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April 7, 2021 

 
Meeting Summary 

 
ATTENDANCE 
 
Committee Members Present:   Dominic Chu (Structural Engineer), Randy Grange (Architect), 

Dena Gunning (Community Risk & Resiliency Specialist, CCFD), 
Ron Karp (Commercial Building Owner), Rik Kasuga  (Burlingame 
CERT Coordinator), Lisa Lohmann (Property Insurance), Rhovy 
Lyn Antonio (CA Apartment Association), Janiele Maffei (Chief 
Mitigation Officer, California Earthquake Authority), Justin 
Moresco (Civil Engineer), Terry Nagel (Burlingame Neighborhood 
Network (BNN)), John Schmid (Architect, Planning 
Commissioner), Peter Sung (Structural Engineer), Gina Zari 
(SAMCAR Government Affairs) 

  
Staff Present:  Community Development Director Kevin Gardiner, Chief Building 

Official Rick Caro, Plan Check Engineer Mac Saberi 
 
MEETING SUMMARY 
 
The meeting was called to order at 6:00 p.m. 
 
The meeting began with a short slide presentation describing the nature of soft story buildings, and the 
role of the committee (slides attached for reference). 
 
Next, committee members introducing themselves, and shared issues that they consider important in 
consideration of a retrofit program: 
 

• From the insurance perspective, there is concern that an owner might spend a lot of money on a 
retrofit, only to then find out that it is not the current “state of the practice.” FEMA P-807 is the 
document that should be used as a minimum.  

• Many owners want to embark on retrofit projects, but the construction costs and permit fees are 
an obstacle. There needs to be incentives for them to embark on these projects. There could be 
zero permit fees, or property tax incentives. The bigger cities have more options than the 
smaller cities. 
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• While not all buildings in Burlingame have soft stories in need of retrofit, and large number will 
be given how many older buildings there are. The vulnerabilities present a threat to the 
community and to its ability to recover after an earthquake. Even a few buildings were to fail or 
become uninhabitable, there will be dozens of people out of their homes. This can be prevented 
by taking steps over a period of time. 

• Reminder that this committee is advisory to the City Council, and can come up with some good 
ideas, but the ultimate decisions will be up to the Council.  

• In reviewing other areas after earthquakes, the difference between structures that were 
reinforced and those that were not is noticeable. It’s important to convey this message, that 
money can be saved if it prevents the building from being seriously damaged.  

• Incentives are important. Everyone agrees it is the right thing to do, but not all property owners 
are in the same financial position.  

• Needs to clarify the threshold of when a retrofit would be required. The Planning Division 
considers it to be a new building if more than 50% of the exterior walls are removed, whereas 
the Building Division considers it new if the project is more than 50% of the value. Would be 
helpful to bring these thresholds into alignment.  

• Most buildings do not have residential earthquake insurance, less than 10%. Maybe putting 
something in place for commercial structures only. If a commercial broker or carrier were to offer 
incentives, this could be offered in conjunction with a retrofit. Would be good to research 
commercial carriers to see what incentives might be available.  

• Phases would be useful, perhaps looking at percentages of properties. Should phases be based 
on number of units, or number of stories.  

• Can look at the recovery planning process, and the economic stability post-disaster. Where we 
will get the biggest bang for the buck? 

• Fee reductions or waivers can be an incentive as they are a big portion of the cost for the 
property owners.   

• What owners are local, what percentage are multi-unit buildings? That might make a difference 
in how to approach owners. 

• Communicate to renters that they should have renters’ insurance. While the goal is to save 
lives, we also want to ensure that people are going to stay in the local community. This also 
allows all residents to be vested in the recovery process. 

• Cost is a significant concern, especially if the regulations are a mandate. Would want to 
understand if there will be a phasing approach, and how long an owner would have to abide by 
the mandate.  

• Concern that retrofit projects could displace current renters, and whether property owners would 
be liable for temporary relocation of tenants. 

• Concern that a retrofit project would represent a reduction in service to tenants, such as 
inconvenienced by noise, loss of parking, etc.    

• The current state of the rental market is not good, and some owners have suffered loss of 
revenues. It will take time for the market to recover to pre-pandemic levels. Interest in when the 
ordinance would be implemented, and whether that will be after the market has recovered.  

• Concern whether a retrofit will also trigger other codes and repairs that will have to be done at 
the same time. Could be matters that were grandfathered in before, but would now need to be 
brought up to code. 

• The older properties are also some of the more affordable properties. Would like to see more 
encouragement with incentives, such as tax incentives tied to reduced rent so that property 
owners who offer lower rents can still afford to upgrade their properties.  

• Retrofits could be stalled if other elements of the buildings are required to be brought up to 
code. It would no longer be an affordable program, and the permit fees would be the least of the 
problem. 
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• Assembly Bill 2681 for seismic resiliency did not move forward, but at some point it will come 
back. Expectation is that the state will ultimately have requirements for documentation and 
retrofit. Concern is that if the city passes an ordinance that addresses soft stories, does not 
want the state to come out with something that is more restrictive, and then all the work that has 
been put in will not be good enough. Likes being proactive, but this remains an uncertainty if the 
state comes up with different standards.  

• California Earthquake Authority research has found that average per unit cost is $7,000-10,000.  

• All the work is typically done on the first floor. If there are no units on the first floor, units are not 
typically impacted. Perhaps a laundry room is impacted, or parking spaces. Some cities waive 
parking requirements in consideration of the work. 

• With these types of programs, the well-funded individuals and corporations are the first to move 
forward. After some time, the same clients will come back with distressed properties that they 
have been able to purchase from smaller, mom and pop owners. Might want to look at funding 
to help with that.  

• Important to bring in the perspective of the occupants. The committee here has representation 
from the professionals and the owners, but there is nobody in the committee who lives in one of 
the buildings. Could provide perspective on risk, and inconvenience of noise and such with 
construction. Could be interviews, they do not need to come to the meetings necessarily. 

 
The last part of the meeting involved reviewing the work plan. From the discussion, items that seemed 
to be important included: 

• A lot of interest in what incentives are available.  

• Consider how different cities have handled phasing. 

• Drilling down into the data of the preliminary survey to determine typical number of stories, 
typical number of units. 

• Community engagement outside of this committee. 
 
The meeting was adjourned at 7:02 p.m. 
 
  
 


