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1. Describe your innovation, include the specific problem it addresses, and how it changed the
previous practice.

Both in New Jersey and nationally, building codes, which are oriented toward new
construction, add to the time and expense of rehabilitating existing structures. For new buildings,
complying with the construction code is a straightforward process, but it is difficult to apply the
code rationzlly and predictably to existing buildings. Developers and building owners cannot
predict with certainty what will be required to bring a deteriorated building back 1nto use. Projects
in existing buildings, because they pose the greatest uncertainty in terms of time and resources,
are often not artempted at ail and the buildings remain unused.

The rules in effect prior to the Rehabilitation Subcode triggered code requirements for
work in existing buildings in the following manner: If the cost of the alteration work exceeded
50% of the replacement value of the structure, the structure was to comply with the requiremems
of the code for new structures. Ifthe cost of the alteration work was between 25% and 50% of
the value of the building, the portion altered was required to meet the provisions of the code for
new structures. Finally, for alteration projects that were less than 25% of the replaoement value
of the structure, the code official was to decide the extent to which the altered portion of the
building needed to comply with the code.

This caused three serious problems. The first was that, in many cases, the requirements
for new structures could not be met in existing buildings. For example, it is difficult, if not
impossible, to determine whether turn of the century humber and bricks meet the current material
standards in the code, The second problem was predictabifity. To a certain extent, this problem
sternmed from the firgt problem. Code officials recognized that making an existing building meet
alt of the requirements of the code applicable to new buildings was impossible. However, there
Wwas no consistency among code officials ghout which requirements were necessary to improve
safety and which ones were a bridge too far. For the lower cost percentages of work,
unpredictability was built imo the rule itself, This made building owners hesitant to undertake
building :mprwments becanse they could not foresee the cost of the project. The third, and final
problem, with the previous rules was that the rules penalized building owners who wanted to
improve their buildings. The rules often expanded the applicant’s scope of work and required the
owner to renovate portions or features of the building that were neither unsafe nor in disrepair.
These additional costs often made rehabilitation projects cost prohibitive. The result was that
buildings were left in disrepair and were not improved.

The rehabilitation subcode takes a new approach. Its requirements are not based on the
construction code for new structures. Rather, its requirements are specific and talored to work in
existing buildings. Its requirements are not based on the cost of the project but rather are based
on the nature of the work. Further, its requirements are largely limited to the area of the building
that is altered.

instead of basing requiremnents on the cost of the work to be performed, the Rehabilitation
Subcode bases requirements on the nature of the work. To work this fundamental change, the
Rehshilitation Subcode establishes six ingreasingly extensive categories of work. “Repair” meang
fixing a building component that is worn or broken. “Renovation™ means replacing a building
component with a material that is the same as or similar to the existing material, An “alteration”
project includes reconfiguring existing space. “Reconstruction™ is 2 project consisting of the other
categories of work where the wcrk mcmdes an entrrc tcnancy and preciudes occupancy durmg the
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intensity of the use. An “addition” incroases the building’s size; the Rehabilitation. Sumf% et
applies to the existing portion of the building. The code estabhshw specific mqmrementsbm p :
category of work. The code ensures that work of each category is done safely, t does no
impose the arbitrary or disproportionate requircments that so often result from tryng to impose
new building standards upon existing buildings.
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2. What is the single most important achievement of your program or policy initiative to date?

The most important achievement of the program to date i$ the increased rehabilitation of
existing buildmgs in New Jersey s cities. Rehabilitation has always constituted a large portion of
the construction money spent in older cities. In 1996, local construction offices in New Jersey
issued building permits authorizing work that had an estimated cost of $7 billion. Additions and
alterations accounted for about 47% of this amount. - Rehabilitation work is most pronounced in
New Jersey's cities where building conversions and rehabilitation pro;ects have an integral role in
the creation of decent, affordable housing. Tn some New Jersey cities, more than 90% of the
mioney spent on construction is for rehabilitation work. In Newark, for example, about $3 of
every $4 included in the estimated cost of construction authorized by permit in 1996 was for work
in existing houses. In Trent(m, housing rehabilitation work out paced new housing construction
by more than 14 to one. These statistics iad us ta explore ways of makmg the rehahﬂltanon of
existing structurcs more efficient.

" "New Jersey has an aidhnusang stock, winch means that rehahd:tauon and building
conversion piay a mnca} role in state, local, for-profit, and mnproﬁt efforts to expand the supply
of affordable housing. Half of the state’s 3.1 million houses were built before 1959. In Hudson
and Essex counties, thuse with thie state’s two largest cities, the median year houses were built is
1041 and 1949 mpeetzveiy Because of the age of the housing stock, developing a code that
encourages improvements to existing buildings without penalizing owners who choose to
rehabilitate their properties was vital to improving bousing in our cities. BEarly evidence shows
that the code is making a difference.

For the ten Jargest cities in New Jersey, the amount of rehabilitation work in dollars
increased by 42% from the end of calender year 1997 to the end of calender year 1998 (the first
year that the Rehabititation Subcode was adopted). This contrasts with the more modest increase
of 3.6% that occurred between the same period from 1996 through 1997, While many variables
. influenced this mme,mbeheveﬂmattheilehab&mon Subeode is the primary factor. We
have received feadback from building departments, developers and design professionals telling us
that the Rehabilitation Subcode is making a difference.

mmhwehemanumb«ofmmesmtheymm spawn urban repewal, The
Rehabilitation Subcode amnpkshgs urban renews! both directly and indirectly. The direct effect
of the Rehabilitation Subcode 1s to rmake rehabilitation projects more affordable and predictable
wiile continuing to ensure safe buildings. ' The rehabilitation subcode has trimmed more than 25%
off the construction budget of some uﬁian ‘projects. “This makes jobs feasible that were once
thought to be :mpaassble ‘The indirect benefit of the Rehabilitation Subcode is that, by reducing
construction costs, it stretches the limited funding dedicated to revitalizing our cities.

Government affordable housing programs and nonprofit housing programs are able to generate
more dwelling units for the same amount of money. For example one project in Jersey City
realized a cost savings of nearly $4000 per unit. This money saved can be dedicarted to
rehabilitating additionat affordable dwelling units.

By removing major impediments to redevelopment the Rehabiltatron Subcode supports
the State’s policy to reduce the continuation of suburban sprawl. Remvesting in our cities
conserves natural resources, utilizes an untapped source of affordable housing, and preserves
open space. That 1s why we regard the Rehabilitation Subcode’s effect on New Jersey cities as its
greatest achievement,
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3. What are the three most important measures you use to evaluate your program’s success? In
qualitative and quantitative texms for each measure, please provide the outcomes of the last full
year of program operation and, if possible, at least one year prior?

The three most important measures that we have used to evaluate the success of the
Rehabilitation Subcode, are statistics that are collected by the municipal building departments and
forwarded to the State for processing, the feedback that is received as part of the Rehabilitation
Subcode change process and the continuing outreach to users of the code.

The State’s Uniform Construction Code requires towns that issue more than 200 permits
per year o electronically report permit activity to the Departiment. The mumicipal reports
distinguish between work in existing buildings and new construction work and list the dollar
amount for each type of work, This enables us to track trends in the construction industry in New
Jersey. The data show a sharp increase in the amount of rehabilitation work undertaken in the
State’s ten largest cities over the past year {1998). While there are many factors that affect the
construction industry, such as the econonty, the amount of public funding available etc., a
significant portion of the increase reflected in the data is attributable to the rehabilitation suboode.

Receiving feedback is another important way that we evaluate the success of the program.
As part of its strategy for implementing the code, the Department of Community Affairs has made
a concerted effort to meet with all groups who use the Rehabilitation Subcode. This outreach not
only gives these groups valuable information on what the Rehabilitation Subcode requires and
how the Rehabilitation Subcode is used, it also affords the Department with a chance to hear how
the Rehahilitation Subcode is working. Among the groups that we have met with are nonprofit
builders, architects, engineers, realtors, other government agencies who fund low- and moderate-
income housing programs, and of course code officials. The feedback from each of these groups
has been extremely positive. In fact, during the six-month phase- in period, during which time
permit applicants could choose either the Rehsbilitation Suboode or the prw:ous rules, almost all
applicants chose to use the Rehsbilitation Subcode.

The Rehabilitation Subcode code change process provides another way for the
Department to receive valuable feedback on how well the Rehabilitation Subcode is working. The
Rehabilitation Subcode was not intended to be a stagnant document. As with all new regulations,
there will be circumstances that were not foreseen when the regulations were drafted. In order to
address new technology and advances in building safety, there is an annual process for any
interested party to submit to the Department of Community Affairs change(s) to the rehabilitation
subcode. These are presented to an interdisciplinary board for discussion and recommendation.
During the first code change hearing in March 1999, there were no changes recommended to the
fundamental principals of the Rehabilitation Subcods, thus reinforcing our position that the
Rehabilitation Subcode is working and working well.

The statistical results within the State’s ten largest cities for the first year of the program
are outlined in question #2. Statewide, the estimated cost of construction for rehabilitation work
authorized by permits in 1998 increased by $228,595,0072 over 1997. This is about a 6% increase.




OCT 21 799 16:23 FR DIV CODESRSTANDARDS 609 633 6729 TG 3180882612368 F.B6/06

12. To what extent do you believe that your program or policy initiative is potenatially replicabie
within other jurisdictions and why? To your knowledge, have any other jurisdictions or
organizations established programs or implemented policies based on your own?

This program is very replicable. While it is a state government initiative, it can be
duplicated at any level of government which adopts and enforces building construction
regulations, .

New Jersey adopts its codes at the state Jevel and enforces them with licensed focal
officials who are subject to state supervision and receive training and technical support from the
state. Virginia follows a similar pattern. Other states, such as Maryland, adopt and enforce codes
at the county level. Still others, such as Ilinois, adopt and enforce them at the local govemment
ievel. Whatever level of government has building construction code jurisdiction, the New Jersey
Rehabilitation Subcode can be adopted. The City of Wilmington, Delaware is in the process of
doing just that. There are a number of other jurisdictions that have asked for copies of the
subcode '

New Jersey, like most states, counties and localities, bases its new building reguiations on
national model codes, The Rehabilitation Subcode was closely coordinated with national modet
new construction codes and correlates with them compietely. Little or no adaptation of the New
Jersey code would be needed in another jurisdiction.

The only obstacle that others might encounter is understanding the Rehabilitation
Subcade’s new format and philosophy. This can be readily overcome through information and
education. The Rehabilitation Subcode has found broad support among building safety
professionals in New Jersey because its carefully targeted approach actually yields more real
safety per dollar spent than do the efforts of most jurisdictions {inclhuding New Jersey up until a

year ago) to apply new building codes to existing buildings. Community and economic
development professionals support it because it eliminates 3 major impediment to community
rencwal. Finally, building owners, architets, and engineers like it because it makes re-investment
in existing buildings sounder and more predictable and the assessment of the potential of existing
buildings much more possible than was the case in the past.
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The Rehabilitation Code

Before the publication of the New Jersey Rehabilitation Code, there was no
construction code written specifically. for existing buildings. The Rehabilitation Code is
a “national first.” The problems it resolved regarding construction work in existing
buildings have led to the renovation and rehabilitation of existing buildings in large cities
and small towns thmughout New Jersey. The Rehabilitation Code is easily replicated and
can have the same impact in municipalitics throughout this country.

Summary of the Problem

Both in New Jersey and nationally, building codes, which are oriented toward
new construction, have added to the time and expense of rehabilitating existing
structures. For new buildings, complying with a construction code is a straightforward
process, but it has been difficult to apply the code rationally and predictably to existing
buildings. Because of this problem, developers and building owners were not able to '
predict with certainty what would be required to bringa deteriorated building back into
use,. With this uncertainty in terms of time and resources, projects in exzstmg buildings
were often not attempted and the buildings remained unused.

The rules in effect prior to the Rehabilitation Code triggered code requircments
based on the cost of planned alteration work. Tf the cost of the planned alteration work
exceeded 50% of the replacement value of the structure, the structure was fo comply with
the code requirements for new buildings. If the cost was between 25% and 50%, the
portion altered was roquired to meet the code requirements for new buildings. Finally, if
the cost was less than 25%, the code enforcement official determined the extent to which
the altered portion of the building had to comply with the code for new construction.

‘ This caused three serious problems. The first was that, in many cascs, the
requirements for new structures could simply not be met in existing buildings. The
second problem, predzctablhty, stemmed from the first problem. Because it was not
N ;pesszble to. fully meet the standards of new construction, the applicant could not predict

_ which code requlrcmeni:s would be cnforced “Third, without ‘consistent enfcrcement

there was no way to accurately pred;ct project cost. Therefore, building owners were
reluctant to undertake a building rehabilitation pro;ect In addition, meeting code
-requirements frequently expanded the buzidmg owrier’s scope of work, even in parts of
the building that were neither unsafe nor in disrepair. These added code requirements
frequently made a potential project cost-prohibitive. The result was that buildings were
left vacant or were underutilized and were allowed to deteriorate. Vacant or
underutilized buildings, particularly commercial buildings, became vacant and
underutilized downtown areas. V

. FThe Innovation of the Rehabilitation Code

The Rehabilitation Code changed the traditional approach to building
rehabilitation. Its requirements are not based on the construction code for new buildings.
Rather, its provisions are specific and are tailored to work in existing buildings. The
requirements are not based on the cost of construction; they are based on the nature of the
" work. Furthermore, nearly all of the requirements are limited to the area of the buzldmg
being altered. :

How the Rehabilitation Code Works - :
. Instead of basing its requirements on the cost of the work, the Rehabilitation Code
bases its requirements of the nature of the work undertaken To effect this fundamental




change, the Rehabilitation Code establishes six increasingly extensive categories of work.
“Repair” means fixing a building compenent that is worn or broken. “Renovation”
means replacing a building component with a material that is the same as, or similar to,
the original component. An “alteration” project includes reconfiguring space.
“Reconstruction” is a project consisting of other categories of work where the work
.includes an entire tenancy and precludes occupancy during the project. A “change of
use” has two aspects: a change in the building’s use group or a change in the intensity of
the use. An “addition” increases the building’s size; the Rehabilitation Code applies to
the existing portion of the building. The code ensures that the work of each category is
done safely. It omits the arbitrary or disproportionate requirements that increased the
cost of rehabilitation work in existing buildings in the past.

The Rehabilitation Code and Economic Development

The most important achievement of the program to date is the increased
rehabilitation of existing buildings in New Jersey’s cities. Rehabilitation has always
constituted a large portion of the construction money spent in older cities. In 1996,
before the Rehabilitation Code was in effect, the local construction-offices in New Jersey
issued building permits authorizing work with an estimated cost of $7 billion. Additions
and alterations accounted for 47% of this amount.

Like many other areas of this country, New Jersey has an old housing stock. This
means that rehabilitation work and building conversions play a critical role in state, local,
for-profit, and nonprofit efforts to expand the supply of affordable housing. Half of New
Jersey’s 3.1 million homes were built before 1969. Because of the age of the housing
stock, developing a code that would encourage improvements to existing buildings--and
that would not penalize owners who choose to improve their buildings--was vital to
improving housing in our cities. Early evidence shows that the code is making a
difference. (See the section on the outcomes of the Rehabilitation Code.)

. Over the past few decades, there have been a number of initiatives to encourage
urban renewal. The Rehabilitation Code accomplishes urban renewal both directly and
indirectly. The direct effort of the Rehabilitation Code is to make rehabilitation projects
more affordable and predictable while continuing to ensure safe buildings. At the same
time, the Rehabilitation Code has trimmed more than 25% off the cost of some urban
projects. This makes feasible rehabilitation work that was once thought to be impossible.
The indirect benefit of the Rehabilitation Code is that by reducing construction costs it
stretches the limited funding that is dedicated to revitalizing our cities. As cities are
 revitalized and existing buildings are returned to use, new construction and suburban
sprawl are contained. In addition, government and nonprofit programs, such as
affordable housing programs, are.able to generate more dwelling units for the same
amount of money. One project in Jersey City, for example, of 24 units of senior housing
and a daycare center realized total savings of $391,000. Savings like this can be-
dedicated to providing more affordable dwelling units or it can be used to rehabilitate
commercial space in the neighborhood.

_ By removing major impediments to redevelopment, the Rehabilitation Code
supports the reduction of suburban sprawl. Reinvesting in our cities conserves natural
~ resources utilizes an untapped source for affordable housing, and preserves open a-,pau:

That is why the impact of the Rehabzhtatxen Code on New Jerscy cities is its greatest
achievement.




Measuring the Outcome of the Rehabilitation Code

The success of the Rehabilitation Code in New Jersey is seen in statistics about
rehabilitation work undertaken throughout the state. There has been a sharp increase in
rehabilitation work in the 16 higgest municipalities during 1998 and 1999. From 1997 to
1998, rehabilitation work throughout the State grew at a modest 7.7%. In 1998, the first
year the Rehabilitation Code was in effect, rehabilitation work increased 40% in thel6
citics. In certain cities, the increase was even more dramatic. Between 1997 and 1998,
rehabilitation work in Newark grew by 59%. It grew by 83% in Jersey City and by 40%
in Trenton. Preliminary figures for 1999 show that the rehabilitation work in the 16 cities
has increased over 60% since 1997. In addition, applications for historic prescrvation
listing have increased five-fold.
Representation in the Development of the Rehabilitation Code

A broad-based, balanced 30-member advisory committee was established in 1995
to develop the Rehabilitation Code. The members represented a cross-section of code
users, including design professionals; building, fire plumbing, and clectrical inspectors;
builders; nonprofit developers; historic preservationists; and advocates for people with
disabilitics. This Committee was given four fundamental principals on which to base
code review and recommendations. These four basic principles, which underlie the
Rehabilitation Code, are:
(1) The building should be as safe after the project has been completed as it was when the
project began,
(2) The level of code compliance should be based on the nature, not the cost, of the work;
(3) With the exception of a total buﬂéxng reconstruction, code requirements should
neithier extend nor increase the owncer’s scope of work; and
(4) Where the scope of work intended by the owner is extended by the Rehabilitation
Code, the additional requirements should be based on work necessary to achieve a sqfe
building, not on those required for a new building.

. The Conumttce met to review and discuss successive drafts of the code.

Suggestions made by this broad-based group were invaluable.
The Rehabilitation Code Is Replicable

New Jersey has a statewide Uniform Construction Code enforced by State-
licensed, municipally employed code officials. This system of code administration made
it straightforward in New Jersey to effect the enforcement of this major shift in code
requirements. However, any code enforcement jurisdiction can use the Rehabilitation
Code. Over the past year, the Department of Community Affairs has received requests

- for copies of the Rehabilitation Code from nearly 300 code enforcement jurisdictions
~ across the United Statesand in Canpada. The City of Wilmington, Delaware adopted the

‘Rehabititation Code in 1999. The State of Maryland has passed legislation, and the states

of Massachusetts and Rhode Island have legislation pending, to adopt the Rehabilitation
Code. The United States Department of Housing and Urban Development used an early
draft of the Rehabilitation Code as the body of its 1997 Nationally Applicable
Recommended Rehabilitation Provisions. The Rehabilitation Code is a technical -
document, with common sense requirements in an easy-to-understand, “cookbook”
format. Because it does not itself contain administrative provisions, the Rehabilitation

~ Code is eminently replicable.
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“ew Jersey Revs Up Its Rehabs

A new housing code is saving renovation costs—and buildings.

"ew Jersey’s new rehabilita-
tion building code is a break-
‘through. In less than a year,
yehabilitation ol old struciures
jumped 60 percent, and the
code's success has drawn national atten-
tion. *There is no doubt, our expectations
have been surpassed,” says Jane Kenny,
commissioner of the Department of Com-
munity Affairs and author of the new
regulations. =

The code ‘is one of the keys to Gov‘
Christine Todd Whitman's effort to revi-
talize cities, says Kenny. “We have been
working on this since I first came to the
department in 1996, because this meshed
with some of the governor's top priori-i

_tes: economic development, alfordable |
housing, creating more jobs, urban revi-/

i

talization, and regulatory reform.”
Until the new miles went into effect,
1e costs, construction constraints, and
unpredictable applicatior of building stan-
dards were huge obstacles to upgrading
old buildings. Soie properly owners man-
- ‘agedto stmggle through the process, but

nearly everyone agreed there shouldbea

better way. In 1996 the state set out to
create a new rehabilitation subcode to
the state's Uniform Construction Code.
The new regulations went into effect in
January 1998.

For builders and land owners, itwasa

given that building rehabilitation was
fraught with delays and financial risk.
Local communities often had their own
interpretation of how to enforce building

codes, but one thing was certain: By state
law, if the cost of the work exceeded 50 .

percent of the structure’s value, the en-
tire building had to be brought up to new
building standards.

Planning and building officials argued
that this was not only costly, but rarely

By Ben Forest

resitlted in the best use of the structure.
Even at levels below 50 percent, builders
and construction officials haggled over
what was reguired and made sense.

The old system also-contributed to the
state's chronic shortage of affordable hous-
ing, whereas the new subcode has reduced
rehabilitation costs by as much as 50 per-
cent, with the average around 10 percent,
the community affairs department says.

“That's an important: factor in a statc
whete half of its 3.1 million homes were
built before 1959 and where most of the
housing in its two largest cities, Newark
and Jersey City, was built before 1949, The

Affordable Housing Network, a statewide

Mitch Matic

Geovee Miled
JomoTerty

Mive Baica

nonprofit advocacy coalition, describes the
new code asa "model” and “critical step” in
helping build better neighborhoods.

"This is an excellent new standard,”
says Jersey City construction official Michael
Reegan. “The old system penalized people
for doing rehabilitation—made it cost-pro-
hibitive. It's extremely important in Jer-
sey City. We have a lot of old buildings in
need of work.” Jersey City {pop. 232,000}
is the state's largest urban area.

The changes have received attention
outside the state. In 1997, the U.S. Depart-
ment of Housing and Urban Develop-

Far left: Formerly used
for siate offices, this
53,000-square-foot
building in Trentow
was renovated into o
charter school in 1998,
Left: fane Kenny,
cqmmfssl‘nner of the
New Jersey
Department of ~

" Community Affairs. -
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i+ -sing can be reused. The old cade really

lbeen a barrier to good neighborhood
planning. . .. Now it is more likely that an
unused structure witl turn into an asset,
not remain vacant or be demolished.”

One standard, better safety

Experts say one of the major benefits of
the new subcode is that it is applied
uniformly. Local construction officials
had too much discretion under the old
code, they say, whereas the new rules
bring long overdue standardization, sim-
plification, and more reliable safety en-
hancements to the job of rehab.

For example, the new code requires the
instailation of a fire suppression system
and advanced fire alarms, says William A.
Connolly, director ¢f the division of codes
and standards for the state. Sometimes the
massive structural chapges required un-
der the old rules did nothing to increase
safety, Connolly says. “Each inspector would
have to make his own decisions. Some
would not do enough, some would do toe
much.” Connolly adds that older build-
ings are often still “safe and sound.”

Connolly, whose division drafted the

« subcode, hag been with the Depart-
oot of Community Affairs for 26 years.

*We've known there was a problem with

our construction code for use in rehabili-

tation for somi time,” he says, “Irbecame |

increasingly obvious that we needed to
undertake this. ~

“It has warked amazingly well.”

Connolly adds. “A lot of effort went into

NEW JIERSEY REHAR LNSY SAVINGS

The Stone Lodée in Chester,
New Jersey (below], was
renovated as a demon-
stration profect under the
state’s new rehab code, Tts
cosponsors are the state of
New Jersey, HUD, the
National Association of

drafting it. The 170 pages are organized
like a cookbook. Much of the informa-
tion is repeated so readers do not have to
constantly switch between sections, One
of the committee’s goals, as well as ours,
was fo make this new code as user friendly
as possible.”

Architect Ann Weber, of the Princeton
firm of Ford, Farewell, Millsand and Gastch,
says about half her firm's work is in his-
toric restoration and preservation. The
new subcode, she says, “has been a great
boon for restoration.” First, she says, "own-
ers are being saved money,” none of the
changes in the code compromises safety,
and “we are able to save much more
historicmaterial. It allows ustadoamuch
bet’tei’ job. 1t is much more realistic.”

ﬁdeimg up the results
The Department of ‘Community Affairs
put together same preliminary 1998 fig-
ures for Planning based on reports from
local building departments throughout the
state. They show that estimated costs of
rehabilitation construction jumped to 3287
million from $179 million in 1997 and
$176 million the year before. *The only
explanation we can give for that is the
new subcode,” says Commissioner Kenny.
One example: A four-story senior citi-
zen complex and day care center at 203

_ Acadeniy ‘Street. in Jersey City saved
'$391,000 in building costs thanks to the
the rehab *

new code. Under the-old code:
would have cost $1,536,000; under the
new code, it cost $1,145,000. Before the

Costwilh -
boade

Cost without
Aehab Subieode He

rehab, the building—formerly an apart-
ment and retail complex—~had been va-
cant for eight years.

*“The c¢ode has been well accepted,”
Connolly says. "It is being put to use and
has had animpact on rehabilitation through-
out the state. It has immensely shortened
and simplified the plan review time. We
knew that people who owned older build-
ings and were doing rehabilitation would
like it; but somewhat te our surprise pub-
lic safety officials have liked it, too. Fire
officials and inspectors—now they know
exactly what is required for safety.”

One reason for the success of the new
standards was the effort put into their
development. A 30-member committee
under the coordination of the Center for
Urban Policy Research at RButgers Uni-
versity helped draft them. Made up of
fire and code officials, architects, historic
preservationists, advocates for people with
disabilities, and government representa-
tives, the committee met every three
months between late 1995 and 1997, The
department also created & special work-
ing group to oversee the writing and

. coordinate the effort.

*One of the reasons it took so long to
write this new code,” Connolly says, "is
that we really had to rethink 100 years
worth of building codes, all of which had

~ been written with new buildings in mind.”

' BenForeshsthgmﬂnagmgedxtor of Atlanticville,

a weeldy newspaper in Long Branch, New
Jersey. )

Savigﬂmihutahe
to Riehab Subcode

Home Builders Research

Centerand fts Remodelars
Council, and Professional
Remodeler magazine. See
www. remodelingresource.con.
As the chart shows, average
rehal costs are riow fower
statewide,




Reuse It or Lose It

Revised Building Codes Ease Renovations

: - W hy all the interest in re-
using bmldmgs lately? All over this
cmmtry, you can find businesses mov-

ing into warehouses and factories ren-

- ovated into ‘trendy offices, small
business incubators or software devel-
opment farms, and the like.

Maybe it's Millennium Fever and

people just want to save old buildings

from the wrecking ball. It might be
the charm, the ambiance, or maybe
the image that draws companies to
these renovatéd buildings or biild-
ings that can be renovated: exposed
red brick, sandblasted clean and
smooth; bright new heating.and air
conditioning ducts running along the
ceiling: and huge old wood beams.

Or ‘maybe because it's quicker and
cheaper to change the purpose of an
existing building like, say, an aban-
dohed discount department store, into
a call center providing steady jobs and
a tax base instead of leiting it remain

-the site of a once-a-month flea market
for local pamt»by«number artisans.

- Ceftainly, there are ilterally acres -

upon acres of industrial-strength

- buildings on former military bases
that are going for dirt-cheap prices or
easy leasxng terms that may be too
good to ignore,

Moreover, new matenais and
revised building codes are making it
easier to renovate some older struc-
tures, structures once subjected to
newer codes impossible—or, at least,
gconomically unfeasible—for the
buildings to meet. And sometimes,
renovations or rehabilitation of his-.

* torical buildings will qualify for gov-
ernment grants.
. ”Thereailty:sourmtmu'yhasan
. abundance of existing bmkimgs that
can be adapted to new uses,” says Steve
Schoch, a principal with Kitchen and

Assodiates, a Collingswood, N.J;, archi- -

By Don Moopadian

R
Ty

x

2
i
a

ooy

DLl el

R Nk

tectural firm with expenem\e in renovat-
ing older structures for new purposes.

. The economics of reuse projects.

depend on-a lot of factors. One of the
key considerations, especiaily in an
older building, is to determine if it is
still in usable condition, Schoch says.
“As far as economic viability goes, if
the structure is sound and the infras-
tructure is there, those are sofne of the
fundamental factors that might make
reuse not nearly as hard as buying the
corner of a farm to build something
new and where utiiities have to be
brought out to you.”

Seattle-based Amazon.com, the
giant book retailer on the Internet,

has moved into a former U.S. Marine -

hospital built.in 1932. Located on the

A fnrmer veterans' ?msp!tal in downmwa Seattle had been 70 percent vacant. After -
renavation; the arn deca i)ulimng senr&s a5 the headquarters for AMaoon.com.

-edge of Seattle’s Beacon Hill, the 16-

story building is one of the city’s
most- prominent landmarks, with a
distinctive art deco design. But about
70 percent of the building had beer
vacant for 10 years.

“We considered many options and
ultimately selected the building because
it has an urban feel that is appropriate
for our company headquarters and we
wanted to remain in downtown Seat

tle,” says Emily Glassman, a spokes.

woman for Amazon.com. “Alec, the

building is a historical landmark and

" _presented a fantastic opportunity ¥
refurbish the veterans’ hospital,” Th

was especially true onthe first Hoo!
where the lobby was restared to refied

its griginal art deco style,

T
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N e{v Codes for Old Buildings

' By Miriam Axel-Lute

-~ Since:1986, the Innovations in American Government awards, co-sponsored
by Harvard University and. the.Ford Foundation, have recognized 230 pro-

mgramsthat.are emmpie.s*{)faerea&ve-problem saivmg in the publfc sector. In
J999_;thr ' 3

.-,eiiabditaung old. bux!c!mgs in .N afaa:ly, says Cﬁnﬂoﬂy, Forcxample*f
5 gscd to be un@ém busm - i

reha subcode sels 2 safety mmbétween
gagwidth and occupancy, Mostextsﬂng{é%usa,ge
:“:%zubuﬂdmgs sachashousmg,airwiy -‘“ these

. If a rchab project, sa
W:umﬂmm&ymﬁo me

bf saf ety gulaucm, sa‘S*s Gonnq n fatt,
ch 3 &1& says, to the extent that ittaflow! a,,.
onthe typegfm needod, rathérthan thcnp«zﬂfmove forward c upsafe buildingStHaBofhe:
praisal, the code gives consistent guidelines #gwise would be left as is, it mpmscmﬁ great
for every aspect of rehab workG::It fook two Hsistep forward in safety. B
yearsand a %mmbcrcommmeeio create.! - Dozens of cities and states have cmmr:tud ‘
Fundamentally a safety codepits methods N to find out how: they can replicaté,
are distinct from new building ¢odes. “An ex- =-code. - W”slmmg{on Delsware st
isting building s very differentsfiom a new- : putting its version into: practice?

Bil{  Connolly, dzmczor, Division af Codes ami&'m— fms

bmidmg So we!hmk about it mmiiy different: = won 2 1999 Innovations inAmerican Govem- dards;New fersey Department of Communizy Affairs, -

101 5. Broad §1., P-O. Box 802 Trenton, NI 08625
Phone: (609) 292-7899; Fax: (609} 633-6729

rehabbed in to the offices of Kitchen & Associates Architectural Services, PA under the New . -
Jersex rclrab subcode. Photo by Noel Coldiron.

“.

Background: Photograph of the afd Zanc Schoof in Collingswood, NS which has been s

www.nhi.org SHELTERFORCE {1 19
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Luxury apartments planned
for Camden’s Nipper Building

—

. NIPPFER from Bl
gramophone.

"The vacant building is one of the

last of about 20 RCA buildings. Itis
owned by the Camden Redevelop-
ment Agency, which asked  Coo-
per's Ferry to find a deveioper for
it. -
Dranoff estimated that it wﬂl
takeupte $50 million to convert the
. building into luxury apartments,
and the sale agreement is contin-
gent on'-his ‘arranging private fi-
nancing. The sale price has yet'to
be negotiated. -

“It probably will take 18 months
of predevelopment ‘work — ail the
design, engineering and architectur-
al work — and fo arrange finane-
ing,” Dranoff said. .

Bridge, a ttami linking -
the Camden and Phila-

! delphia waterfronts, and the refur
bishing of the battleship New Jer-
sey - are coming on line,

The timing, Dranoff said, could
not have been better,

“There is no place in America
where you have 20 or 30 acres of
undeveloped waterfront property
across from a major city on a major
waterway that is enjoying as tre-
mendous an amount of public and
private development,” he said.

‘The apartments would be in two
buildings — the six-story structure
with the tower and a 10-story build-
ing -~ that are separated by a court-
yard. The two have a combined

except the ground floors would be
converted into residences. The
ground floors would have offices
and some :*ezaxlmg R

The project is significant in thaz
it would be privately funded, uniike
many of the waterfront prnjects,
and thus would add to the city's
crumbling tax base.

Corcoran previously announced
that the Nutraceutical Institute, 2
research venture of Rutgers and St,
Joseph Universities, planned to

et LMLt The developer, oA o e poposd
lx;zng;’d bproject that who is seeking H%«rail stop were vir-
chold e S0 (55 financing, sald Sl 1 Nispers ron
?ariy 26;)2 as other wa- the units could ihe Phéladel;;hga skyline
iterfront - projects — . s unohsiructed.

such as a minor-league he ready in late “Our’ grincipal mar-
baseball stadium near 2001 orearly ket will be 22- to
the Benjamin Franklin 2002, . 33-year-old profession-

650,000 square feet of space, and all -

least some space. But financing for
that deal hag not been completed,
Dranoff sald he was willing to
ledse space to the institute if it
arranged financing, after he
signed. a definitive sale agree-

" ment. He saild he was confident

that he could raise his fmancizzg
from private sources.

His plans ¢all for one- and two-
bedroom, loft-type units with
12-foot-high ceilings, big windows,
“Euro-style” Kitchens, a landscaped
courtyard, a fitness center, a li-
brary, a conference room, & 24-hour
lobby desk ‘attendant, and private
parking.

He was drawn to the site because
of its “strategic location,” Dranoff

said, noting that the ter-

- als; and entrepreneurs”
-in-South - Jersey and
Phiiadei;ahia he said, and the rents
would be at “market rates.”
Tenants using the tram could be
on Penn's Landing, in Oid City or in
Center City within minutes, he said.

His goal, Draneff sald, is to make _

it the “hip place to be”

A luxury apartment in Camden,
the poorest city in New Jersey,
“sounds like an oxymoron, but you
have to think outside the box, as in
0ld City rebirth, riverfront re-
birth,” Dranoff 5aid, referring. fo
Philadelphia  revitalization
projects, .

-Corcoran said quury‘apaﬂments
were the missing link in the devel-
opment of the waterfront.

“We have known for a long nme
that the waterfront can be market

ed” for entertainment and recre-
ation, he said. “The big guestion
mark was whether it could be mar-
keted for residential development.

“Having a developer of Mr. Dra-
noff’s reputation and his ability to !
come over here and jump into this |
project is a sign to us, indeed, that

there is a market here for residenc-
ag : :

Dranoff is a former president

and chief éexecutive of Historie
Landmarks for Living; a Philadel-
phia real estate development firm
that specialized in the conversion
of large-scale historic buildings
into upscate apartments and conde-
miniums in Philadelphia and other
major cities in the Northeast and
Midwest,

Ewart Rouse's e-mail address is
erouse@phillynews.com
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New Jersey state subcode conld become
natlonal model for bulldmg rehab:htat:on

~ As in many statcsg communme:s
tbwughout New Jersey have been
: undergomg extenswe ameunts ef
“constructionin recent years Buta

o large pcrcentage of this work

involves. additions and alterations,
and the existing rcguiat;ons govern-
ing modificatiors to fmmng build-
ings had become obsoiete

That promptcd state officials
to come up with their own solu-
tion to the problem by developing
the nation’s first comprehensive

setof code requiremems designed -

spec1ﬁcaily for ex;stmg buzldmgs

N¥'s exzstmg hmldmg code
was not suited to rehab

Prior to the 1998 adoption of
New Jersey’s Rehabilitation Sub-
code, the state was requiring com-
plianée with the New Jersey Uni-
form Construction Code (UCC),
which followed the national
Building Officials and Code
Administrators (BOCA) approach.
However, instead of serving as a
helpful guide for building rehabili-
tation, adherence to that code ——
which principally governed new
construction — added unnecessary
time and expense for developers
of existing buildings.

The problem was that the UCC
was not written with existing build-
ings in mind, says William Connol-

ly, élrectar of the vaxsxon of
Codes and Standa:ds for the State

©of New 1 ersey Depart:nent of Com-
* munity Affairs. According to Con-
: nolly, who spoke at a recent Inter-

national Downtcwn Association
conference session called “Leveling
the Playing Field: Creating Reha-
bilitation Building Codes,” “It was
difficult to apply the code rationally
and predictably to these types of
buﬁdmgs since neither developers
nor building owners could predict
with certmnty what would be
required 1o bring a detenoratﬁ:d

" building back into use.”

The code discouraged devel-
opers from rehabilitating build-
ings, and many of those in need of
work simply sat vacant. In fact,
the only part of the UCC code that
applied specifically to rehab work
was the “25%/50%” rule.

Deficiencies in the
25%/50% rule
As Connolly explains, the
25%/50% rule referred to costs,
namely the cost of the alterations
in relation to the value of the
building. For instance, where the
cost of the work was under 25 per-
cent of the value of the structure,
the code provided that the subcode
official determine the degree to

{Continued on page 2)
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Case Study -
Downtown works to convince.

City Council to construct a
new government bui!di_n_g

~ With, a revamped report 1o -

substantiate their position, down-

towners in San Diego, CA (pop.”
1,110,623), are eager to get the -
ball rolling on construction of a
new City Administration Building.
The present 12-story Administra- -
tion Building, which was built 30
years ago, houses dozens of local
government offices. “It used to
house even more of these types of
offices,” adds Justin Paulhamus, -
public ‘affairs manager for'the =~
Downtown San Diego Partner-
ship. “Many of these agencies
have left downtown in search of
more space.”

{Continued on page 6)
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State b“ildiﬂgf)ﬁde -~ continued from page 1

which the alteration work should
meet the code requirements for
new construction. “This gave the
subcode official a great deal of
discretion and the building owner
very Hitle predictability,” says
Connolly.

Where the cost of the work
was between 25 and 50 percent of
the structure’s value, the code
required that the altered or
repaired portions meet the
requirements for new structures.
However, the configuration of
existing buildings generally made

frame construction which were
susceptible to fires],” he says.
“Although the rule made some
sense 75 years ago when large
numbers of existing buildings
met no building code standards
at all, t:hese buildings are long
gone,” he adds.

Rehabilitation code vs.
new huilding codes
As Connolly explains, the
Rehabilitation Subcode has an
entirely different structure from a
new building code. For instance,
while new build-

this kiifﬁ_-:iuit to
achieve, so pro-
jects often
involved one or
more variation
requésts and,
again, very little

New Jersey’s old code'
“had been intended to pre-
vent rather than promote
the rehabilitation of cer-
tain classes of buildings.”

ing codes estab- .

for the size of a
building, its
height, safety
systems, etc., the
Rehabilitation

predictability.
And when

the cost of the work exceeded 50

percent of the structure’s value, the

© code mandated that the require-

ments for new structures be
applied to the entire building,
including portions not planned for
alteration or repair. This meant
that not only the rehabilitated area,
but the entire building, would have
to be upgraded to the standards for
new construction. Again, variation
requests were common in this kind
of project because of the limita-
tions of the existing buildings.
Recalling its histery, Connol-
ty explains that the 25%/50%
rule first appeared in building
codes as a provision to address
nonconforming structures within
fire districts. “The rule had origi-
nally been intended to prevesnt
rather than promaote the rehabili-
tation of certain classes of build-
ings {such as buildings of woaod

2 - Downtown ldea Exchange - November 1, 2000

Subcode has no
height limits or
dimensional requirements; how-
ever, it does have requirements

for safety systems, as these can -

be readily installed in existing
buildings.

The requirements for existing
buildings under the Rehabilita-
tion Subcode are based on the
type of work being undertaken,
with sections covering such areas
as huiiding repair, renovation,
alteration, reconstruction and
change of use. _

According to Connolly, the .
subcode establishes a “common
sense” approach to overcoming
rehabilitation problems by adher-
ing to the principles of:

+ Maintaining building safety
— states that work performed
should leave the building no less
safe than it was when the work
began.

* Predictability — establishes

lish requ;rem_ents :

3
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 the set of code requirements in

a clear cookbook approach which
enables users 10 more ¢asily
follow it.

R Proportnonahty ~ Does not
impose reqmremenis that would
significantly extend the owner’s
scope of work. “The requirements
are in proport;on to the work
planned,” Connolly explains.

- “When someone comes in to fake

out a building permit to improve a
building, that is not the time to
ask him to upgrade the structure
further,” he adds.

New Jersey’s Rehabilitation
Subcode is suitable for use

'nanonmde Connoi!y poinis out
k that it “can be adopted v:rmalfy

anywhere”; the Rehabilitation
Subcode works very well with the
BOCA code and with other
national building codes.

Some facts about New Jersey’s

Rehabxhtatmn Subcode

'The Rehabiittatlon Subcode was developed by the New Jersey Depart—
ment of Ccmmumty Affasrs thh guidance from a 3C-member commzttee
undef the ‘coordination of the Center for Urban Policy Research at Rut- _
gers Unwerssty The committee met over two years and approved the .
draft document at its final meetang held in early 1997. Following two
pubi;c hearmgs the Subcede was officially adopted- one year fater. |

A stand»aione Subchaptef of the state’s Uniform Construction Code, the g
Rehabtint&tmn Subcode: cantams all the technical requnrements that
applyto a rehab;l;tatwn pro;ect Fufthermore because it is a new
approach 1o establishing requirements for work in existing buildings, the’
first section includes a userfriendly introduction that summarizes the
code and sets the stage for the requirements that follow.

whether any adaptatzons of the . "~
code are needed to tie it in thh the
needs of the community.

Connolly advises communities
in.other states that want 10, adopt
the Rehabilitation Subcode to cre-
ate a coalition that is-both capabie
of mobilizing the necessary politi-
cal support, and of determining

Contact: William Connolly, State of
New Jersey Department of Community
Affairs, (609) 292-7899. #

How to make “CityBranding” work for your community

dn the last issue of Downtown:
Idf:a Exchangv, we covered the -
furidamentals of “Cz:yBrandmg,
a process designed to help com-
munities develop an identity that
will keep them ahead of their com-
petition. Below, we feature the
next phase of the branding
process, a three-siep approach
that communilies can use lo help
them put this concept o work,

“Once a community has
developed its brand, the next step
is to work hard at making that
brand a reality.” explains Maureen
Atkinson, & senjor pariner of the
Toronto, Ont.-based consuiting
firm Urban Marketing Collabora-
tive. Good communication is the
first step needed for putfing this
approach into action, she says.

-ownership of its brand in order

‘ing process may even have a neg-

Step-1: communmatson wuth
stakehoiders is essentzai to -
CltyBrandiag success

A cemmunzty must have

process of creating a brandis -
_ beino undertai\f:n H(}wever they -
may not know what brandmg is or’
why it bas been proposed,” she
explains. ;
“Let them know that Cit}fw _
Branding is designed to accomplish
certain goals and that your organi
zation is initiating and managing
the process. Once they can define
the process and {ind it credible,
they will be willing to undertake
some action or behavior to con-
vince others of its effectiveness,”
- she says.

for thé__CityB_randing process to
be suéCesSful,“Atkinson explains:
“If the commiunity doesn’t own
the brand, it 'will have almost no
positive value, and the CityBrand-

ative impact.”

Ownership is best attained
through good communication.
Atkinson advises communities
looking to gain support for the
CityBranding process to let com-
munity members know about the
wark being done. “At this point
in the CityBranding process, con-
stituents are probably aware that a

She also suggests that the
leaders of each group of con-
stituents tnvolved in the City-
Branding process be kept equally
informed and involved: “If the
brand becomes ‘owned’ by one
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To: Scoit Bacher From: Jo Egethoff

Fax:  606-2643360. 98> -3 (S 77 Fax:  920.739-7785

Pages: £ ( Date:  2/M18/2008

Ry Rehab Code

Hi Seott:

i think this uswwhaaé‘;’eaw is referring. This is tax season, 50 U's easier to ream me at Schenck during
the day My dl:ecthnﬁ (:hrc;ugh Apni 15) is 920-997-5335.

: Pieasecaﬂxfmneeaanyﬂmgfummr !!wouid beheipfuiiohearﬂ'om Stevetodaysomeﬁmathehas
any comments o1y the resolution [ e-mailed, as 'm planning on submitting it tomorrow night at Council,
farcenmdemne)ﬂweek. Jus%aqumke—maﬂwouidbegreat
' Thenks Soott

“do
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City of Appleton—Departrment of Public Works

inspection Division

Memo

Tor Ald. Jo Egelnoff . -

Frome  Jim aaama@%‘"

Dato:  2/04/03

Ro: Rehab Codes

The comments in this memo are offered in response {0 your resolution regarding the feasibility of a
rehabilitation codde to address some of the disincentives to development of existing buildings. Your

 comments are greatly appreciated, "Note: this memo has been reviewed by Direcior Vandehey and Ghisf
Cameron and is sent to you &t their direction.

Swummary:
Is @ Rehabiitation Code a good jgea?

Yes—in concegt. The general criticism that rehabilitation is neglected area in established building
codes is a valid criticism.,

Wid the } glop it b oode?

No. That's not necessary or advisable. HUD has already developed 8 model rehab code
(NAPPR) and the intemational Code Committee (ICC) is working on a model of its own.

#® Page 1
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Should j en adopt one of the model codes?

No. The adoption of a rehab code only makes sense as a state-wide effort. 1n current statute,
Cities are not free to implement codes that are less restrictive than the state. Fusther, an isolated
implementation of a substantially different code could easify do more ham than gaond.

the Staie inte a rehab code?

There is no public effort In that direction at this time. The state is aware of the ICC effort to develop
a rehab cods, but has made no public comment on k. However, a recent conversation with S&B
Section Chief Tom Kasper suggests that the state is in the process of addressing rehabiltation
Issues within the context of the current code. He indicated there would be an increase in policy
output on this sublect in the next few months,

“YWhat woﬁ!d it _t_g' ke '143 mdve the state in that direction?

Poiitical lsadership. The state legislature would have 1o give direction to the Depantment of
Commerce to initiate a code development process.

is this a sure-fire sofution to evervthing that ails the current code?

Hardly, bat # could be a step in the right direction. A well done rehab code could have a positive
net effect on development and building safety, Poorly done, it could sasily have a negative effect.

The known rehab codes, such as NARRP, the New Jersey Rehab Subcode, etc., are not new
oodes, They are overfay codes; i.e,, they are another layer on top of the existing code structure.
Overays tend to complicate, not simplify. A critical design issue for any overay is the way it docks
with the underlying code. For that reason, and all other things being equal, an ICC model is
somewhat more attractive than & HUD model,

Observations & Comments:

1. Statewide rehabilitation (rehab) codes have recently become fashionable in some parts of the
oounfry—rnostly east of the Mississippl. States recently adopting such codes are New Jersey,

Maryland, Michigan, Florida, Delaware and North Carglina. New York and others have formed
Rehab Councils to study the possible adoption of such codes

® Page?2
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2. Attached to this memo Is an informative brochure, Smart Codes in Your G fty—A Guide to
Building Rehabiiitation Codes (referred to in the remainder of this memo as the guide). The guide
is published by the U.S. Department of Mousing and Urhan Development and is an excellent brief
introduction to the subject. including it as an sttachment will provide interested parties with the best
possible Introduction, without turing this memo into a cut & paste project.

3. The New Jersey Rehabilitation Subcods s considered a milestone document by the rehab code
deveiament mmunﬁy It is the foundation concept for HUDY's ahonal!x Aggkcabt

emmended Ret}gb;lﬁaﬂnn Provisions (NARRP), which is currently being marketed as a
national model code on this subject,

4, HUD s deep%y invoived in the subject of building rehabilitation. One of the better detailed efforts is
the Nationaily Aggljcabla Recnmmengﬂ ﬂgﬂg@ﬂ_@@n vaus:on 3 (NARRF}, which is a national
model code for builcﬁng mhabu”intazron For study pumposes, s superiorio #hy of the individual state
code :mplamentatmﬁs HARRP is avagiaﬁe atthe Hud User wehsate
hitp; Jhuduser,org/ ons/d ' il

5. HUD promotes the marketing of rehab codes under the name “8mart Codes," and ties them to
“Brmart Growth” planning policies. The “Smart Yoox” toncept refers better use of existing
Tesourcas,

8 The principal justification and motivation for rehab codes is (1) undesirable utban sprawl, especially
in the east; (2) lack of affordable (low income) nr.susmg, and (3) the large szzppiy—-aspecla ly in the
east——of dilapidatad bullcﬁﬂgs and detenoratmg central cities, which might be fehabm accorﬁmg '
to reduced standards, thus killing several birds with one stone. At the moment rehab codes woulkd
seem most attractive 10 larger metro areas and densely pupulated states, especially in areas of the
country with longer settlament histories.

7. Nationwide, there is a wide variety of strategies for code devempmem and enforcement. Not all
states adoprt statewide buliding codes. Some leave buiiding code and code enforcement totally up
to jocal government. Others offer a State Code as an option, but allow locat govemments to adopt
other codes. In few states does state government play as active a role in building codes as does
Wisconsin, This state develops statewide mandated building codes and s very active in all
aspects of implementation. The State trains Iocal bullding inspectors, reviews plans in a wide
range of trades, and makes inspections where local inspection Is not available. Wisconsin State
Building Codes are mandated to all areas of the state as either minimum requirements or uniform
requirements, State codes presmpt local codes in Wisconsin.

® Page 3
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10,

11

12,

Regently, the state adopled the Intemational Building Code, a widely used model code that
consolidates the code effarts of several previously separate modei code developers. The adoption
of the IBC piaces Wisconsin Inthe mainstream of code development trends. At the moment,
Wisconsin is notin process of developing a rehab code (Tom Kasper). But again, the ICC
(Internstional Code Councl) is a progressive code developser and will no doubt try to fill market
demand-for a rehab code,

The inferational Code Council ICC) is a quasi-public organization whose product is model codes
on a varety of subjects. 1ICC is a recently formed umbrelia organization that wants to consolidate
the code dwélopment efforts of several organizations previously preducing competing codes. The
member organizations of ICC are the Building and Code Offfcialy Organization (BOCA), the
lmematronal Council of &widmg Officials (ICBO) and the Southem Buliding Code Conference

'(SBCC) The Natronai Fm- Frotection Association (NFPA) was an origiral member of ICC, but

subsequemiy wxmdrew zo rasume s role asa competitor.

‘me'best kncmn product of the' ICC is the International ﬁgitdiﬂg'cm (IBC). However, ICC's
product is a suite of codes, including the International Buiiding Code, the Intemational Fire
Prevention Code, the Inlernational Meating and Ventilating Code. the Intemational Gas Code, the
intemational Plumblng Cods, and others. The advantage adopting sutes of codes is that,
presumably, they are conceptually and mechanically compatible.

At this time, ICC is developing 2 rehab code—ihe intemational Existing Building Code. Thisisa
work in progress, but is axpectecf m ta:get the same matkfzt as HUD’S NARRF The Gu;de
pmwdes the feilwing f:-ommerﬁ

In late 1999, the Intemational Codes Council (CC) created a drafting committee for a new
code to be called the Inferational Existing Building Code (JEBC). Among other resource
documents, the drafting committee is considering both the New Jersey Rehabilitafion
Subcode and the NARRP. For this purpose, the NARRP was revised to be compatible
with terrminology and requirernents of the IBC. HUD has supported this effort,

Rehab codes are not “new” codes. The are “overtay codes;” ie, they are layered by reference over
the existing code. Layering of codes and standards is a common feature of all codes and a source

of frustration to inexperienced users. Consider the following examples from the “Maryland Building
Rehabilitation Code.”

Example 1: Means of Egress Requirements,

Except when the rehabiitation work area and the means of egress serving the
rehabilitation work area comply with NFPA 101 as incorporated and amended in the Fire
Prevention Code, the means of egress shall comply with the requirements of Regulations
02 — 10 of this chapter.

® Page 4
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Example 2: Plumbing Fixture Requirements.

When the rehabilitation work area is more than 50 percert of the gross floor area of the
story on which the work areg exists as defined in §1002 of the Buikiing Code, and the
occupant load will be increased by at least 20 percent as a result of the modification,
plumbing fixtures shali be provided on the basis of the increased ocoupant load in the
rehabilitation work area in quantities and locations specified in §7.21 of the Plumbing
Code on the basis of the increased cocupant load.

13, Itis cormmon idiom in the development and regulatory industries 1o refer to “the code” in such a
manner that an inexperienced listener might picture “the code” as a single enfity. In fact, “the code”
is a collective term for & number of individual documents. *The code” consists of zoning
ordinances, building codes, accessibilty codes, the fair housing code, energy codes, life-safety
codes. -ﬁ;g_.pmﬁﬂon' codes; heaith codes, piumbing, electrical and HVAC cades, boller codes,
clevator codes, eto. Rehab codes, to be successful, nead 1o address a number of these codes.

Conclusion and Recommendation

The movement toward rehab codes started in the rid ~to-late $0's. It seems to be gaining momentum in
some areas of the country. Two model code agendies (H UD & JCC) have produced or are inthe

process of producing a modei rehaby code. The State of Wisconsin is not yet publicly involved in this
movement.

A rehab code is potentially a good idea—if it s developed right. Any effort at & rehab code nieeds to be 2
statewide effor. Anyone interested in advocating for such a code would best start by finding an Interest at
the state legislative level and try to encourage i.

Sources:

New Jersey Rehabilitation Subcode, New jersey Depariment of Community Affairs

| il ehabilitation Code. Maryland Depatment of Housing And Commurtiy Developrment
Smart Codes in

gur G ilfation Codes. UG, Departrrient of housing
and Urban Development.
Nationatly Avplicable Recommended Rehabifitation Provisions. U.8. Department of housing and Urban
Development,

dition. . intemational Code Committee
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FW: Rehab Code Resolution Page 1 of 1

Becher, Scott

From: Jo Egelhoff [joegelhoff@new.rr.com]

Sent: \Wednesday, February 19, 2003 4:39 AM

To: Steve Wieckert (rep. wieckert@legis.state. wi.us)
Subject: FW. Rehab Code Resolution

Hi Scott,

I'm forwarding this only to be sure you have it, as | referred to it in the fax I'm sending this morning.
Thanks very much for any thoughts you or Steve may have.

Jo

~~~~~ Original Message-----

From: Jo Egelhoff {mailto:joegelhoff@new.rr.com]

Sent: Saturday, February 15, 2003 12:57 PM
To: Steve Wieckert (rep. wieckert@legis.state.wi.us)

Hi Steve,

Thanks very much for reviewing the Rehab Code information. Here’s the resolution I'd propose submitting
Wednesday at Council, for consideration the following week. | imagine Tim will refer it to the Finance Committee,
which has jurisdiction over legislation, but he may have it go also to Municipal Services, which has jurisdiction
over the Division of Inspections. I'll doublecheck with him. Please let me know your further thoughts.

Thanks very much!
Joo i

“Whereas a Rehabilitation Building Code can be very valuable to address the lack of affordable housing,
undesirable urban sprawi, and the presence of dilapidated buildings and deterioriating central cities, and

Whereas any effort at a special building code to apply to Rehabilitation of buildings must be a statewide effort,

Be it resolved that the Wisconsin State Legislature be asked to make it a priority in the current legisiative session,
to research the establishment of Rehabilitation Codes for the state of Wisconsin.

Be it further resolved that this request be forwarded to all Fox Valley representatives, namely Senators Eilis and
Lasee, as well as Representatives Kaufert, McCormick, Ott, and Weber, and Senator Roessler, a member of the
Senate Committee on Economic Development, Job Creation, and Housing, and

Be it finally resoived that this request be forwarded most specifically to Representative Steve Wieckert, the
chairman of the Assembly Housing Committee.”

02/19/2003
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' Becher, Ssott

E me erry Deschane [;deschane@msbmtd org}
- Sent: - Thursday, February 20, 2003 2: 00 PM
CTer _dane Witt
CCer '.‘_'_Becher Scott
: Sub;ect Remodellng changes
':}Jane j-.;

S -_Couid you please pose this quest;on to your code commattee and members of the Remodelors Council:

6 What can 2he state do to make zt easier to remodel exxstmg homes?

A :_Background | have been apprcached by the Chair of the Assembly Housing Committee, Steve Wieckert, S
- regarding remodeling. ‘Steve has a constituent, a’ remodeling-contractor, who's: having difficulty bringing a 1940s -
. -home up to code." Initially, Rep. Wieckert wondered if we should apply the HUD code to older housing. HUD has .

~a.minimal "safety & heaith" code that it: ases as a standard fcr determmmg whether emstmg homes are suttabfe
:- __for habztataon i S T

'_.Rep Weckert isa passxeﬂate advocate for reuse of ex;st;ng or underutul:zed properttas Thisis a good
: O}aportumty 10 give hlm some ideas that WIII help the remocie!mg industry, and help older cities.

Please res_pon_d o Jane & Jerry_w:ih your ;dea_s_

02/20/2003
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Becher, Scott

From: Jim Boullion [imbn@agewi.org]
Sent:  Tuesday, February 18, 2003 10:32 AM

To: scott.becher@legis.state wi.us; Steve Wieckert
Ce: Bob Barker

Subject: Building Code Problems

Scott,

Thanks for the call today. I am sorry to hear about the problem that your constituent is having.
Remodeling old buildings can be a problem, especially when the remodeling kicks in the current
building code requirements rather than having to restore it to the code that was in existence when the
building was originaily constructed.

One of the problems but certamly not the anly one, is the fact that Wisconsin’s Commercial Building
‘Code is'a minimum code.  Our residential and muit1~famﬁy building codes are uniform. This means that-
a local community has the option of creating a more restrictive building code than the State code for
commercial buildings. - However, they can not make a more restrictive building code for multi-family or
residential homes. AGC of Wisconsin is interested in changing the law to make our commercial code
uniform across the state just like the other two codes. This would simplify and reduce the cost of
construction for your constituents.

The problem with making this change is that the Wisconsin Fire Chiefs Association opposes it. They
like having the option of making the local codes more restrictive, especially regarding things like fire
sprinklers, fire walls and exits. Please let me know if you are interested in pursuing this issue.

Because I don’t know the details of your problem I can only give you some generic advice on how to

handle the situation. If the problem is with the local building code or local fire department you will have © =~

“to work with them to see if they will give you a variance from the local code requirement. You will
have to show that you are still meeting the life/safety intent of the code. Whether you can get a variance
from the local requirements is up to those local officials.

If the problem is with the State Building Code your constituent can contact the Safety and Buildings
Division and seek a variance from the code requirements. They would again have to show that they are
still meeting the life/safety intent of the code. To do this I would recommend that you or your
constituent contact Jim Smith at the Safety and Buildings Division. His phone number is 608-266-0251,
and fax is 608-264-8795, or you could email him at jsmith@commerce.state.wi.us. He can advise you

on what the real problems are and what your options are.

If they can’t get a code variance, they could bring the problem up to the Commercial Code Council.
This advisory group is made up of code experts, contractors, architects, building inspectors and fire
departments regularly reviews the code and recommends changes.

As you know, this group just finished changing Wisconsin over to the new International Code Council
(1CC) building code, which became effective on July 1, 2002. They are holding their first meeting to
review the new code changes and see what problems it may have created or what fine tuning the code
may need. Here is the meeting notice for their next meeting:

Commercial Building Code Council Meeting Date:
March 12, 2003 - Wednesday - 9:30 a.m. to 3 p.m. - L.H. Findorff & Son, Inc., Headquarters, Main

Gpr.

02/18/2003
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Coﬁference Room, 30(5 South Bedford St, Madison - Sam Rockweiler, 608-266-0797,
srockweiler@commerce,.state.wi.us

I hope this information is helpful. Feel free to contact me if you would like to discuss it further.
Sincerely,

Jim Boullion

AGC of Wisconsin
jimbn@agewi.org
(608) 221-3821

02/18/2003



Page 1 of 1

Bécher, Scott

From:  Jerry Deschane [jdeschane@wisbuild.org]
Sent:  Tuesday, February 18, 2003 12:21 PM
To: Becher, Scott

Subject: Remodeiing relief

Scott,

The provision of the UDC package before you that deals with remodeling offers relief from the most "problematic”
provisions, the energy provisions. I states:

Comm. 22.02 (3) - allows mos{ additions to dweilings to meet less stringent energy requirements.

text:
(a) Additions to dwellings may follow the energy code that was in effect at the time the current dwelling was
originally constructed, provided ihe footprint of the addition has an area equal fo 50% or less of the area of the
~ footprint of the currant dwelling. -
" (b Portions of garages; porches and decks without twung space dlrectfy above them are exctuded from
O conssderatlon under sub (a) ' :

If you or your constltuent would like to expEore other avenues for providing refief to remodelors, | am sure that the
Wisconsin Builders Association would be supportive. Let's talk.

02/18/2003
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Becher, Scott

i‘-‘rbm: | Jim Boullion {jimbn@agcwi.org_}
Sent:  Friday, February 21, 2003 4:36 PM

Tor. - scott. becher@legls state wius
Subject Buﬂdmg Code issues
Scott, :

3 §m1mt fa;;commerce state.wi.us.

If you want 1o go to thé""fop” you could also try calling Ron Buchholz, Deputy Administrator of Safety
and Building (they have not appointed the new Administrator yet). His number is 608-266-1817,

rbuchhol@commerce state W1US.

. - T hese guys can’ answer yom‘ questaons and maybe help you set up a meeting in at the bmldmg in
e ques‘aon wzth one of thelr iocai code experts ' :

Lei me know 1f any reasonable code change suggestions come out of the meeting and we can bring them |
to the Commercial Building Code Council on March 12th,

Best of Tuck on this issue!
Jim Boullion

AGC of Wisconsin
jimbn@agewi.org

ERRCOPIE TR

02/21/2003



