end of  your  day-and-a-ha l f  or - -  

 MR.  POLAND:  W e' re at  the end.  

 MS.  FIOTES:   You are at  the end.   I  am the end.   And you want  to  get  out  of  here 
so- -  

 [Laughter . ]  

 MS.  FIOTES:   W el l ,  I  just  wanted to say thank  you aga in for  the hard work  you've 
put  in  on th is  Commit tee for  us.   I t ' s  very va luab le and cr i t i ca l  to  our  endeavors 
and our  cha l lenges,  and L loyd just  a lways pra ises the fact  that  he has you and 
the fact  that  you are a lways so wi l l ing  to cont r ibute and par t ic ipate and help so I  
rea l ly apprec iate that .  

 So what  was the focus of  th is  sess ion,  may I  ask? 

 MR.  POLAND:  W el l ,  as you know--abso lute ly- -as you know,  we come together  
once a year  and br ing  our  exper t ise.  

 MS.  FIOTES:   R ight .  

 MR.  POLAND:  And have an ext remely impor tant  ro le to f i l l  f or  you in  prov id ing  
safe fac i l i t ies most ly re lat ing  to se ismic and to f i re ,  and going through the 
process,  because i t ' s  an emerg ing f ie ld,  and th ings are constant ly chang ing,  and 
th is  t ime we had two s ign i f icant  updates to the s tandards that  we fo l low.  
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 And so there was--  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   Hot  o f f  the presses.  

 MS.  FIOTES:   W ow,  l i t era l ly.  

 MR.  POLAND:  That 's  not  the r ight  one,  but - -  

 [Laughter . ]  

 MR.  POLAND:  This  one,  ASCE standard on eva luat ion and ret rof i t t ing  ex is t ing  
bu i ld ings,  and then there is  a new standard out  on the des ign of  new bu i ld ings,  
and so we had conversat ion about  what  that  meant  to  us and how we needed to  
a l ter  our  programs.  

 The good news is  that  our  programs are  only ,  are get t ing  bet ter ,  and the amount  
of  work  that 's  needed to be done in many cases is  be ing  reduced by the new 
knowledge that  we have.  

 MS.  FIOTES:   Rea l ly?  

 MR.  POLAND:  Yeah.   So--  

 MS.  FIOTES:   I  saw th is  and I  thought  do l lars ,  more do l lars .  

 [Laughter . ]  

 MR.  POLAND:  The th ing  is  i t  g ives us more guidance in  how to s tudy bu i ld ings 
very carefu l ly so we can real ly f igure out  the ones that - -  

 MS.  FIOTES:   So we' re not  over f ix ing  the prob lem.  

 MR.  POLAND:  So we' re not  over f ix ing  the problem.   That 's  rea l ly  r ight  at  the 
hear t  of  i t .   So that ' s  one of  the tasks that  we' re involved wi th is  mak ing sure that  
we' re tak ing  fu l l  advantage of  a l l  o f  these standards,  and,  of  course,  the VA has  
been out  in  f ront  of  the indust ry real ly in  the work  that 's  be ing  done in f ix ing  their  
new-- the ir  ex is t ing  bu i ld ings and const ruct ing  new bu i ld ings.   W e want  to  s tay at  
that  p lace.  

 The other  th ing  is  that  we cont inue to look  at  the inst rumentat ion program and 
what  that  means to us,  and there 's  two th ings that  we want  to  learn f rom the 
inst rumentat ion program.   The VA has invested a lo t  of  money in  inst rument ing  
bu i ld ings.  

 One is  the need to bet ter  understand how our  bu i ld ings behave in a major  
ear thquake,  and so we have lo ts  of  inst ruments in  very specia l  large bu i ld ings,  
but  a lso to understand what  cond i t ion they' re in  immediate ly af ter  the ear thquake 
so we can determine i f  they need to be evacuated or  i f  we can keep the pat ien ts  
in  the bu i ld ings because obvious ly for  many of  our  pat ients ,  i t  wou ld be bet ter  i f  
they were kept  where they are as long as they' re safe.  
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 So we had a good long d iscuss ion and made some recommendat ions about  how 
to cont inue to imp lement  those two programs,  and that 's  a very impor tant  p iece 
of  what 's  going  on.  

 Again,  i t ' s  lead ing the indust ry in  that  a rea,  but  i t ' s  very impor tant  for  us to be 
ab le to do that .   

 The other  area that  we ta lked about  was in  th ink ing  about  the ex is t ing  bui ld ing  
inventory because we do have a lo t  of  bu i ld ings out  there that  don' t  meet  the 
s tandards,  and we' re pret t y much get t ing  through and have our  arms around the  
f i rs t  set ,  and so we've been ta lk ing  about  how to determine what  the next  set  o f  
bu i ld ings are that  we ought  to  be paying  at tent ion to and ret rof i t t ing .  

 And Greg is  going  to say a few words about  how that  went .  

 MS.  FIOTES:   Does that  t ie  in  wi th our- -  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   FCA.  

 MS.  FIOTES:   EHR,  the ext remely h igh r isk?  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   Yeah,  yeah.  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Yeah.   Yes,  so I  guess the one th ing  we learned aga in,  in  the  
ext remely h igh r isk ,  i t  sounds l ike most  of  the bui ld ings in  that  category are 
taken care of  e i ther  by demol i t ion or  they've been evaluated and i f  necessary 
through ret rof i t t ing  th ings.   

 So the thought  is  to  go to the next  would be to the h igh r isk  category,  and one 
th ing  we po inted out ,  when the h igh r isk  category was establ ished some years 
ago,  actua l ly at  a recommendat ion of  th is  Commit tee back  in  2003,  before I  was 
here,  was that  in  creat ing  a h igh r isk  category to maybe not  worry about  
bu i ld ings that  were in  moderate to low seismic i t y.  

 I  th ink  subsequent  to  that ,  a  few years ago,  the HAZUS study that  was done as  
par t  o f  th is  g roup ra ised,  for  example,  a  large hosp i ta l  in  Boston that  might  have 
been one of  those that  wou ld have been exempted f rom get t ing  in to the h igh r isk  
category.  

 So one of  the recommendat ions we made th is  t ime is  that  before get t ing  in to the 
h igh r isk  category to go back  to the bu i ld ings that  were exempt  f rom that  
prev ious ly f rom considerat ion that  were  bas ica l ly in  the moderate to low r isk ,  to  
look  in  the low se ismic hazard reg ions and to use k ind of  th is  rat ing  system that  
was developed and employed to create those categor ies or ig ina l ly,  to  screen 
back  through the bu i ld ings that  were previous ly exempt  to see i f  any of  those 
because of  the- -even i f  they' re in  low seismic i t y,  because of  the vu lnerab i l i t y of  
the bu i ld ing  combined wi th h igh occupancy,  whether  those shou ld be bumped up 
in to that  h igh r isk  category? 

 MS.  FIOTES:   So even though the probabi l i t y is  low,  the condi t ion of  the bu i ld ing  
or  the occupancy could make i t  so catas t roph ic  that  i t  pushes i t  up.  
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 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   Yeah,  the r isk ,  the other  ha l f  o f  the r isk  is  h igh.  

 DR.  GHOSH:  Yeah.  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   To push that  up.  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   And there is  a very good example of  that  at  Brock ton,  that  rea l ly 
us ing  th is  other  methodology ca l led HAZUS would bubble i t  up to number  IV.  

 DR.  DEIERLEIN:   And we' re k ind of  cognizant  of  the fact  that  these 
invest igat ions that  we do recommend,  you know,  cou ld be very t ime consuming 
and th ings.   So I  th ink  we had a lo t  of  d iscuss ions that  say I  th ink  we a l l  
understand the issues and to do th is  jud ic ious ly,  to  k ind of - - there 's  about  80 
bu i ld ings that  are in  th is  k ind of  modera te to low r isk  now,  to go through and say 
wh ich of  those 80 that  were pushed back  there f rom being exempt  shou ld be k ind 
of  potent ia l ly ree levated back  up and do any of  those warrant  s tudy? 

 So I  th ink  that  was one--  

 MS.  FIOTES:   Oh,  sounds l ike a lo t .  

 MR.  POLAND:  I t  is ,  and i t  i s ,  as you know,  the number  of  bui ld ings that  we need 
to eventua l ly worry about  is  a large number ,  but  we have to do i t  in  a method ical  
way,  and we have to do i t  in  a way that  we can af ford.   

 And so th is  next  s tep is  an impor tant  next  s tep.   W e want  to  make sure that  we' re 
cont inuing  to tack le  the bu i ld ings in  an order ly manner ,  and i t ' s  just  going  to be  a 
long t ime.   But  that ' s  okay.   W e just  keep work ing  our  way through i t .  

 MS.  FIOTES:   R ight .  

 MR.  POLAND:  And that 's  what  th is  next  s tudy,  and we cont inue to work  wi th your  
team on how to pr io r i t i ze those or  move forward,  and cer ta in ly apprec iate your  
suppor t  and the Secretary 's  suppor t  and everyone's  suppor t  in  cont inu ing  to 
prov ide se ismica l ly safe bui ld ings because our  goa l  in  the end is  to  make sure  
that  our  bu i ld ings are safe and our  pat ients  can stay ins ide  and can be proper ly 
cared for  af ter  any ear thquake that ' s  going  to occur  dur ing  the l i f e t ime of  those 
bu i ld ings.  

 MS.  FIOTES:   That  is  a good ambi t ious goal .  

 MR.  POLAND:  That 's  i t .   That 's  an ambi t ious goal .   W e' re just  ch ipping  away a t  
i t ,  you know,  and we' re mak ing great  progress,  and I  don' t  mind say ing  at  a l l  that  
I  real ly th ink  that  as  an organ izat ion tha t  owns a lo t  of  bui ld ings,  maybe more 
bu i ld ings than a lmost  anybody e lse,  you ' re mak ing more progress than anybody 
e lse out  there.  

 MS.  FIOTES:   W el l ,  that 's  good to hear .  

 MR.  POLAND:  So that 's  good to hear .  
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 MS.  FIOTES:   W e also have poss ib ly one of  the more vu lnerab le popu lat ions at  
that  t ype of  fac i l i t ies that  we own so i t  i s  cr i t ica l  to  us.  

 MR.  POLAND:  So we are very p leased,  as a lways,  to  serve the Veterans 
Admin is t rat ion and to work  wi th th is  ext raord inary team that  you have here.  

 MS.  FIOTES:   Thank you.  

 MR.  POLAND:  You know we a l l  serve in  var ious capac i t ies  wi th var ious 
organizat ions,  and I  th ink  I  can speak for  the others,  that  L loyd and Kr is  and a l l  
the guys are very,  very recept ive to the  conversat ions that  we have,  very open,  
and implement  what  we have to say and help us understand what  works or  what  
doesn' t  work ,  understand the in t r icac ies of  how the var ious pro jects  work .  

 So we thank  you for  that ,  too.  

 MS.  FIOTES:   Great .   W el l ,  thank  you very much,  and,  yeah,  thank  you for  your  
t ime and your  commitment  to  th is .   I t ' s  very impor tant  to  us.   W e real ly 
apprec iate i t .  

 MR.  POLAND:  Okay.  

 MS.  FIOTES:   W ith that ,  I  wi l l  le t  you c lose and take your  p lace back ,  I  guess.   
Thank you very much.  

 MR.  POLAND:  Okay.   I f  there is  noth ing  e lse- -  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   W el l ,  I  wou ld l ike to thank  you a l l  very,  very,  very much for  the 
t ime you spend on th is .   I t  real ly is  ext raord inar i ly usefu l  to  us and to the 
veterans we serve,  and i t  rea l ly is  a h igh ca l l ing ,  and we t ru ly,  t ru ly apprec iate  i t .  

 MR.  POLAND:  Okay.   Thank you.  

 DR.  MEJIA:   Our  p leasure.   Thank you,  L loyd.   Our  p leasure.  

 MR.  BANGA:  I  echo the same words,  my persona l  thanks to a l l  o f  you.  

 MR.  SIEGEL:   And the on ly th ing  I  can f ina l ly say is  th ink  of  me when you' re 
dr ink ing  a l l  those wines.  

 [Laughter . ]  

 MR.  POLAND:  Okay.   W e' re adjourned.   Thank you very much.  

 [W hereupon,  at  12:19 p.m. ,  the Advisory Commit tee was adjourned. ]  
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