
SEAU/USSC Recommendations for the Mitigation of the Unreinforced Masonry Building Hazard in the State of Utah
To facilitate discussion about the recommendations section of the URM white paper, consider the following information:
Questions to help focus thinking about this section;

· What does SEAU/USSC want to accomplish with the publication/distribution of this white paper?

· What are the goals to be set for those who will read this paper so that the URM problem can be addressed?

· Who are the audiences that need to be addressed by this paper?

· Private building owners

· Large building owners

· Design Professionals

· Local governments

· State government

The pages that follow are copied from our report “as is”. There is a lot of good stuff contained and we should strive to distill this information into simple, effective bullet point statements.

The natural progression from awareness to action follows a path which may help frame our recommendations.
1. Education. This is essentially what the white paper is intending on doing, however it is more than just a onetime statement. As the awareness of the problem grows, there will be a continuing need to refine what has been said, reach out to new audiences and look for new partners. An example statement here could be to “assure that the decision-making populous in adequately informed of the dangers of urm buildings in our communities”.

2. Evaluation. Essentially the need to perform an inventory to see how big the problem is or could be for our state. This is a problem which transcends one entities responsibilities, however a systematic counting of these building types will be extremely important to understanding the magnitude of the problem. Sample statements could be; “require an inventory of all (state, local, private, public) buildings be undertaken for the purposes of quantifying the problem”

3. Study/Report Findings. It is important (in my mind) that there be a clear path toward a reasoned approach to looking at the potential solutions. A phase which includes a broad stake-holder committee be convened to study this problem will help forge a direction which can be tempered by entities representing different affected groups. 
4. Recommendations. This of course can be the result of the actions taken by step 3, however we will want to outline as many appropriate approaches here as possible. Part of the trick will be to suggest potential solutions which point to a broad range of options. The urm issue in California started out as an identification program which eventually worked into both mandatory and voluntary programs. It’s not quite like putting the cart before the horse so to speak, but more like showing that we need to move (and move quickly) toward solutions. This in my mind is the trickiest portion of the document. We need to be firm in conveying that it will take more than voluntary  efforts to mitigate this problem, but mandatory programs are generally not well received up front of an earthquake.
Recommendations
7.1 Mandatory or Directed Programs

While it has been known for some time that URMs pose a significant risk during a seismic event, very few efforts have been made to seismically retrofit the abundance URM buildings in Utah.  Because earthquakes are rare events retrofitting is not typically the highest priority for building owners with limited funds.  Governments convey mixed messages by not requiring seismic retrofits in some cases, even when mandated by the building codes.  It is important that the State of Utah and local governments realize that they have a stake in the future of these buildings, in both protecting human life and economic continuity.

It is not necessary to look very far for examples of successful URM programs.  States such as California, Washington, Oregon and Nevada have each had an abundance of URM buildings located within high seismic regions.  Each of these states has developed significant programs, both locally and statewide, to provide incentives to building owners who perform seismic upgrades.  Retrofitted URMs can be seen throughout downtown Seattle, WA while programs instituted in Portland, OR have caused the quantity of URMs in the city to be greatly reduced.  In 1986 California passed the “URM Law”3(SB 547, Section 8875 of the California Code).  This law required all jurisdictions located within high seismic regions to create an inventory of its URMs by 1990, adopt a loss reduction program, and then report progress to the state’s Seismic Safety Commission.  In 1990, ten San Francisco Bay Area Counties had a total of 6800 URMs with that number being reduced to 3000 by 2003. 

In order to develop a successful URM program a strategic plan should be developed that: 

1. Defines the goals,
2. Identifies appropriate programs,

3. Identifies priorities for those programs, and 
4. Defines milestones when goals are accomplished. 

Strategic plans can be implemented over a transition period of 1, 2, 5, 10, 20 and 50 years into the future.  No one really knows how much time we have before an earthquake hits some part of our State.  We may have days, a few years, or many years. Using a phased approach will result in some short-term benefits, while other goals, if implemented over the long term, will yield tangible benefits that will significantly impact losses.  Short-term goals include development of scenario risk analyses that can be used to educate the public, and increase the effectiveness of the planned programs; and selection of towns for Pilot Programs.  Mid-term and long-term goals include land-use development programs and development of incentives for retrofitting, and at the State, local, and individual level.  Entire neighborhoods of URM buildings could be transformed through redevelopment; lifelines relocated; hospitals strengthened.  
7.2 Financial Incentives

For any program to be successful, it must get the attention of its audience.  In this case, a successful URM program must address the bottom line of the building owner.  Financial incentives have been the key to successful programs throughout the United States.  Below is a list of some financial incentives that have been instituted by local jurisdictions to pique the interest of building owners:

· Waiver of permit fees 

· Permit fee reductions

· Local tax breaks

· Grants

In addition to the above mentioned local financial incentives, state and federal incentives should also be considered.  As an example, the state may choose to provide a tax rebate to building owners which have seismically upgraded their buildings similar to rebates given in Utah for hybrid vehicles or the addition of solar panels to a residence.  The federal government currently provides a 20% tax credit for work certified by the National Park Service on National Register buildings.  Projects selected for FEMA pre-disaster mitigation funds may be funded for up to 75% of the applicable project costs. 

Financial incentive may not be the only way to promote a local or statewide URM program.  Many of the successful URM programs mentioned previously also incorporated items such as a tool lending program, workshops for home owners and contractors, etc.  The City of Portland chose to waive the requirement to meet additional code-prescribed items such as energy when voluntary seismic upgrade was performed. 

7.3 Considerations for Historic Buildings
There are benefits to encouraging seismic rehabilitation of historic buildings as discussed above.  However, unless there is a life safety issue as determined by the building official there is currently no mandatory rehabilitation requirement.  Effective methods to encourage rehabilitation are through a combination of education and financial incentive.  For historical buildings in Utah, there are several existing financial incentives and financial assistance/loans available depending on the type of project and building ownership.  A full listing of available financial assistance can be found at the Utah State Historic Preservation Office’s website.
There are two different rehabilitation tax credits already available that could benefit the majority of private historic building (commercial and residential) owners.  However, these tax credits have not been used very much due to lack of knowledge of their existence on the part of home and business owners.  
One tax credit available is the Federal Rehabilitation Tax Credit.  It is interesting to note that there are two available tax credits available.  There is a 20% Federal Investment Tax Credit (ITC) available for rehabilitating historic buildings (listed on the National Register) used for commercial or residential rental use and a 10% ITC for renovating non-historic buildings (not listed on the National Register) being used for commercial (but not residential rental) and constructed before 1936.  

The second tax credit available is the Utah Historic Preservation Tax Credit.  A 20 % non-refundable state income tax credit for the rehabilitation of historic buildings that are used as owner occupied residences or residential rentals.  Twenty percent of all qualified costs may be deducted from taxes owed on Utah income or corporate franchise tax.

Even for those who were aware of the tax credits for historical buildings, there are some misconceptions.  For example, a home owner may think that their home must be individually listed on the National Register with an official marker plaque affixed to the front to qualify for the Utah Historic Preservation Tax Credit.  Utah has many Historic Districts which are listed on the National Register.  The district is an area or neighborhood that has a concentration of historic buildings (eg., Avenues, Capitol Hill, University, Gilmer Park , Central City, South Temple, City Creek, Exchange Place, and Warehouse).  Any building in that area over 50 years old would qualify.  This greatly increases the number of qualified buildings since within a Historic District there is just a small percentage that are individually listed on the National Register due to their specific historic significance.

For both tax credits, there are limits on what kind of rehabilitation work qualifies. However, seismic rehabilitation work would most likely be considered to be qualifying work in both cases.

The existence of the tax credits is a good start but has not been used to its full advantage yet.  It is recommended that an effort to communicate and educate the community and building owners as to the financial incentives available at the same time as to the benefits of seismic rehabilitation.  It is also recommended to provide training to building officials and historic preservation officials in the latest International Existing Building Code.  With this training and the knowledge of what kinds of financial incentive are available, the officials will be better prepared to work with owners when they are applying for historic building rehabilitation project approval.

