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SUPERIOR COURT OF THE STATE OF WASHINGTON
IN AND FOR THE COUNTY OF SPOKANE

SPOKANE RESEARCH & DEFENSE FUND, ob_ Q - 0‘ gﬁb -

Plaintiff, No. 0§-2-00065-6
VS.

[AMENDED COMPLAINT]

RIVER PARK SQUARE PARKING GARAGE,
a public parking garage in downtown Spokane, DECLARATORY JUDGMENT:
Washington; RIVER PARK SQUARE LLC, a IS THE RIVER PARK SQUARE
Washington limited liability company; RIVER PARKING GARAGE A PUBLIC
PARK SQUARE INVESTMENT COMPANY, a NUISANCE?
Washington limited liability company; Cowles
Co., a Washington corporation; and CITY OF COMPLAINT TO ABATE
SPOKANE, a Washington first class home rule PUBLIC NUISANCE

charter city,
PETITION FOR WRIT OF
Defendants. MANDAMUS

ORIGINAL

Plaintiff alleges:
PARTIES
I. Spokane Research & Defense Fund is a Washington nonprofit corporation (SRDF).
2. Included within the membership of SRDF is a person who uses the River Park Square

Parking Garage.

Complaint to Abate Public Nuisance — Writ of Mandamus — 1
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a. The person uses the River Park Square Parking Garage on a frequent — more or
less weekly -- basis. Scmetimes the weekly use is several times a week.
Sometimes the use is more than once in a day.

b. Such member also uses the ground level area outside the north walls of the River
Park Square Parking Garage by use of the sidewalk beneath the wall and by use of
the entrance and exit from the garage beneath the north walls.

C. Such member 1s also the father of a teenage child who is starting to drive and soon
will be fully licensed to drive.

d. Such child goes to River Park Square regularly to shop, dine out, be with friends,
attend movies, and use the Spokane Public Library. No doubt, such child, when
driving, will park in the River Park Square Parking Garage.

3. The River Park Square Parking Garage is owned by River Park Square LLC, a

Washington limited liability company.

4. River Park Square Parking Garage is managed by River Park Square Investment
Company, a Washington limited liability company.

5. River Park Square LLC and River Park Square Investment Company are wholly
owned by the Cowles Co., which also owns The Spokesman-Review, Spokane’s only local daily
newspaper.

6. Cowles Co. has the power to control the River Park Square Parking Garage and to
cause the actions sought to have the court take herein to be implemented by River Park Square
Investment Company and River Park Square LLC.

7. City of Spokane, is a Washington first class home rule charter city.

Complaint to Abate Public Nuisance — Writ of Mandamus — 2
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VENUE AND JURISDICTION

8. Lach of the Defendants does business in Spokane County, Washington.

9. The court has jurisdiction of these proceedings because the River Park Square Parking
Garage is located in Spokane County, Washington.

10. The court has jurisdiction of these proceedings under and pursuant to the Washington
Declaratory Judgments Act, RCW 7.24.

11. The court has jurisdiction over these matters under the common law of nuisance,
public and private, and the abatement of nuisances, public and private of the State of
Washington.

12. The court has jurisdiction over these matters under the provisions of RCW Ch. 7.16.

Basic FACTS

13. River Park Square Parking Garage is a public parking garage in downtown Spokane,
Washington.

14. The River Park Square Parking (Garage is a part of River Park Square.

15. River Park Square is a shopping mall located between Main Street and Spokane Falls
Boulevard in downtown Spokane, Washington. It is bordered on the west by Lincoln Street and
on the east by Wall Street.

16. The River Park Square Parking Garage is used each day of every successive week
from morning to late evening by thousands of people who use the facility for vehicle parking in
order to come to downtown Spokane, to shop, see movies, go to the Spokane Public Library, visit
friends, go to Riverfront Park, attend to business and attend meetings at the Spokane City Hall, to

name only a few of the purposes for which people use the parking garage.

Complaint to Abate Public Nuisance — Writ of Mandamus — 3
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17. The Spokane City Hall is connected by a “skywalk” to the garage.

18. The garage is connected by elevators and second level access to skywalks which
provide mside connections to all of the major buildings in Downtown Spokane.

19. The garage is connected to the public streets of the City of Spokane.

20. The River Park Square Parking Garage is connected to all other city blocks and
buildings in the downtown core of the City of Spokane by an elaborate system of skywalks from
buildings to buildings in the downtown core.

RIVER PARK SQUARE PARKING GARAGE

21. The River Park Square Parking Garage is made up of a parking level or area below
grade under the Nordstrom Store, located in one of the condominium units of the River Park
Square Condominium, and several levels of parking decks located above street grade.

22. The River Park Square Parking Garage is one of the condominium units in the River
Park Square Condominium.

23. Each parking deck located above street grade is open to the outside.

24. The outside of each parking deck is completed by a series of precast concrete panels.

25. These panels are referred to by experts who have inspected the River Park Square
Parking Garage as “spandrels.”

26. The panels are indeed spandrels and nothing more.

27. A spandrel is merely a piece of architectural decoration; a spandrel has no functional
purpose.

28. Each spandrel consists of a horizontal portion which extends outward from its

attachment to the parking deck a foot or more where it then curves upward to a height of about

Complaint to Abate Public Nuisance — Writ of Mandamus — 4
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four feet.

29. Where the spandrel curves is not where the spandrel is attached to the parking deck.
The attachment to the parking deck is about 1.5 feet from the radius of the spandre] curve.

30. Looking at a spandrel from a side perspective, the spandrel appears to look like an
equal sided “L.”

31. Each spandrel is about five to five and a half inches thick. Each spandrel is about
nine feet wide.

32. Each spandrel is reinforced with steel rebar — that is, steel rods with ridges for use in
reinforced concrete.

33. Each garage spandrel used in the construction of the garage appears to be the same as
every other spandrel.

34. There are roughly 340 spandrels in use in the garage.

35. Apparently, the spandrels are expected to serve as a safety barrier, or wall, to prevent
vehicles parking in the garage from accidentally rolling off and falling off the garage parking
decks.

36. Those who park vehicles in the River Park Square Parking Garage expect and
reasonably so that each spandrel will form a safety barrier to prevent vehicles parking on the
parking decks from accidentally driving off a garage parking deck.

AREAS BELOW THE SPANDRELS — THE PARKING DECKS

37. The spandrels are located above the pedestrian sidewalk on the south side of Spokane

Falls Boulevard, immediately adjacent to the River Park Square Condominiumn.

38. The sidewalk area, an area immediately below the spandrels is used from time to

Complaint to Abate Public Nuisance — Writ of Mandamus — 5
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time for restaurant purposes by Rock City Grill located on the main floor of River Park Square.

39. Some of the spandrels are located above the Spokane Falls Boulevard vehicle
entry/exit into and out of the garage. Spokane Falls Boulevard vehicle entry/exit is the only exit
from the garage.

40. Spokane Falls Boulevard vehicle entry/exit is not the only entrance — another
entrance 1s on Lincoln Street consisting of a ramp down from the street into the garage area under
the Nordstrom Store.

HISTORY OF RIVER PARK SQUARE PARKING GARAGE

41. The garage was originally built circa 1974,

42. It was seven stories high as an elevated structure.

43. Originally, the garage had “spandrels” on the north and south sides of the parking
decks making up the seven levels of parking.

44. The garage was renovated and added to, circa 1998 - 1999.

45. At that time, the south wall of the garage was replaced with a concrete wall,

46. Many of the spandrels no longer necessary on the south side were moved to and used
on the north side and as part of the expansion of the garage, during which additional floors were
added to the garage.

47. Some of these spandrels were used to replace failed or deteriorated panels in place on
the north side of the garage.

THE TRAGIC DEATH OF JO SAVAGE
48. On Saturday, April §, 2006 about 12:00 noon, one of the spandrels attached to the

parking deck of the fifth floor of the River Park Square Parking Garage was bumped by a slow-

Complaint to Abate Public Nuisance — Writ of Mandamus — 6




S 1 D n s W o

[ O R e e e e e
— D D 0 -] N B L R e ODND

22

moving Subaru driven by Jo E. Savage of Pullman, Washington.

49. Mrs. Savage was known to be a cautious driver.

50. At the time of her death, Mrs. Savage was 62 years of age and the mother of a son in
his twenties.

51. Mrs. Savage was a longtime employee of Washington State University in Pullman,
Washington. She served as the art director of Washington State Magazine, a regular major

publication of WSU. (http://washington-state-magazine.wsu.edu/).

52. She received a Master’s Degree in Fine arts from WSU in 1970.
53. The Subaru weighed about 3,400 pounds.

54. The spandre] broke and the upright part, the wall part, flipped outward and down.

Figure 1

55. The spandrel, broken, hung from the deck of the garage, the final failure prevented by
bent rebar holding the pieces of the spandrel together. Figure 1.

56. Figure 1 is a picture taken the day of the accident and published in the Spokesman-

Complaint to Abate Public Nuisance — Writ of Mandamus — 7
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Review, Spokane’s local daily newspaper.

57. The figure shows a firefighter standing over the failed spandrel.

58. The Subaru and Mrs. Savage fell several stories to the parking ramp on Spokane
Falls Blvd.

59. The vehicle landed upside down.

60. Mrs. Savage was trapped inside the vehicle.

61. Severely injured, she died after few hours.

62. Her death was painful.

PARKING GARAGE CONDITION REPORTS

63. Reports on the River Park Square Parking Garage from 1996, 2002 and 2003 raised
issues about the structural integrity of the Garage and the condition of the spandrels.

64. The most recent report is known as the Jacobson Study.

PAST SPANDREL FAILURES

65. The failure of a River Park Square Parking Garage spandrel on April 8, 2006, the one
which failed causing the death of Mrs. Savage, is not the first time a garage spandrel has failed.

66. A River Park Square Parking Garage spandrel failed in 1991 (or maybe 1990)
according to the local daily newspaper.

67. Unreported by the local daily newspaper at a time when its subsidiary companies
were redeveloping the River Park Square Parking Garage, another garage spandrel failed circa
September 1999.

68. At that time a woman driving a black colored vehicle bumped one of the spandrels.

69. The location of the spandrel was across from City of Spokane City Hall on Spokane

Complaint to Abate Public Nuisance — Writ of Mandamus — 8
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Falls Boulevard.

70. At the time, Goebel Construction Company was doing the reconstruction of the
garage.

71. The woman’s car nearly fell off the deck of the garage. When it came to a stop, its
front wheels were off the horizontal portion of the spandrel attached to the parking deck.

72. An official of the parking garage was on the scene as were two employees of Goebel
Construction.

73. The official of the parking garage reportedly said, at the time in response to the car
having gone off the parking deck, “Someone could get killed.”

74. One of the construction company employees heard the comment “someone could get
killed” made by the employee of the garage.

75. The two construction company employees were instructed to place a plywood barrier
at the scene.

76. They in fact did so.

77. There 1s reason to presume the other spandrels in the garage might also fail if a
vehicle runs into a spandrel.

78. We know of two reported failures. And, there is likely a third — see the paragraphs
immediately above,

WHY DID THE SPANDREL FAIL TO PROTECT JO SAVAGE?

79. The rebar, as 1t appears from examination of the spandrel which failed, is located

between the outer edge of the spandrel - the edge facing out from the River Park Square Parking

Garage deck area — and the “neutral axis” of the spandrel. See Figure 3.

Complaint to Abate Public Nuisance — Writ of Mandamus — 9
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80. Plaintiff asserts the rebar is located on the wrong side of the neutral axis of the
spandrel. See Figure 3.

81. The rebar is located on the outside of the “neutral axis” of the spandrel. The neutral
axis 18 an imaginary line equidistant from the outer surfaces of the spandrel.

82. The rebar should have been located on the inside of the neutral axis of the spandrel.

83. Look at Figure 2. This picture shows part of the failed spandrel which is still

Figure 2

attached to the parking deck of the garage. The picture was taken the night of May 1, 2006 by
the undersigned attorney for Plaintiff,

84. The picture clearly shows that the rebar is located on the bottom of the spandrel (the
outside side of the spandrel) and not the top (the inside side of the spandrel),

85. Common sense shows that the rebar on the outside of the curved part of the spandrel

does nothing to prevent the spandrel from breaking on the inside of the curved part of the

Complaint to Abate Public Nuisance — Writ of Mandamus — 10
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Figure 3

WHAT TO EXPECT IN THE FUTURE
86. Doubtless in future, drivers of other vehicles will experience one of their vehicles
hitting a spandrel.
87. Experience clearly proves this future possibility.
88. It is a fact yet to happen.
89. In such an event, it is likely the vehicle and its driver and other occupants, if any, will

fall from the parking deck to the sidewalk below or the entry/exit below.

Complaint to Abate Public Nuisance — Writ of Mandamus — 11
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90. If such a fall takes place, there will likely be further loss of life and great suffering.

91. Such loss of life and injury will include the people in the vehicle and people on the
sidewalk below the garage or the ramp area into and out of the garage.

92. The court should decide whether the spandrels create conditions of danger such that
the River Park Square Parking Garage is or has become a public nuisance.

93. If the court decides the River Park Square Parking Garage is a public nuisance, the
court should take action to cause the dangerous conditions of the garage to be abated.

NOTHING HAS BEEN DONE BY THOSE IN CONTROL OF THE GARAGE - CONTROVERSY

94. The parties in possession and/or having control of the River Park Square Parking
Garage have done nothing since the death of Jo Savage on April 8, 2006 to prevent someone else
from bumping a spandrel and experiencing the failure of a spandrel.

95. The City of Spokane has been asked to take action.

96. A lawyer for the Family of Jo Savage has asked the City to take action on two
occasions, but the City has refused or at least as of the date of this Complaint, has not taken
action.

97. The City has taken no action.

98. The only thing the City has done is to call for a hearing with the people in control of
the Parking Garage.

99. This meeting took place on May 17, 2006 at 1:30 P.M.

100. The meeting was over within 15 - 20 minutes.

101. At the time of the meeting, a Mr. Richard A. Dethlefs, P.E., S.E. “Project Engineer”

for Wiss, Janney, Elstner Associates, Inc., presented a summary of a report he and his firm had

Complaint to Abate Public Nuisance — Writ of Mandamus — 12
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provided to one of the attorneys for the Defendants, William D. Symmes of Witherspoon, Kelley,
Davenport & Toole.

102. A copy of the report is attached hereto and incorporated herein as Exhibit A.

103. The meeting on May 17, 2006 amounted to nothing — to no action, to no
independent undertaking on the part of the City.

104. It concluded with Mr. Wizner, the city building official thanking the Defendants for
the report and praising the Defendants for the steps they were taking with regard for the garage.

Countl
COURT MUST DECLARE, DETERMINE AND ACT TO ABATE NUISANCE

105. The court must act to protect the health and safety of the people who use the River
Park Square Parking Garage.

106. There are controversies between Plaintiff and Defendants as to the matter herein,
whether the River Park Square Parking Garage in its current condition is a public nuisance.

107. The court should make declaratory judgment or determinations as to such matters.

108. In addition, the court should take such action as necessary and meet to abate the
conditions of the garage which make the garage a public nuisance. See RCW 7.24.080.

109. The Defendants, and each of them, have power to respond to any order the court
might issue to cause abatement of the conditions of the garage which make the garage a public
nuisance.

CounT 2
COURT SHOULD ISSUE WRIT OF MANDAMUS TO CITY OF SPOKANE

110. Time 1s of the essence — a person or persons could become injured or di¢ in the

Complaint to Abate Public Nuisance — Writ of Mandamus — 13
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event of another failure of a River Park Square Parking Garage spandrel to prevent a vehicle
from falling off one the decks of the Garage.

111. There have been two reported spandrel failures to prevent vehicles from falling off
the garage parking decks.

112. Another has been reported to the undersigned attorney by an employee of the
company actually doing the renovation to the garage in 1998 - 1999.

113. The WIJE report confirms the two failures.

114. The WIE report confirms that the spandrel which failed was constructed so that the
rebar in the panel was on 1.35 inches from the tension surface of the panel when it should have
been on the opposite side of the neutral axis of the panel on the compression surface, or at least at
the neutral access.

115. There has been no firm study of the characteristics of the over 300 spandrels in
place at the garage.

116. The garage, in order to have obtained a certificate of occupancy as the barriers of
the parking decks, had to comply with the building code in place when the garage was renovated
— the Uniform Building Code, 1997. See the WJE Report, Exhibit A at page 3 second full
paragraph,

117. It is said that the code to have been complied with is similar to the code in place
today for “vehicle barriers” — that is, International Building Code ( IBC) §1607.7.3. Exhibit A.

118. The 1997 UBC is not at all like IBC §1607.7.3 code.

119. 1BC §1607.7.3 provides:

The IBC defines “vehicle barriers™ as follows:

Complaint to Abate Public Nuisance — Writ of Mandamus — 14
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§1607.7.3 Vehicle barriers. Vehicle barrier systems for passenger
cars shall be designed to resist a single load of 6,000 pounds (26.70
kN) applied horizontally in any direction to the barrier system and
shall have anchorage or attachment capable of transmitting this
load to the structure. For design of the system, the load shall be
assumed to act at a minimum height of 1 foot, 6 inches (457 mm)
above the floor or ramp surface on an area not to exceed 1 square
foot (305 mm”2), and is not required to be assumed to act
concurrently with any handrail or guard loadings specified in the
preceding paragraphs of §1607.7.1. Garages accommodating trucks
and buses shall be designed in accordance with an approved
method that contains provision for traffic railings. [Emphasis
added.]

120. The UBC 1997 §311.2.3.5 says:
Vehicle barriers. In parking garages where any parking area is
located more than f feet (1524 mm) above the adjacent grade,
vehicle barriers shall be provided.
Vehicle barriers shall have a minimum vertical dimension of 12
inches (305 mm} and shall be centered at 18 inches (457 mm)
above the parking surface. See Table 16-B for load criterion.
See Exhibit D attached hereto and incorporated herein by this reference.
121. Not a single vehicle barrier can be found in the River Park Square Parking Garage
which complies with the requirements of UBC 1997 §311.2.3.5
122, On May 17, 2006, prior to the hearing initiated by Joe Wizner, the attorney for the
plaintiff herein sent a letter to Mr. Wizner making it clear that the spandrels in the garage did not
in fact comply with §1607.7.3. A copy of the letter is attached and incorporated herein by this

reference as Exhibit B.

123. Mr. Wizner ignored the letter,

124. §1607.7.3 Vehicle barriers says “[v]ehicle barrier systems for passenger cars shall

be designed to resist a single load of 6,000 pounds (26.70 kN) applied horizontally in any

Complaint to Abate Public Nuisance — Writ of Mandamus — 15
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direction to the barrier system and shall have anchorage or attachment capable of transmitting

this load to the structure. [Emphasis added.]
125. An RPS spandrel cannot be said to be a “vehicle barrier system” because the

spandrels do not have “anchorage or attachment capable of transmitting this load [the single load

of 6,000 pounds] to the structure” of the garage.

126. The standard by which the vehicle barrier is tested also makes it clear that the
spandrels are not “vehicle barrier systems.”

127. The design of the system requires that the “load shall be assumed to act” at a certain
height “above the floor or ramp surface.”

128. Here, there was no “floor or ramp surface” for testing the load or measuring the load
because the “floor or ramp surface” of the spandrel — the horizontal part of the spandrel — was not
the structure of the garage, it was a part of the spandrel.

129. Note what the RPS Garage spandrel looks like. It is not a wall. It is something clse.
It is not a barrier. It may be an extension of the deck of the garage. It is not a wall or vertical
barrier attached deck of the garage. It is an “L” shaped decorative panel. It is only that.

130. The RPS Garage spandrel is merely decoration — a decorative filler.

131. One can also see the fallacy of the WIE’s opinion or conclusion that the spandrel is
a code complying Vehicle Barrier under IBC §1607.7.03 by looking at remains of the spandrel
which broke causing the death of Jo Ellen Savage.

132. The remains of a part of the spandrel are still in place and are visible to the eye from
the sidewalks and streets below (including immediately below) or from the deck of the garage

itself. See Figure 2 above.,

Complaint to Abate Public Nuisance — Writ of Mandamus — 16
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133. The spandrel broke just above the edge of the garage deck.
134. Anyone who has used a lever to lift a rock will have the sense to know that the way
the spandrel attached to the deck of the garage would prevent a load on the inside side of the

upright portion of the spandrel from being “transmitt[ed] . . . to the structure” of the garage.

135. That is to say, the load to the spandrel, activated or caused to be put in motion
through the structure of the spandrel, would not end up being transmitted to the structure of the
garage.

136. Instead, at the point where the spandrel attached to the deck of the garage, it would

be transmitted back to the spandre] causing the spandrel to break or shear at that point of

attachment to the deck of the garage.

137. This 1s exactly what has happened in the case of the death of Jo Ellen Savage.

138. This is probably what happened in past spandrel failures.

139. In actual fact, if the spandrels are said to be a “vehicle barriers,” then they must
comply with the requirements for vehicle barriers as set forth in IBC §1607.7.03. The spandrels
in place as built or as designed do not meet the requirements of the code.

140. Not only is the River Park Square Parking Garage a public nuisance, it is in clear
violation of the Spokane Building Code — and, the code section being violated is one directly and
immediately concerned with health and welfare matters which rise to the level of life and death.

141. There will be another RPS Garage spandrel failure. It is only a matter of time

before it happens again. See Exhibit C, the report of a death of a young woman pregnant with
her second child walking to work at a bank in Lexington, Kentucky, who died on May 16, 2006

when a “spandrel” from a parking garage landed on top of her.

Complaint to Abate Public Nuisance — Writ of Mandamus — 17
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142. When the next spandrel fails at the River Park Square Parking Garage, another
vehicle may well fall from the RPS garage parking deck.

143. This next time, there may well be more than one death.

144. This next time, the falling vehicle may have more than one passenger in it and it
may fall on several people walking on the sidewalk on Spokane Falls Boulevard or eating lunch
or dinner at the Rock City Grill at its outside restaurant area beneath the spandrels.

145. Plaintiff does not have a “plain, speedy and adequate remedy in the ordinary course
of law” regarding the assertion that the City must act to enforce the law and protect the health
and weltare of her people. RCW 7.16.170.

146. The court has the power (indeed the duty) to issue a writ of mandamus directed to
the city of Spokane. RCW 7.16.160.

147. Plaintiff seeks the issuance of an Alternative Writ as provided for in RCW
7.16.180:

The writ may be either alternative or peremptory. The alternative
writ must state generally the allegation against the party to whom it
is directed, and command such party, immediately after the receipt
of the writ, or at some other specified time, to do the act required
to be performed, or to show cause before the court, at a specified
time and place, why he has not done so. The peremptory writ must
be in some similar form, except the words requiring the party to
show cause why he has not done as commanded must be omitted
and a return [day] inserted.

Prayers for relief:

148. Time is of the essence - the court should begin the case as soon as possible.

149. That the court determine whether the River Park Square Parking Garage, as it is

Complaint to Abate Public Nuisance — Writ of Mandamus — 18
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currently constructed and in its current condition, poses public nuisance — a danger to the health
and safety of the public using the River Park Square Parking Garage.

150. That if the court determines the River Park Square Parking Garage is a public
nuisance in whole or in part, it cause the issue of such orders necessary to ensure temporary
closure of the River Park Square Parking Garage until such time as the dangerous condition
making the River Park Square Parking Garage a nuisance may be abated.

151. That the court issue a writ of mandamus to the City of Spokane directing it to
enforce its building code and to abate the code violations found at the River Park Square Parking
Garage.

152. That the court order such abatement action and writs as necessary.

153. That the court award fees and costs.

Dated: May 19, 2006.

EUGSTER LAW OFFICE PSC
%) vre WO N e
By he K0 LUTEDN

Stephen K. Eugster, WSBA#3003
Attorney for Plaintiff

DECLARATION / VERIFICATION

STATE OF WASHINGTON )
)ss.
County of Spokane )

Stephen K. Eugster, being first duly sworn on oath deposes and says that he is over the age
of eighteen and competent to be a witness in these proceedings, that he is the President of Spokane
Research & Defense Fund, the Plaintiff named and described above, and that he has read the
Foregoing Amended Complaint and knows the contents thereof and believes the same to be true and

Complaint to Abate Public Nuisance — Writ of Mandamus — 19
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correct and makes this affidavit on the basis of his own personal information, beliet and knowledge
with the caveat the matters pertaining to the incident in the fall of 1999 were told to me by a person
I interviewed on two occasions.

)\\Ju 101\.,\__.,__ L C U"Zi,ﬂ_h o

Stepheﬂ K. Eugster

b
Subscribed and sworn to before me this i hday of May, 2006,

J’E a "
.}\\\\\:\“““'f" , ’1 L i
;::"e P‘\\‘“\;“!;ﬂ[’, "0 Notary Pubhc in and for the State of
& g‘ A 'ﬁ‘;’o ’l,} Washington residing at Spokane.
= .. . o .
:_:f oTAR, %z ‘é My Commission Expires: io«gg;--oﬂ .
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M, William 1. Bymimes
Witharspoon, Kelley, Davenport & Tools
1100 U.5. Bank Butlding

* 422 West Rivemsida Avenne

Spokage, Wa 59201-0300

Re: River Park Square Patking Gatage '
Evaluation of Vehicle Barriers - Preliminary Report of Findings
WIE No, 2006.2097 e

Deay My, Symmes:

At your request, Wiss, Janney, Elstnér Associates, Tnc. (WIE) parfortned an svalusiion of the vehicle
barriers. ot the River Park Synars Petking Garage it Spokeng, Washington. On 8 April 2006, & patron of
the gatage drove their vehicle into one of the battiers on the 5th floor of the garaps, The battier filed
aliowing the vehiole to fall off the north sids of the garage resbiting in, the death of the driver. Ag a result
of the aucident, the Spokane Department of Building and Code Enforcernent (City) isowed a lotter dated
3 May 2006 indicating that fhe owner of the garaee st demonstrate to the City that “all telavant Code -
requitefitents ara met” in ontder to maintain the certificate of cocupaney for the bullding, To addrass this
oaticern by the City, WIE hae baen asked to evaluare the condition of the vehicls batdlers in the garage.
The purpase of diis Jetter i to doonment our Initial findings regarding the condition sud capacity of the
vehicle bearriera at the building, Corrently, we have been asked o plan on perforing sdditional
investigation jnto the condition. of the vehisle barriers and will issug 2 final report with, recommendstiots
when wo are aoppleted. '

Bac!{grnund

The River Park Square Patdng Gerags is a 10-gtory, reinforoed congtets structere. Tha original portion of
the garage way constructed in 1974 as an, elsvated 7-stary strachne with reinforosd concrate oolmmms,
beams, and decks, Three additional stories wete reportedly added to the stucture around 1999 and &
single below-grade level was udded hepeath the exiating prade levsl rotail space, Portions of the tew
elevated levels are of post-tensioned conctete vopstuotion, ‘The building eripinelly had vehicle barrfers on

* both the terth and sonth sides of the sitncture; howeysr, fite south barders wera replaced with walls In

later remodels 4o the building. . '

The vehicle barrlem ars constructad of prevest reinforced conerete. They sre L-gheped with 4 foot Iong
hetisontel and vertical leps curved sbout a 1 fopt 5 fnch radins, The panels are 6 inches thick on the

Hepdgtienters & Loboratoriag=Nanhbook, inois
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verticel Ieg and around the carve, The horizontsl legs of the burriem are 5 inches thizk. The panels are
L feet_g tnches long. According to a drawing titled Spandre! Panel by Centra] Pre-Mix Prepirss Co. dated
8 April 1999, the panels installed in 1999 are meinforced with 46 longitadinal reinforeing atee] bars at
appruximately 12 inches on centar (11 bas total in 9 foot 9 inch panel length). Forizmial reinfismament
iy provided by #4 ralnforcing bars spaced at 12 nches on ootter max. The top edge and toe edga of the
panels are reinforced with two #6 horzonte] reinforcing bars. In discussions veith Me. Cralg Lee, of
Coffman Engineers, who designed the vehitle barriers for e 1999 addition, the barriers designed. in 1659
wers neatly the same as thoee originally instelled ag part of the 1974 constraction. The only ditferanoe,
sceonding to Mz, Lee, was the mnmter in which the bartlers were anchored to the fdack.

Reportedly, in 1990 a vehiele impact=d & barrier on the south side of the building. A a result, of that
facident, & structured invastigetion of the barriers wes performed by Mr. Richard Atwood, P.E, of
Atwond-Hineam, Ine, in 1993,

In 2003, WIE performed a limited covdition survey of tha building at the reguest of Davis, Wright,
Tremajpe,

Investigation

Ar part of our evaluation of the existing vehivle bamiers, we have visited the garage and reviewed the
doaumeniztion provided by your offies, The doonments reviewed included the following:

" Four spandie] pane} detail drawings by Centeal Pre-Mix Preatrass Co. dated & April 1999

*  Structural investigation report by Atwood-Hinzmen, Inn. from 1993 |

v Letter from City dated 3 May 2006

" Complaint to Abate Public Nnisance by Spokane Research & Defense Fund, & Wasbington son-profit

eorporatinn,

Duing our site visit on § Mey 2006, we visuslly ingpected the vehicle berriem on multipls levels of the
building. Deteiled measuraments wers taken of the Filed panel on the north side of the 5t floor, 1t i5 our

* understending that fhe vertical leg of the panel folded cutward 25 a result of the vehicle itnpact and was
left hanging on the mide of the building by the reinforeing steel. The steel bary were lstar suf atd the
vettical log of the panel was temoved and ¥ now stored at GuoEngitesns, Ine, {a Spokane, Waahizuton,
W visited GeoEngineers, fno. and took detailed measorements of ths vertica log of the panel. :

Findings

Tt wes found that the fufled panel wes reinforced with vertioel #6 reinforoing steel bare ot approximately
12 inches ou center ecrogs the length of the panel. There were 11 bas inted it the 9 foot 9 inch panel. The
panel thisloess of the vertical legs was 6 inches, The patiel thickness of the harizontal leg of the panel
adjacent to the failed panel wes 5-1/4 inches, We were uneble to get a thicknass measurement on the
borizaniel lag of the fafled panel due to Umited access, A horlzontal #4 refnforcing sten] bar was observed
&lemp the break Hne of the vertical log of the panel. Thets was 1o evidensa of corrosion, of the einforing
gtes] observed within the panel. .

The: depth of conerete cover vwas mensirad to the top of each of the vertioal reinforoing steel bars, T was
found that the pverags distatwe from the tup inside (ension) face of the panela io the reinforeing stes] was
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3.28 inchoz. Accounting for the 3/4 ineh dizmeter of the reinfircing stesl, this resulted ih the avarage
distance of the center of the Teinforcing stee] to the guter {compression) fase of the 5-1/4 ingh thisk panel
of 1.60 inches. If other penels are anly 3 incher thick, s shown in the design dinwings, the distance o
the rompraasion faoe of the concrets to the sonter of the reinforcing would be 1.35 inches, |

While at the site, we used-u Proceq Profometer tebar Tocator to meamire the depth of fhe Teinforcing stes]
in the penels immedistely adjasent o thy feiled panel. It was found that i two of the thres pasels, the
vertioa] reinforeing steel appoatsd to be lomated gt approximately the nettrsl axis, We were unsble 1o
dstermine the depth of the reinforcing steel in the fhind pansl

The 1997 Uniform Building Code (1997 UBC) was the goveming modal building sode in offeet at the
time thet th 1999 addition to the stitcture was constracted. The 2003 Tuternationzl Building Codo (2003
1B() in the current meds] boilding code adopted by the Gity of Spokane, ¥ both of thesn nodes, the
structural requirernents for the design of a vehicle bander are covered in Chapter 16 of the code, The
provision i tha 2003 IBC rends as follows:

Section 1607.7.3 Vehicle Barriers, Vehiolz beprier systems for passenger cars shall be
designed to resiet a vingle load of 5,000 poundy {26.70 &N) epplied khortzontally in any
direetion to the barrier system and shatl have anchorage or attachment capable of
ransmitting this load to the strusture, For desipn of the systam, the load shall be
assumed to act ot a miptmum height of 1 foos, 6 inches (457 mm) abeve the floor ov rayap
surface on en area not 1o cxaeed I square fooi (305 mm2), and is noy reguired to be
essumed to ot voncurrently with any handrall ov gumd loadkings specified i the
Preceding paragraphs of Seofion 1607.7.1, Garages aucommoditing truchks and buses
shall be designed In pocordence with an approved method et containg provision for
trafiie railings.

When the 1574 portion of the buflding wes built, there did not appeer to be provisions in the vods et
gaverted e dusign of vehiele barriers.

Analysis
Wo have analyzed the velicle barmier panels to cheok their conformunce with the 2005 [RC Tequirements,
Our analysly includes an assessmiznt of both the ‘as-desipned? poanel and the *as-built panel, For the ag-

buflt condition, our analysts is reliant upon our theesurements tiken of the falled panel where we ware '

bl to tuke Rscurate measnrements of the steel lonations in the pane).

As Dexsignad, The az-desipned panel has the vertios] reinforcing steel centered in the precast panols at the
uzutral exis of the panel, If the steel iz placed af the hentral axis, the ', or distance fom fhe centrold of
the reinforeing steel fo the sxtreme compression mirface of the pane fs 2.5 inghes, The conessts it the
panels (1999 version) was specified to have a 28-day comprassion, strength (') of 5,000 pat.

The code reguires the 6,000 pound load be spplied at & digianoe 18 inches above the mxfase of the ded
however, since thers is & 6 inch cuth at the o8 edpe of the prancls, we gssumed tha load wonld act st
18 inches above the top surface of the horizuntal log of the panels. This remited In fhe load betng spplied
at & poink 20.5 inohes above the neutral axis of the ctitical seotion of the panel,

BRAS7443355 ROCKEY HILL & KNOWLT PAGE Bo/8Y
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Agsuming (e enitire panel width (9 foet 0 inchas) acts to tesist the applind fores, the ag-degigired parel
hag n a_’esign capacity of 17,600 povnds, The design sepacity 15 fhe capacity oaloulated using the
amproprinte load and registancs factors for strempth design of sonorete per the Ametiean Conersic Inmtitute
(ACT - 318), the governing code for destgn of struciural conorets. -

As Bnllt. As deseribed, the longltudinal reinforolng steel witlin the panel that failed was not Placed at the
neutal axly, The refnforcing wes actally located mone towsrd that Comipredsion. surfice of the panel, Tn
our enalysty of the as-built panel, we nsed an average digiptice Bom the center of the reinforcing 1o the
axtrame oompression surface of the panel of 1.35 inches, We did not utlizn the sctwal panel thickness
teasured at the edjacent panel of 5.5 inches becmse fhere mey be insteficey in the garage where panels
ate not that thick, In addition, our Himited mesgurements of rebar depth in the panels adjucent to ths filed
patiel indicats that 2t Jeast some of the prvels have hetter placement of the reinforeing steel and will have
capaities it exoess of that which we have ealeulated, '

Asgpming the entire panel width (9 fest 9 inghes) acts to reslst the applied fores, the as-bpilt patiel hes a
design capacity’ of 8,400 pounds, Agein, (he deslgn capacity is the capacity ouloulated uging the

" appropriate load mmd resistance factom for sirenigth design of concrate per the Amerioan Concrete Tnigtitute
(ACT - 318), ths governing code for design of stmetural concrets. ,

Conclusions and Discussion

There may be some dissussion a5 to how mych of fite width of ths penels are sotoally appropriate o 1ao
in the capacity enalysis of the panels. For inmtance, if the desipn load i applied to the paxel i a 1 foot
fquara area B3 tequired by the code, and fhe forces are fansmitted dowwward iute the panel at
approximately 45 degrees, that would ramult in 4 feet (12 + 18 + 18 inches = 4 flst) of the panel acation
acting to resist the applied force. However, we believe thet this Bsgumption would dramaticaily
underestimate the actwal capacity of the penels, In fact, conotete iz very good at distribrating shear; sod
singe the panels are reinforced wifh horlzonta] relnforcement, there should be slmogt no sheat lag jin,
distributing the spplied fore into the enire panel width, We cennot fomesee poy benofit fo a yisld-ine
theary amalysis of the panel, sinos e oan sea by the failed panel that the method of filere for the penel
was bending at the 5 inch cross seotion at the bags of the panet curve, Tn addition, no evidencs of vertiag)
cracking or other distrass was ohasrved in the vertion) leg of the panel stored at GeoBnginesrs, Tn fact,
ghort of rub marks and soms epparent tHre marky neay e center of the fajled pavel, thers was almost no
indieation at afl in the upper 2-1£2 feot of the panl that it had been impacted. An 3 yesolt, it appear that
the panel was more then alile to distibute the epplied load across the entire wigth of the panel 8o that the
entire cross section omild act fo resist the epplied loads, '

Qnr analysis of the as-designed panels found that they have a demand-to-oapacity ratio of 0.34, Our
analysts of the as-built panel (bused on mezsurerments of the Biled panel) found thet it had n demand-ig-
cepucity ratio of 0,71, The plecement of the minforcing steel awgy from the nevtral axis of the pansi
rasulied in a loss in capecity of 52 percent; however, the as-buift panel used in owr soalysle shonld sti]]
have adequete capacily 1o tesist the design live load of 6,000 pousds applied 18 incheg ebove iha top
sorfboe of the horizontal Jeg, As a resul, the ap-deaigmed eud asbuollt pangls appear io mest the
requiraments of the current 2003 IBC sade. .



ROCKEY HILL & KNOWLT PAGE 2B/89

B5/15/2086 15:B8 5A3744 33508

_ ENGINEERS , i, Wiltitmm I3, Symmes

: ARCRItECTS Witherspoaon, Kelley, Davenponst & Tuols
MATERTALS SQIENTISTS - 12 May 2004

Pym s

Asconding to our anplysis, the as-ing panel would have & be sbie to mobilize' 7 fast of penel width in
meet the cnde raguired live load of 6,000 botnds at 18 {nchew, The panel will mobilize 7 foet of pansl
width if the load is applied as loast 3 Feet fram a pazes] edge end the load 3 sbie to distrilute downwerd
into the penel et an sngle of 63 degress from vertieal, The angle of 63 degrees appesrs 10 be teasoahle
:v‘%gih wa believe that & load applied near the center of the panel would actuslly mobilize the engirs panel

The penels were checked for punching sherr and were found o have more thay, adequats rapacity for thiz
fadtors mode.

These iz n possibility fhat a panel impasted nesr one end would have o trinngulay filurs ot the coms;‘ of
the pamel, This type of faffure would likely mot be catasirophic as it would not sllow & oar to PRIS over the
panel, :

I generm; the patels thronghout the parags anpeated to be in good condition, We did not observe gny
evidencs of deterdoration of the commestion points of the pEneln to the conorste decks, There voes o
evidence of my type of fuilore related t the oannootion poitits in the recent arcident,

At selected losations throughout the Inlditg, there was evidene of sorroding hotiznppal reinforeing steel
in fhfe hoizontal Iog of the pancls near tha toe, This condion was evifent it the failed panel s well, B ia
Yilcely fut this condition fe cavsad by vehisles transporting de-foing sutts into the garags dathup the winter
and dripping the ropd salis amto the tee edge of the pancls whils parked, Moderate eorrosion of
temforcing stoel at this location will have no impact on the capasity of the panels but would ba 4
mdintenance and aeathatic concern.

We lirve asmuned a concteta compressive strength of 5,000 psi in all of owr analyacs and a steel ¥ield
stresk of 60,000 psi, & is Hkely that tho actua] stee] yield steesn will be i excess of 50,000 pel. Xt is also
" possibie thet the concrete strengtl may be in axesss of the 3,000 pei specified sirength; however, to
canfirm this, we recommend removal of conemate core semples fom. Topresentative penels i the garage

for coxpressive sizength testing,
Summary and Recommendations

The ps-desipned pamels mect the current code requirements for stropgth, sven though the panels
constructed in 1974 do not appear to have been governed by 2 kiown cods requirement pt the titng of
copstruction, The placement of the reinfoming stacl within fe Suiled pemel ey ragulted i that panel
having less eapacity than wag intended in the oslginy] design; bevwavar, based on one analysis, the patel
stil appears to meet the cment code requircments for strengtht, For the purposss of this evaluation, we
have triken the constraotion of the fafled panel to be representative of the rethuining pavels within te
building, Based on the rebar detestor meagurements of the panels adjscent to the fited panel, appesrs
ihat the placement of the reinforcing eteel is better i some panels than the falled pane),

Although the pancls nppear to meet the stresgth reqmirements of the governing codes, it appests that
vehicles ate able to fmpart more than 6,000 peands of foree on the bariers,

1
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EUGSTER LAW OFFICE
A Professional Services Corporation
423 WEST FIRST AVENUE
100 MINNESOTA BUILDING
SPOKANE, WASHINGTON 99201

Stephen K. Fugster

TEL. (509) 624-5566 eugster@eugsterlaw.com

Fax (b09) 838-4274
www . eugsterlaw.com Cynthia Lawson, Paralegal
clavwson@eugsterlavw.com

May 17, 2006

Via fax to: (509) 625-6802
Via e-mail to: Jwizner@SpokaneCity.org

Joe Wizner

Department Head

Building & Code Enforcement
3rd Floor, City Hall

808 W. Spokane Falls Blvd.
Spokane, WA 99201

Re: River Park Square Parking Garage
Dear Joe:

It has over a month since the tragic and painful death Jo Ellen Savage at the River Park
Square Parking Garage on April 8, 2006.

After the RPS Parking Garage Public Nuisance Complaint was filed in Spokane Superior
Court a few days ago, the City of Spokane finally took action and scheduled a hearing to take
place today regarding the safety of the garage.

Last week, the city received a report about the garage and its “spandrels” from the firm of
Wiss, Janney, Elstner Associates of Northbrook |, Illinois (herein WJ E) dated May 12, 2006.

The main conclusion of the report is that the “spandrels”, either as built or as designed,
meet current building code requirements. That is, that the spandrels meet the requirements for
“vehicle barriers’ found in IBC §1607.7.3.

' From transmission information at the top of the report it appears that it came to you (or
came to others and then to you) though the offices of the public relations firm of the owners of
the River Park Square Parking Garage, Rocky, Hill & Knowlton. i -

EXHIBIT.. &

TR
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As this letter will explain, there is a glaring fallacy in the report.

The conclusion reached by Richard A Dethlefs, P.E., S.E., Project Engineer for WJE is as
follows:
.. . 1t 1s our opinion that the vertical barriers in the River Park
Square parking garage are in general conformance with the current
code requirements for vehicle barriers.

This opinion is wrong. It is wrong because the spandrels are not “vehicle barriers” as
defined by IBC §1607.7.3.

The IBC defines “vehicle barriers” as follows:

§1607.7.3 Vehicle barriers. Vehicle barrier systems for passenger
cars shall be designed to resist a single load of 6,000 pounds (26.70
kN) applied horizontally in any direction to the barrier system and
shall have anchorage or attachment capable of transmitting this
load to the structure. For design of the system, the load shall be
assumed to act at a minimum height of 1 foot, 6 inches (457 mm)
above the floor or ramp surface on an area not to exceed 1 square
foot (305 mm”2), and is not required to be assumed to act
concurrently with any handrail or guard loadings specified in the
preceding paragraphs of §1607.7.1. Garages accommodating trucks
and buses shall be designed in accordance with an approved
method that contains provision for traffic railings. [Emphasis
added.]

The spandrel that failed, the other spandrels which have failed, and the remaining
spandrels attached to the garage parking decks are not “vertical barrier[s]” as contemplated or
defined by IBC §1607.7.03. (Or if they are, they fail to comply with IBC §1607.7.03 — see
discussion below.)

This section says “[v]ehicle barrier systems for passenger cars shall be designed to resist a
single load of 6,000 pounds (26.70 kN) applied horizontally in any direction to the barrier system
and_shall have anchorage or attachment capable of transmitting this load to the structure.

An RPS spandrel cannot be said to be a “"vehicle barrier system” because the spandrels do
not have “anchorage or attachment capable of transmitting this load [the single load of 6,000
pounds] to the structure™ of the garage.

The standard by which the vehicle barrier is tested also makes it clear that the spandrels
are not “vehicle barrier systems.” The design of the system requires that the “load shall be
assumed to act” at a certain height “above the floor or ramp surface.” Here, there was no “floor
or ramp surface” for the testing the load or measuring the load because the “floor or ramp
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surface” of the spandrel — the horizontal part of the spandrel — was not the structure of the garage,
it was a part of the spandrel.

Note what the RPS Garage spandrel looks like. It is not a wall. It is something else. It is
not a barrier. It may be an extension of the deck of the garage. It is not a wall or vertical barrier
attached deck of the garage. Tt is an “L” shaped decorative panel. It is only that,

One can also see the fallacy of the WJE’s opinion or conclusion that the spandrel is a
code complying Vehicle Barrier under IBC §1607.7.03 by looking at remains of the spandrel
which broke causing the death of Jo Ellen Savage. The remains of a part of the spandrel are still
in place and are visible to the eye from the sidewalks and streets below (including immediatety
below) or from the deck of the garage itself.

The spandrel broke just above the edge of the garage deck. Anyone who has used a lever
to lift a rock will have the sense to know that the way the spandrel attached to the deck of the
garage would prevent load on the inside side of the upright portion of the spandrel from being
“transmitt[ed] . . . to the structure™ of the garage.

That is to say, the load to the spandrel, activated or caused to be put in motion through the
structure of the spandrel, would not end up being transmitted to the structure of the garage.
Instead, at the point where the spandrel attached to the deck of the garage, it would be
transmitted back to the spandrel causing the spandrel to break or shear at that point of attachment
to the deck of the garage.

This 1s exactly what has happened in the case of the death of Jo Ellen Savage,
I believe that is what has happened with regard to past spandrel failures.

In actual fact, if the spandrels are said to be a “vehicle barriers”, then they must comply
with the requirements for vehicle barriers as set forth in IBC §1607.7.03. The spandrels in place
as built or as designed do not meet the requirements of the code.

The River Park Square Parking Garage is a public nuisance.

There will be another spandrel failure. It is only a matter of time before it happens again.

When the next spandrel fails another vehicle may well fall from the RPS garage parking
deck. This next time, there may well be more than one death. This next time the falling vehicle
may have more than one passenger in it, and it may fall on several people walking on the
sidewalk on Spokane Falls Blvd. or eating lunch or dinner at the Rock City Grill at its outside
restaurant area beneath the spandrels.

I sincerely hope you and the City will not be deceived by the WIE report. My view is
that it is your job is to protect the health and welfare of the citizens of the City of Spokane and of
the people who come to Spokane to participate in our community. It is my view that your job is
not to find a rationalization for claiming that what is obviously a nuisance is not a nuisance and
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that what is obviously a violation of the building code is instead compliance with the code.?

Very truly yours,
EUGSTER LAaw OFFICE PSC

/s/ Stephen K. Eugster
Stephen K. Eugster
SKFE/ske
cc:
Dennis Hession, Mayor, City of Spokane
City of Spokane Council Members

William D. Symmes, Attorney for RPS Parking Garage
Milt Rowland, Assistant City Attorney

CAWIPARPSNuisance\_weizner2 wpd

* For alittle inspiration regarding the existential position you are in you might want to
read Henrik Ibsen’s play, AN ENEMY OF THE PEOPLE (1882).
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Concrete crushes pregnant woman
TRUCK KNOCKS SLAB OFF DOWNTOWN GARAGE

By Tedd Van Campen, Jim Jordan Angd Jillian Ogawa
HERALD-LEADER STAFF WRITERS

A pickup truck knocked a concrete panel from the second floor of a parking garage in downtown Lexington yesterday
morning, killing a Chase Bank employee who was eight months pregnant.

Stephanie Hufnagel, 22, was expecting her second daughter, to be named Sydney, with her husband, Brian Hufnagel,
22, also 2 Chase employee.

The couple dated at Bryan Station High Schocl and married last Octeber, family and friends said yesterday. Their
daughter, Raigann, is 18 months cld.

Harold Hufnagel, Brian's father, said Stephanie went to work early yesterday to build up hours befare maternity leave.
"It was such a terrible thing to happen to a good person,” Harold said.

About 7:30 a.m., witnesses said, a white Ford F-150 pickup truck struck a 12-foot-by-8-foot panel, part of an exterior
wall of the Chase Bank garage at East Short Street and Esplanade. The 6-inch-thick pane!, weighing an estimated 5,000
to 6,000 pounds, fell onto a walkway between the parking garage and the Chase building. It crushad Hufnagel, who was
walking balow.

Police identified the driver as Devona Jones, 29, of Nicholasville. The truck was estimated to have been going 15 mph
when it hit the barrier.

Fayette County Coroner Gary Ginn described Jones as devastated.

The truck’s hood and two front wheels were hanging out of the parking garage. Emergency workers chained it to pillars
as firefighters removed Hufnagel's body. Authorities are investigating why the truck hit the wall, and engineers will
evaluate the building.

Michae! Martin, a project foreman for Schnell Contractors in Louisville, said Schnell had recently repaired floor joints in
the Chase garage and was called in yesterday to seal the hcle left by the missing concrete panel.

Martin said each pre-cast panel is held in place by eight metal anchors -- four across the bottom of the panel and two on
each end - that are bolted intc the garage's concrete floor and vertical columns.

"It would have to take a hard lick to knock them off," he said. "These pre-cast panels are made to get hit by a car, but
not with force. ... The pre-cast is the barrier that keeps you from going over the side (of the garage).”

Overall, he said, "you can't get any sturdier than what this garage is."”

Despite the structure's age of about 34 years, Martin said there has been no detericration of the concrete except normal
wear from use. "This is in good shape,” he said.

TIC Properties of Greenville, 5.C., owns the parking garage and the adjacent building that Chase occupies.

Construction of both structures began in 1972. Central Parking operates the garage.

—

'
"Obviously there has been a horrible accident,” said Josh Workman, TIC's chief operating officer. "Cur symgathies go out
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te the families and all the parties involved. We are currently assisting the authorities any way we can."
Workman wouldn't comment on the garage's maintenance.

Lexington Building Inspection director Dewey Crowe says that when a new garage is built, the developer must submit
plans to the city to get a building permit.

There is cne inspection as part of the permit process before a building gets final approval. After that, the city doesn't
inspect a garage again unless its owner does additional work.

There is no requirement for regular government inspections once the garage is finished.
Crowe said the code enforcement department would inspect the garage if there is a complaint about its condition.

Roger Creace, a code enforcement supervisor, said that as far as he knows, the department has never received
complaints about the Chase garage.

Glenn Leveridge, president of Chase in Lexington, extended emplovees' "deepest sympathies" to Hufnagel's family.
"Qur prayers ga out to them," he said.

Brian and Stephanie Hufnagel moved into their first home in Lexington near the end cof last year, Harold Hufnagel said.
His son leved Stephanie tremendously.

"She was the best thing to happen to Brian," Harold said. "He loved her."

Stephanie's mother, Cindy Cunningham, 43, of Lexington, said Stephanie loved being a mother and often played with
and read to her daughter.

"If I needed Stephanie, all I need to do is call. I didn't need to worry about what she was doing, she would stop and
come," Cunningham said.

"She was an angel on earth and now an angel in heaven," Cunningham said.
Stephanie's friends said she often made home-cooked country meals.
"She took care of us," said Casey Hamilton. "We always called her ‘mama.""

Funeral arrangements wili be made at Kerr Brothers on Harrodsburg Read. Family members said Stephanie will be buried
in Owenshoro, where her family lived untif 1596,

Stephanie also is survived by her sister, Miranda Cunningham, 24, of Lexington, and her father Mark Cunningham, 45, of
Lexington.

Leveridge said Chase is establishing a scholarship fund for Raigann Hufnagel. Donations can be made at any Chase
branch.

vice sourcas. Al Rigiits Reserye
s kenfuchy gain
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Division 3. Division 3 Occupancies shall include repair
garages where work is limited to exchange of parts and mainte-
nance Tequiring no open flame or welding, motor vehicle fuel-
dispensing stations, and parking garages not classed as Group §,
Division 4 open parking garages or Group U private garages.

For the use of flammable and combustible liquids, see Section
307 and the Fire Code.

Division 4. Open parking garages per Sectien 311.9.

Division 5. Aircraft hangars where work is limited to exchange
of parts and maintenance requiring no open flame or welding and
hefistops.

For cccuparcy separations, see Table 3-B.
311.2 Construction, Height and Allowable Area.

311.2.1 General. Buiidings or parts of buildings classed in
Group § Qccupancy beczuse of the use or character of the occu-
pancy shall be limited to the types of construction set forth in
Table 5-B and shall not exceed, in area or height, the limits speci-
fied in Sections 504, 505 and 506.

311.2.2 Special provisions.

311.2.2.1 Group S, Division 3 with Group A, Division 3;
Group B; Group M or R, Division 1 Occupancy above. Other
pravisions of this code notwithstanding, a basement or first story
of a building may be considered as a separate and distinct building
for the purpose of area limitations, limitation of number of stories
and type of construction, when all of the following conditions are
met;

1. The basement or first story is of Type I construction and is
separated from the building above with a three-hour occupancy
separation. See Section 302.3.

2. The building above the three-hour occupancy separation
contains only Group A, Division 3; Group B; or Group M or R,
Division 1 Occupancies.

3. The building below the three-hour occupancy separation is a
Groug S, Division 3 Occupancy used exclusively for the parking
and storage of private or pleasure-type motor vehicles.

EXCEPTIONS: 1. Entry lobbies, mechanical rooms and similar
uses incidental to the operation of the building.

_ 2. Group A, Division 3 and Group B office, drinking and dining es-
tablishments and Group M retail occupancies in addition to those uses
incidental to the operatiosnt of the building (including storage areas),
provided that the entire structure below the three-hour occupancy sep-
aration is protected throughout by an automatic sprinkler sysiem.

4. The maximum building heighi in feet shall not exceed the
limits set forth in Table 5-B for the least type of construction
involved.

311.2.2.2 Group S, Divisicn 3 Occupancy with Group S, Divi-
sion 4 Qccupancy above. Other provisions of this code notwith-
standing, a Group S, Division 3 Occupancy, located in the
basement or first story below a Group S, Division 4 Occupancy, as
defined in Section 311.9, may be classified as a separate and dis-
tinct building for the purpose of determining the type of construc-
tion when all of the following conditions are met:

1. The allowable area of the structure shall be such that the sum
of the ratios of the actual area divided by the allowable area for
each separate occupancy shall not exceed one.

2. The Group S, Division 3 Occupancy is of Type I or Il
construction and is at least equal to the fire resistance of the Group
S, Division 4 Occupancy.

3. The height and the number of the tiers above the basement
shall be limited as specified in Table 3-H or Section 311.9.5.

4. The floor-ceiling assembly separating the Group 5, Division
3 and Group S, Division 4 Occupancy shall be protected as
required for the floor-ceiling assembly of the Group S, Division 3
Occupancy. Openings between the Group S, Division 3 and
Group S, Division 4 Occupancy, except exit openings, need not
be protected. K

5. The Group S, Division 3 Occupancy is used exclusively for
the parking or storage of private or pleasure-type motor vehicles,
but may contain (i) mechanical equipment rooms incidental to the
operation of the building and (ii) an office, and waiting and toilet
rooms having a total area of not more than 1,000 square feet
(93 m?).

311.2.3 Specific use provisions.

311.2.3.1 Group S, Divisions 3 and 5 Occupancies. In areas
where motor vehicles, boats or aircraft are stored, and in motor
vehicle fuel-dispensing stations and repair garages, flocr surfaces
shall be of noncombustible, nonabsorbent materials. Floors shall
drain to an approved oil separator or trap discharging to sewers in
accordance with the Plumbing Code.

EXCEPTION: Floors may be surfaced or waterproofed with

asphaltic paving.materials in areas where motor vehicles or airplanes
are stored or operated.

311.2.3.2 Marine or motor vehicle fuel-dispensing sta-
tions. Marine or motor vehicle fuel dispensing stations, includ-
ing canopies and supports over fuel dispensers, shall be of
noncombustible, fire-retardant-treated wood or of one-hour fire-
resistive construction.
EXCEPTIONS: 1. Roofs of one-story fuel-dispensing stations
may be of heavy-timber construction.
2. Canopies conforming to Secticn 2603.13 may be erected over
pUmps.
Canopies under which fuels are dispensed shall have a clear,
unobstructed height of not less than 13 feet 6 inches (4114 mm} to
the lowest projecting element in the vehicle drive-through area.

A ome-hour occupancy separation need not be provided
between fuel dispensers covered with a canopy that is open on
three or more sides, and a Group M Qccupancy retail store having
an area of less than 2,500 square feet {232 m?) when the following
conditions exist:

1. The Group M Occupancy is provided with two exits or exit-
access doorways separated as required by Section 1004.2.4 and
not located in the same exterior wall.

2. Fuel-dispenser islands are not located within 20 feet {6096
mm) of the Group M Occupancy retail store, :

311.2.3.3 Parking garage headroom. Parking garages shall
have an unobstructed headroom clearance of not less than 7 feet
(2134 mm) above the finish floor to any ceiling, beam, pipe or
similar abstruction, except for wall-mounted shelves, storage sur-
faces, racks or cabinets.

311.2.3.4 Group S, Division 2 Occupancy roof framing. In
Division 2 QOccupancies, the roof-framing system may be of

srrpreRlTed construction.
hicle barriers. In parking garages where any park-

eatexts located more than 5 feet (1524 mm) above the adjacenl
grade, vehicle barriers shall be provided.
EXCEPTION: Parking garages of Group U, Division 1 Qccupan-
cies.
Vehicle barriers shall have a minimum vertical dimension of
12 inches (305 mm) and shall be centered at 18 inches (457 mm)
above the parking surface. See Table 16-B for load criterion.

th«M - \1
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EXCERPTS FROM CHAPTER 16

s TABLE 16-B—BPECIAL LOADS!
- Lt

1997 UNIFORM BUILDING CODE

USE

VERTICAL LOAD

LATERAL LOAD

Category Descrlption

(pounds per square foot unless otherwise noted)

® 0.0479 for KN/m?

1. Construction, public access at site (live load) Walkway, see Section 3303.6

150
Canopy, see Section 3303.7 150
2. Grandstands, reviewing stands, bleachers, and Seats and footboards 1202 See Feotnote 3
folding and telescoping seating (live load)
3. Stage accessories (live load) Catwalks 40
Followspot, projection and control rooms 50
4. Ceiling framing (live load) Over stages 20 -
Al uses except over stages 104

5. FPartitions and interior walls, see Sec. 1611.5
(live load)

6. Elevators and dumbwaiters {dead and live loads) 2 % total loadsS
B 7. Mechanical and electrical equipment (dead load) Total loads
__ | 8 Cranes (dead and live loads) Total load including impact increase 1.25 % total load® 0.10 X total load”
9. Balcony railings and guardrails Exit facilities serving an occupant load greater
than 50 ' 508
) Other than gxit facilities 208
ﬁ Compde
(JO. Vehicle bar@g/

FSeaSection 311.2.3.5 7 N\
S\

C_ 60000 )

11. Handrails

See Footnote 11

See Foolnote 11

12. Storage racks Over 8 feet (2438 mm) high

Total loads!?

See Table 16-0

- | I3. Fire sprinkler structural support

250 pounds (1112 N)
plus weight of water-

filled pipel?

See Table 16-0

- |14 Explosion exposure

Hazardous occupancies, see Section 307,10

- I'The tabulated loads are minimum loads, Where other vertical i

" ZPounds per lineal foot (X 14.6 for Nfm).
3Lateral sway bracing loads of 24 pounds per foot (350 N/m) paralle] and 10
Does not apply to ceilings that have sufficient total access from below, such that access is not re
if the attic areas above the ceiling are not provided with access. This live load need not be

© .. upon the ceiling framing or its supporting struclure.

. “Where Appendix Chapter 30 has been adopted, see reference slandard cited therein for addition
TThe impact factors included are for cranes with steef wheels riding on stee! rails. The

. * - official is submitted. Live loads on crane support girders and their connections shall be taken as the maximum cra

:_Crane support girders and their connections, the impact factors shall be 1.10,

- TThis applies in the direction paralle] 1o the runway rails {iongitudinat). The factor for forces perpendicular to the rail
cab, hooks and lifted loads). Forces shall be applied at top of rail and may be distributed among rails of multiple ra

for lateral stiffness of the structures supporting these rails.
BA load per lineal foot (X 14.6 for N/m) to be applied horizontally at right angles to the top rail.

..~ Intermediate raits, panel fillers and their connections shall be capable of withstanding a load of 25 pounds per square foot (1.2 kKN/m
-~ . angles aver the entire tributary area, including openings and spaces between rails. Reactions due to this foading need not be

note 8.
<194 harizontal load in pounds {N) applied at right angles to the vehicle barrier at a hei
< uted over a 1-foot-square (304.8-millimeter-square) area.
2 "The mounting of handrails shall be such that the completed handrail and supportin

al design requirements,
y may be modified if substantiating technical data acceplable to the building
ne wheel loads. For pendant-operated traveling

S applied in any direction at any point on the rail. These loads shall not be assumed (o act cumulatively with Item 9.

Vertical members of storage racks shall be protected from impact forces of operalir:

= - will not cause collapse of more than the bay or bays directly supported by thal member.
A3 The 250

-pound (1.11 kN) load is to be applied to any single fire sprinkler support point but not simultaneously to all suppert joints.

oads required by this code or required by the design would cause greater stresses, they shall be used.
pounds per foot (145.9 N/m) perpendicular to seat and footboards.

quired within the space above the ceiling, Does not apply to ceilings
considered as acting simultaneously with cther live loads imposed

is 0.20 X the transverse traveling loads (trolley,
il cranes and shall be distributed with due regard

2} applied horizontally at right
combined with those of Foot-
ght of 18 inches (457 mm) above the parking surface. The force may be distrib-
2 structure are capable of withstanding a load of at least 200 pounds (850 N)

g equipment, or racks shali be designed so that Failure of one vertical member

£ g SBER AL 47 i B B e




