








What Are Collapse Risk Buildings?

No building is without any risk of collapse during a very strong earthquake, but some have
much greater risk than others. Buildings may be vulnerable to collapse because they were:

e Not constructed to comply with codes and
standards, or

e Constructed before earthquake resistance was
required in the 1930s, or

e Built to codes that were later found to be
inadequate, or

e Poorly maintained or improperly altered, repaired
or retrofitted.

Experience in California near active earthquake faults
has shown that the following types of buildings
generally pose exceptionally high risks of collapse:

e Pre-1940s unreinforced masonry, primarily brick,
buildings

e Pre-1980s concrete frame buildings

e Pre-1980s buildings with soft or open lower
stories, unbraced crawl space walls below first

. . ) Collapse of inadequately retrofitted
floors, or irregular shapes, including those on steep brick building onto cars in San

hillsides Francisco after the 1989 Loma
Prieta earthquake.

e Pre-2000s buildings with precast concrete tilt-up
walls or masonry walls, and precast concrete
parking structures

Other types of buildings pose risks that are significant, but generally lower or harder to identify:
e Pre-2000s steel buildings

e Buildings of all ages that are inadequately constructed, repaired or maintained

e Buildings on sites subject to fault displacement, landslides, or soil liquefaction

Smaller, residential buildings, such as those with up to two stories and four units or less, and
various specific building components have their own sets of vulnerabilities, but they present a
relatively low risk of death and injury and are not considered further here.

In setting priorities among their collapse risk buildings, jurisdictions may choose from three
basic approaches. The first focuses on the specific building category that poses the greatest risk.
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Because California’s jurisdictions vary so greatly, a uniform statewide approach is not optimal.
In deciding on levels of investment in retrofit programs and the urgency with which to pursue
them, local governments have difficult choices to make in balancing the risks against their
resources. Internal factors affect these choices, such as the confidence of leadership, funding
priorities, relationships with other stakeholders, staff costs and expertise, and time horizons.
Governments should acknowledge these factors as they work to best ensure safe buildings.

See Appendix 3 for more detail on this topic.

Nexus for Public/Private Partnerships to Manage Collapse Risks

Most buildings are privately owned, but their risk of collapse affects occupants as well as the
public. Both building owners and government agencies therefore have a stake in managing
earthquake risks. It is in everyone’s best interests for governments and building owners to
collaborate in identifying vulnerable buildings and improving their earthquake resistance. After
several decades of witnessing such collaborations, the Seismic Safety Commission has observed
that fostering active dialogues, mutual understanding, and commitment are key to helping
these efforts succeed. A few of the many success stories from California jurisdictions are

presented here in sidebars.

This retrofit project in Eureka took over 25 years tocomplete. It
relied on federal tax credits for historical buildings and a loan
from the city’s Community Development Block Grant.

All parties, public and private, are bound by many state laws and their associated regulations,
which may apply to a given collapse risk reduction project. Governments also have incentive
programs at their disposal, from federal tax credits to property tax exclusions to special
measures for historically significant buildings, that can be used to promote progress.

See Appendix 4 for more detail on this topic.
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