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PROJECT OVERVIEW 
 

Burne Engineering Services Inc. was hired by the City of Placerville to study the feasibility and 
associated cost of bringing the Old City Hall building, located at 487-489 Main Street in 
Placerville, into substantial compliance with the current CA Building Code requirements so that 
the City can make an informed decision regarding future use of this structure. The structure is 
currently vacant, with the exception of one tenant on the main level of 489 Main Street.  

The Old City Hall is comprised of two 2-story buildings: Confidence Engine Company Hall, built in 
1860 (487 Main St, on the west side) and Emigrant Jane Building, built in 1861 (489 Main St, on 
the east side). Confidence Engine Company Hall (the Confidence building) has walls constructed 
of unreinforced masonry, mortared stone, and plaster. The Emigrant Jane building shares a 
common mortared stone wall with the Confidence building, with the other walls being a 
combination of mortared stone, brick, and plaster. A reinforced concrete and timber addition 
was constructed on the North side of the Emigrant Jane building in the early 1900s. The floor and 
roof framing of the entire structure are timber. 

The Confidence building is listed in the National Record of Historic Places. Given the age and 
historic value of both buildings, a key constraint of the analysis and development of alternatives 
is to maintain and preserve the building façades and elevations. This means that the 
unreinforced masonry shell will be preserved as either the structural system or the exterior 
veneer, so that the exterior aesthetics are unchanged. 

This report is broken into two sections: (1) Structural Rehabilitation, and (2) Non-Structural 
Rehabilitation.  The Construction Cost Estimate includes the items of work required to provide a 
warm shell for the City to seek tenants to occupy the building.  Costs not included in the scope of 
this study are wall and floor finish materials, paint, interior partition walls, lighting, ducting of 
HVAC equipment, and site-specific electrical designs for any special equipment that may be 
required for future tenants.  Also excluded are the restroom facilities, as the number of stalls and 
location of facilities will be dependent upon the proposed occupancy of the building.  The 
concluding summary combines the costs of the preferred structural alternative and the non-
structural items of work for a total cost for rehabilitation. 
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STRUCTURAL REHABILITATION 

 

DESIGN CRITERIA AND ASSUMPTIONS 

The governing codes used for analysis and retrofit design were the 2013 edition of the California 
Historic Building Code (2013 CHBC) and the 2013 edition of the California Existing Building Code 
(2013 CEBC). Additionally, the 2013 edition of ASCE 41 “Seismic Evaluation and Retrofit of 
Existing Buildings” was used as a reference during analysis. Given the current condition of the 
buildings, the level of service chosen for our analysis was to retrofit the buildings to meet 
minimum life safety requirements. The proposed retrofit of the building is designed to provide 
enough time for evacuation of occupants during a significant seismic event and to prevent 
collapse of the structure. However, potential damage to the structure caused by a significant 
ground motion may render the buildings non-operational after such an event.  

Information used in the determination of feasible retrofit strategies includes field observation, 
review of previous non-destructive testing data, analysis, and consultation with masonry and 
steel specialists. The structural evaluation of the existing building is based on observation of 
framing and foundation elements that were accessible during field visits. Some of the existing 
conditions could not be verified by visual inspection and limited non-destructive tests; therefore, 
condition and configuration of unexposed portions of the structure was based on engineering 
judgement. Due to these approximations and assumptions, the costs for all alternatives include a 
25% contingency.  

The assumed Occupancy and associated floor live load for the upstairs suites is that of 
commercial office space, Occupancy Business Group B. It is important to note that Occupancies 
such as restaurants and bars (Assembly Group A-2) and retail stores (Mercantile Group M) 
require the floor framing and foundation to be designed for a larger floor live load than Business 
Group B. The main level floor areas are assumed to have the 100 psf Assembly Occupant floor 
live load.  The cost to retrofit the floor framing and foundation to accommodate this load is 
included in the Construction Cost Estimate (in the Foundation and Framing items of work). 

 

STRUCTURAL OBSERVATIONS 

Based on visual observation of the existing exterior masonry walls, the buildings were 
determined to be seismically deficient. Additionally, issues were found with the vertical load 
carrying system. Specific items of concern are listed below; some photos associated with 
mentioned items of concern have been included in the next few pages for a clearer 
understanding of the condition of the structure. 
 

 Cracks in the masonry walls [Figure 1] 

 Deterioration of mortar joints in masonry (brick or stone) walls [Figure 2] 
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 Fire damage in the wood bed joints inset in the masonry walls [Figure 3] 

 Collapsed chimney chute, voids in wall [Figure 3] 

 Non-integrated closures at existing openings, lintel reconstruction needed [Figure 4] 

 Lack of positive connection between walls and floor/roof diaphragms 

 Walls pulling away from the floor/roof (up to 6” on the West wall) and bowing 

 Unbraced parapets [Figure 5] 

 Seismically inadequate floor and roof diaphragms 
 

 

Figure 1: Large cracks in the west masonry wall. 
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Figure 2: Deteriorated bed and head joints in masonry walls. 

 

Figure 3: Voids in wall at chimney area. Fire damage to inset timbers. 
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Figure 4: Door opening not integrated with lintel. Lintel to be reconstructed. 

 

 

Figure 5: Unbraced roof parapet 
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PRELIMINARY STRUCTURAL FINDINGS 

A Tier 1 analysis of the structure was performed, per ASCE 41 “Seismic Evaluation and Retrofit of 
Existing Buildings.” This analysis consists of a checklist screening of critical elements of a building. 
Results indicate that the building is non-compliant in terms of complete load path, wall 
anchorage, transfer to shear walls, and diaphragm aspect ratios.  

Further analysis based on 2013 CHBC and 2013 CEBC found the building to be non-compliant on 
similar grounds as the ASCE 41 criteria. In order to bring the buildings in substantial compliance 
with the life safety requirements of 2013 CHBC and 2013 CEBC, three retrofit alternatives were 
developed. Each alternative was analyzed and retrofit elements were sized for cost 
approximation purposes. The three alternative lateral (seismic) force resisting systems are 
unreinforced masonry (URM) shear walls, light-frame timber shear walls, and steel special 
moment frames used in combination with the URM shear walls. These alternatives are described 
in more detail in the following sections.  
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RETROFIT OPTIONS 

Overview of Alternatives 

The three proposed alternatives were selected based on constructability, construction cost, and 
minimizing impact to the existing building façades. The first option, URM shear walls, consists of 
fixing and maintaining the existing masonry walls as the main lateral force resisting system. The 
second option, timber shear walls, consists of new light frame shear walls on the inside face of 
the masonry walls as well as the addition of some new interior timber shear walls. In this 
scenario, the masonry walls would only act as veneer. The third option, steel special moment 
frames, combines new two story moment frames at the front and rear walls of the buildings with 
fixing and maintaining the existing masonry shear walls in the other direction.  

The Building Layout, shown as Sheet 1 on the following page, gives a graphical representation of 
the existing building in order to better describe the retrofit alternatives. The retrofit measures 
for each alternative are superimposed on the building layout, on subsequent sheets, to show the 
location and limits of the retrofit measures. This layout is not depicted for each of the two floor 
levels individually since the retrofit measures are to be implemented for the full height of the 
building with limited variation between floors. 

Independently of which of the three lateral force resisting system alternatives is chosen, there 
are some critical structural issues that will need to be addressed in all scenarios. The cracked and 
deteriorated portions of the masonry walls will need to be repointed and the cracked bricks will 
need to be replaced. The chimney chute in the west wall of the Confidence building will need to 
be filled with new masonry. The roof parapet will need to be braced and/or shortened. The floor 
and roof diaphragms will need to be sheathed on top of the existing sheathing. Additionally, the 
roof and floors will need to be anchored to the new or existing framing. All of the exterior 
landings and stairs may need to be removed and those required for exiting will need to be 
replaced with new code compliant exits. To simplify the graphical representation of each 
alternative, these common measures are shown as Sheet R0 and are applicable to all three 
options.  



N



N
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Option I: Rehabilitate and Strengthen Existing URM Shear Walls 

 

This option, shown on Sheet R1, consists of using the existing URM walls as both the vertical and 
lateral load carrying system. In addition to the upgrades common to all alternatives, mentioned 
above, this alternative would require the following retrofit measures: 

 Prior to repointing of the west and south brick walls of the Confidence building, perform 
in-situ non-destructive testing in accordance with 2013 CEBC Section A106.3 of the other 
masonry walls in order to determine the strength of the masonry for each wall. Based on 
results from these tests, the extent of repointing required in these walls, if any, will be 
determined. Additionally, the required total thickness of the front wall can be 
established. 

 Following the repointing and brick repair of the west and south brick walls of the 
Confidence building perform non-destructive testing on these walls, per 2013 CEBC 
Section A106.3. These test results would determine if thickening of the rear wall is also 
required.  

 Thicken the front wall by 8-12 inches at both floor levels, from the foundation to the 
bottom of the roof framing. This would involve widening the foundation of the front wall 
and adding two or three wythes to the inside face of the existing front walls. 

 Anchor the masonry walls to the floor and roof diaphragms around the perimeter of both 
buildings and at the common wall.  

o The anchorage of the exterior walls to the roof and floor diaphragms will be 
achieved by connecting a threaded rod through the wall to a hold down bracket 
attached to the floor joists/roof rafters. These anchors would need 6” X 6” plates 
on the outside face of the masonry wall at the floor and roof levels. Alternatively, 
these plates can be substituted by a continuous steel “band” that wraps around 
the building.  

o The anchors along the front wall will be drilled and epoxied or mortared from the 
inside only, and stopped short of the exterior face of the wall, so that the 
architectural finish of this wall face is not damaged. 

o At the common wall, the anchors will be drilled and epoxied from each side and 
stopped short of protruding the wall. 

 Provide improved bearing for the floor systems along the west wall of the Confidence 
building. This wall, which provides a bearing seat for the floor and roof framing, is bowed 
out of plane as much as 4” in the center portion of the wall. The bearing seat width is 
decreased since the wall is moving outward. The URM alternative and the Steel Moment 
Frame alternative both utilize this wall to carry vertical and lateral loads. Both of these 
options will need this retrofit measure, which includes a new foundation on the inside of 
the west wall and timber stud walls supporting the floor and roof framing. After the 



 

 Page 13 of 34 
 

masonry repair, it may be feasible to eliminate the need for a new foundation and install 
a ledger to the inside face of the masonry wall for improved seat width.  

The Retrofit Strategy for Option I is depicted graphically on the next page.  



N
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Option II: Construct New Timber Shear and Bearing Walls 

 

This option, shown on Sheet R2, consists of adding new sheathed timber stud walls along the 
interior face of the masonry walls to basically replace the masonry walls as the new bearing wall 
and lateral force resisting system. The masonry walls then become a veneer for the new 
structural system. In addition to the upgrades common to all alternatives, mentioned above, this 
alternative would require the following retrofit measures: 

 Construct a new foundation on the inside of the existing perimeter foundation of the 
building. Construct new footings adjacent to the common mortared stone wall, on both 
sides of the wall. 

 Construct new timber walls with plywood sheathing on the inside of the perimeter of the 
entire building, and on both sides of the common mortared stone wall. These new walls 
will carry the floor and roof framing. 

 Construct a new foundation and new interior timber shear walls, as shown on Sheet R2, 
to carry the lateral (seismic) forces. This is the only alternative that requires interior shear 
walls due to the limited strength of the timber shear walls relative to the steel and 
masonry capacity. 

 Anchor the masonry walls to the new timber walls with light gage anchor ties @ 24” on 
center horizontally and vertically. The larger anchors with plate washers at the roof and 
floor diaphragm levels are not required for this alternative, since the roof and floor 
framing will be bearing on and connected to the new timber walls, rather than bearing on 
the masonry. 

 

The Retrofit Strategy for Option II is depicted graphically on the next page.  



N
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Option III: Construct New Steel Special Moment Frames 

 

This option, shown on Sheet R3, consists of adding four new steel special moment frames at the 
front and rear walls of both the Confidence and Emigrant Jane buildings, while maintaining the 
perpendicular URM walls as the vertical and lateral force resisting system for the structure. In 
addition to the upgrades common to all alternatives, mentioned previously, this alternative 
would require the following retrofit measures: 

 Construct new large spread footings and grade beams on the inside of the existing front 
and rear wall foundation of the building.  

 Erect new two-story moment frames after removing a few feet of the roof and floor 
framing members adjacent to the front and rear exterior walls. Steel members would 
need to be placed using a crane from the top of the building.  

 Anchor the masonry walls to the floor and roof diaphragms along the bearing walls of 
both buildings (east and west walls) and at the common wall.  

o The anchorage of the exterior walls to the roof and floor diaphragms will be 
achieved by connecting a threaded rod through the wall to a hold down attached 
to the floor joists/roof rafters. These anchors would need 6” X 6” plates on the 
outside face of the masonry wall at the floor and roof levels. Alternatively, these 
plates can be substituted by a continuous steel “band” that wraps around the 
building.  

o The anchors along the common wall will be drilled from the inside only, and stop 
short of the exterior face of the wall, so that the architectural finish of this wall is 
not damaged. 

 Construct new timber infill walls within the steel moment frames (around existing door 
and window openings) along the front and rear walls in order to anchor the masonry 
veneer to the new wall at 24” oc horizontally and vertically. 

 Provide improved bearing for the floor systems along the west wall of the Confidence 
building. As described in Option I, this wall is bowed out of plane as much as 4” in the 
center portion of the wall. The bearing seat width is decreased since the wall is moving 
outward. This retrofit measure would include a new foundation on the inside of the west 
wall and timber stud walls supporting the floor and roof framing. After the masonry 
repair, it may be feasible to eliminate the need for a new foundation and install a ledger 
to the inside face of the masonry wall for improved seat width.  

The Retrofit Strategy for Option III is depicted graphically on the next page.  



N
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COST ANALYSIS FOR STRUCTURAL REHABILITATION 

Basis for Analysis 

A Structural Cost Estimate (SCE) was developed for each proposed alternative. These SCEs should 
be considered as preliminary estimates. The cost estimate will be refined as the construction 
documents for the preferred alternative are further developed. 

The SCEs presented in this report are generated using work-item estimates and are limited to 
work-items related to the structural rehabilitation of the unlit, unwarm building shell. Each work-
item is broken down to tasks and the costs associated with the task. The SCEs are generated 
based on current construction costs, prevailing wages, constructability, and aesthetic 
considerations. The work-items considered for each alternative are listed below: 

 General Set-up, Demo, and Disposal 

 Staging, Scaffolding 

 Foundation 

 Masonry rehabilitation 

 Anchorage to masonry 

 Structural framing, seismic retrofit 

 Roofing 
 
 
In order to cover costs that may result from incomplete design information, unforeseen and 
unpredictable conditions, or other uncertainties related to the project and its historical nature, a 
25% contingency is added to the estimates. 
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Comparison of Structural Alternatives 

The SCEs for each alternative are summarized in Table 1 below. A detailed breakdown of the 
tasks and associated estimated man hours, as well as material and labor costs for each 
alternative, was provided in Appendix A of the Draft Structural Rehabilitation Alternatives Report 
dated June 2015.  It is not included again in this report.  
 
Table 1 - Itemized Cost Comparison for alternatives 

Item 
Cost per alternative 

URM Timber Steel 

General  $    35,757  $    70,543  $    60,283  

Staging  $    14,400  $    14,400  $    14,400  

Foundation  $    19,438  $    65,410  $    25,429  

Masonry Rehabilitation  $  155,640  $  105,640  $  105,640 

Anchorage to Masonry  $  219,360  $    66,939  $  169,279 

Structural Framing  $    66,224  $  216,312   $  228,894 

Roofing  $  105,000  $  105,000   $  105,000  

Restore Front Exterior Balcony $    60,000 $    60,000 $    60,000 

Job Site Supervision (5%)  $    30,790  $    32,211  $    35,445 

Contractor OH/Profit (15%)  $    96,988  $  101,465   $  111,652  

Contingency (25%)  $  185,894  $  194,475  $  214,001  

    

TOTAL  $1,010,000  $1,055,000   $1,150,000  

 
 

As shown in the table above, the option of maintaining and upgrading the existing URM walls as 
the main vertical and lateral load resisting system is the least expensive structural alternative. 
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STRUCTURAL ALTERNATIVE RECOMMENDATIONS 

After careful evaluation of the alternatives on the basis of cost, constructability, and preservation 
of the aesthetic appearance of this historic structure, rehabilitating and strengthening of the 
existing URM walls appears to be the preferred structural alternative. This alternative is the 
easiest to construct, with respect to staging and impact to the parking lot and surrounding 
pedestrian and vehicular traffic. Use of the masonry walls minimizes the decrease in the existing 
usable floor area since new walls or frames are generally not required to be constructed on the 
inside face of the existing masonry. It is important to note that the URM alternative does impact 
the exterior aesthetics of the building due to the addition of the steel anchoring plates or steel 
band required to be placed at the roof and floor levels. However, if this item emerges as a major 
issue from the City’s review, an alternative to drill and epoxy a greater number of anchors can be 
developed (anchors attached from the inside only, eliminating the need for exterior plates) or 
the shape of the plate can be varied to resemble architectural features of the era.  

Although further material testing and a more detailed structural analysis are required prior to 
determination of the actual construction cost estimates, we expect this alternative to remain the 
most constructible and cost effective.  
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NON-STRUCTURAL REHABILITATION 

 

SITE OBSERVATIONS 

There are two distinctly separate buildings that share a common interior wall: the Emigrant Jane 
Building and the Confidence Engine Building, referred to here as the Emigrant Building and the 
Confidence Building accordingly. All square footage is approximate, taken from rough field 
measurements.  The Confidence Building is two-stories with a floor area of 1210 ft2 on each 
level. The Emigrant Building is also two-stories and has a floor area of 920 ft2 plus an 870 ft2 

addition on each level. The approximate gross square footage is 6000 ft2, which is measured 
from the outside face of the exterior walls.  The finished floor elevations of each of the buildings 
are not at the same height, with the Confidence Buildings sitting approximately 24 inches lower 
at the first floor level and approximately 13 inches lower at the second level than the Emigrant 
Building. The Confidence Building has a raised landing at the front (South) portion of the space 
that is approximately 7 inches above the finished floor of the remainder of the space. The 
bottom of the stair case to the upper level space begins on that raised landing. There is an 
opening in the common wall between the buildings at the bottom of the stairs (first floor level) 
that has been partially covered over, but still has three risers leading to the Emigrant Jane 
building. There is an interior staircase which services both buildings starting at the landing of the 
Confidence Building leading to the second floor. Access is provided between the two buildings 
on the second floor via two risers from the Confidence Building to the Emigrant Building.  The 
fact that the two separate buildings are connected and have access openings at the common 
wall may prove to be an asset to the accessibility solutions for the proposed tenant space 
because they may be able to share egress and exit facilities, but the difference in the finished 
floor elevations between the two buildings creates additional obstacles in providing accessibility 
to the exit facilities. 

The Confidence Building has two entrance doors. The south entrance door located on Main 
Street has a step up from the public sidewalk to the interior finished floor elevation and is 
recessed more than 8 inches in from the exterior wall.  The rear (north) door is at the floor level 
and has a drop off after the threshold to a brick landing below. At the end of the landing there is 
another step down leading to an excessive slope on the parking area.  

The Emigrant Building has three egress doors. The front door facing Main Street is an in-swinging 
door with a step into a recessed landing that varies in height because of the sloping public 
sidewalk. A side (east) exit door is provided which currently provides disabled people access. 
From this door there is a side path of travel down the drive aisle to access Main Street.  There is 
a third exit door at the rear (north) of the building. This door is approximately 36 inches above 
the parking surface. A stairway is provided to this door although the stairway has no exterior 
landing. The Emigrant Building also has an exterior staircase that connects to the exterior path of 
travel on the lower floor. On the second floor there is a landing that services 2 doors into the 
building.  
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There are 3 existing restrooms. The Confidence Building has a single accommodation restroom. 
The Emigrant Building has a separate men’s and women’s facility.  

From the second floor of the Emigrant Building there is a small staircase leading to the attic. The 
attic has been insulated with batt insulation and the batt insulation has been installed with direct 
contact to the roof sheeting without the required 1 inch air space.  

The buildings currently have HVAC equipment. The equipment is located in the attic of the 
Confidence Building and in the basement of the Emigrant Building. 

The electrical panels serving both buildings and the public restrooms are located in the northeast 
corner of the Emigrant Building.  

Currently there are no fire sprinklers in the building.  

 

FIRE AND LIFE SAFETY  

PRELIMINARY OBSERVATIONS: The existing buildings do not comply with current fire and life 
safety code. Below is a list of the significant issues that will need to be addressed before the 
space can be leased.  

 There are 5 egress doors on the lower floor.  Only the side entrance of the Emigrant 
Building appears to meet legal requirements for fire and life safety exits.   

 Interior and exterior staircases do not meet current code standards. 

 The buildings lack the minimum number of exit doors. 

 Exit facilities are located too closely together and do not provide sufficient second floor 
egress. 

 A Fire Sprinkler System is not presently installed. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: In order to comply with current accessibility code requirements, the 
proposed solution to creating the minimum number of fire exits is to build a new exit landing in 
the rear of the building that would serve as the primary entrance to the building. This solution is 
explained in more detail in the accessibility recommendations section. The interior staircase will 
need to be rebuilt with a new landing. A ramp will need to be installed on the second floor to 
provide access between the different finished floor elevations of the two buildings, or one of the 
floors may be reframed or furred-up so that the upper floor elevations match. Since the current 
exterior staircase is located too close to the internal staircase to be considered a legal second 
exit, our recommendation is to remove the current exterior staircase and rebuild a new exterior 
staircase at the rear of the building connecting to the rear landing.  

A Fire Sprinkler System will need to be designed and installed to serve all proposed tenant 
spaces. 
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ACCESSIBILITY 

PRELIMINARY OBSERVATIONS:  The existing buildings do not meet accessibility code 
requirements.  Both the Confidence Building and the Emigrant Building have issues involving 
path of travel, entrance and egress, restroom accommodations, and parking. The following items 
need to be addressed prior to leasing the tenant spaces: 

CONFIDENCE BUILDING: 

1) Accessible Entrance and Egress:  
a. Main Street Entrance:  

i. Lip greater than ½ inch. 
ii. Elevation change at entrance. 
iii. Insufficient maneuvering space. 

b. Rear entrance: 
i. Elevation change at entrance. 
ii. Insufficient maneuvering space. 

2) Accessible Restroom Accommodations:  
a. Currently a restroom is provided on the main level but it does not meet 

accessibility standards. 
3) Parking: 

a. Accessible parking is provided in the public parking lot but it does not comply with 
current accessibility standards.  

4) Path of Travel:  
a. Exterior: 

i. The exterior path of travel from the parking spaces is not identified.   
ii. The path of travel along Main Street via the public sidewalk is non-

compliant because of excessive slope.  
iii. There is also a step up to the entrance alcove that is non-compliant.   
iv. There is no current accessible path of travel to the rear entrance of the 

Confidence Building because of excessive slope issues and the current 
brick landing with a vertical change greater than a ½ inch.   

b. Interior: 
i. Travel between the two buildings does not comply because of the change 

in level from one building to the next.  
ii. The current staircase is non-compliant because of the current riser height, 

the handrails, and the lack of warning striping.  
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EMIGRANT JANE BUILDING: 

1) Accessible Entrance and Egress: 
a. Main Street Entrance: 

i. Lip greater than ½ inch. 
ii. Insufficient maneuvering space. 

b. Side entrance: 
i. Upon visual observation it appears to be a compliant entrance.  

Measurements were not taken to confirm compliance. 
c. Rear entrance 

i. Lack of landing at the stairs. 
ii. Insufficient maneuvering space. 

2) Accessible Restroom Accommodations:  
a. Both the men’s and women’s restrooms do not have sufficient space for 

compliance. 
3) Parking:  

a. Accessible parking is provided in the public parking lot but it does not comply with 
current accessibility standards.  

4) Path of Travel: 
a. Exterior Path of Travel: 

i. No identified path of travel from parking spaces.   
ii. Excessive slope along path of travel to front entrance via public sidewalk. 
iii. Step up to the entrance alcove along Main Street.   
iv. There is a marked path of travel to the side door of the Emigrant Building 

but the door itself is marked with a no-entrance sign. There is no 
detectable warning tile between the path of travel and the drive aisle.  

v. There is no accessible path of travel to the rear entrance of the Emigrant 
Building because of the non-compliant staircase to the door.  

vi. The exterior staircase located along the side of the Emigrant Building is 
also non-compliant because the width is insufficient, the risers are too 
high, warning striping is not present, and the handrails are not compliant. 

b. Interior Path of Travel 
i. Non-compliant change in level between the two buildings. 
ii. Less than 36” minimum width in hallway. 
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ACCESSIBILITY CODE REFERENCES: 

Listed below are the relevant code sections from which we based our opinions: 

 Historic Buildings: Defined by the 2013 California Building Code as, “Buildings that are 
listed or eligible for listing in the National Register of Historic Places or designated as historic 
under an appropriate state or local law. CCR Title 24 Part 8 

 Basic Provisions: Defined by the 2013 California Historic Code, “8-602.2 Alternative 
provisions. If the historical significance or character-defining features are threatened, alternative 
provisions for access may be applied pursuant to this chapter…” 

 Alternatives: Defined by the 2013 California Historic Code, “8-603.1 Alternative minimum 
standards. The alternative minimum standards for alterations of qualified historic building or 
facilities are contained in Section 4.1.7(3) of ADA Standards for Accessible Design, as 
incorporated and set forth in federal regulation 28 C.F.R. pt. 36.” 

 Entry: Defined by the 2013 California Historic Code, “8-603.2 Entry. These alternatives do 
not allow exceptions for the requirement of level landings in front of doors, except as provided 
in Section 8-603.4. 1) Access to any entrance used by the general public and no further than 200 
ft. from the primary entrance 2) Access at any entrance not used by the general public but open 
and unlocked with directional signs at the primary entrance and as close as possible to, but no 
further than 200ft from, the primary entrance. 3) The accessible entrance shall have a 
notification system. Where security is a problem, remote monitoring may be used.  

 Toilet Rooms: Defined by the 2013 California Historic Code, “8-603.5 Toilet Rooms. In lieu 
of separate-gender toilet facilities as required in the regular code, an accessible unisex toilet 
facility may be designated.”   

 Elevator: Defined by the 2013 California Building Code, “11B-206.2.3 Multi-story 
buildings and facilities, At least one accessible route shall connect each story and mezzanine in 
multi-story buildings and facilities.”  There are exceptions to this code, but they only apply to 
privately funded buildings. Since this project will be owned and leased by a public entity it does 
not fall under any of the exceptions and therefore must have an elevator to provide access to 
the second floors.  

RECOMMENDATIONS:  Our recommendation is to keep the Main Street entrance as-is, so as not 
to diminish the historic character of the building as viewed from Main Street.  We suggest 
creating an accessible entrance in the rear of the Confidence building where the current 
entrance door exists.  We suggest building a patio so the area can serve as an exit for both the 
Confidence Building and the Emigrant Building by creating a new entrance door along the rear 
side of the building. We have provided a Conceptual Site Plan (Sheet A1, included in the 



 

 Page 27 of 34 
 

following pages of this report) to illustrate these recommendations as one possible accessibility 
alternative.  Signage will need to be provided at the Main Street entrance to inform disabled 
patrons the accessible entrance is located elsewhere. We have included costs for a civil engineer 
to survey the current parking lot and then reconfigure the space to include accessible parking 
located along an accessible path to Main Street and to the rear entrances of the buildings. A 
ramp would need to be installed from the new patio to the accessible parking spaces.  A new 
bathroom will need to be configured as part of the tenant buildout/ tenant improvements for 
both buildings. 

Conceptual Main and Upper Level Floor Plans (Sheets A2 and A3, found on the following pages of 
this report) are included to illustrate the accessibility issues and provide a possible alternative to 
bring the buildings in compliance with current building code accessibility requirements.  There 
are many solutions to the non-compliance issues, all of which are highly dependent upon the 
type of businesses that will occupy the tenant space.  Accessibility requirements are a function of 
the Occupancy of the space. 
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Key Note
S.1 Accessible Path of Travel.
S.2 Ramp (Parking level to new brick landing @ Confidence Engine Building "City Hall" Entrance.
S.3 Confidence Engine Building "City Hall" Landing.
S.4 Ramp (Confidence Engine Bldg to Emigrant Jane Bldg),
S.5 New Exterior Exit Stair.

S.5.1 New Exterior Exit Stair. (Alternate location).
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S.9 New "Van" accessible parking space.

S.10 Recontour, pave, and stripe parking lot.
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Main Level - Notes
Key Note
1.0 This conceptual layout considered accessibililty and required egress leaving the existinglocation of the interior stair. This layout creates awkward and difficult leasingopportunities. During the design phase, consider relocating the interior stair, elevator,and ramps.  Due to the nature of the site conditions, changing the floor levels is probablynot an option.
1.1 New brick landing with flush transition to existing doors.
1.2 Exsiting "City Hall" doors.
1.3 New Exterior Exit Stair.
1.4 Existing door and stair from Main level to parking to be removed.
1.5 Existing door and accessible entrance to Emigrant Jane Building.
1.6 Eisting exterior stairs to Upper Level of Emigrant Jane Building to be removed (if rearstair is added) or reconstructed if exterior stair is added to side of Confidence EngineBldg).
1.7 New accessible entrance. Located on side of building to protect the historical characterof the Main Street facade.
1.8 Existing door from sidewalk at Main Street does not meet accessibility requirements butnot used for egress requirements.
1.9 Existing door from sidewalk at Main Street does not meet accessibility requirements.Permanently seal door to construct new interior landing.
1.10 New Exterior Exit Stair. (Alternate location).
1.11 New interior ramp to provide egress from Cofidnece Engine Bldg to new side entrance.
1.11 New interior ramp to provide egress from Cofidnece Engine Bldg to new side entrance.
1.12 New landing.
1.13 Remove existing interior stairs.
1.14 Construct new stairs in existing location.
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1 Upper Level Floor Plan

Upper Level - Notes
Key Note
2.1 This conceptual layout to provide required egress creates awkward and dificult leasing opportunities.During the design phase, consider reconstructing one or both floor levels to avoid the need for theinternal ramp.
2.2 Construct new stairs in existing location.
2.3 New elevator. (required because building is publicly funded).
2.4 Existing stairs to bew removed.
2.5 New interior ramp for access bewteen differing floor levels.
2.6 Existing door.
2.6 Existing door.
2.7 Eisting exterior stairs to Upper Level of Emigrant Jane Building to be removed (if rear stair is added)or reconstructed if exterior stair is added to side of Confidence Engine Bldg).
2.8 New door to new egress.
2.9 New exterior landing.
2.10 New Exterior Exit Stair.
2.11 New door to new egress. (Alternate location).
2.12 New exterior landing.
2.13 New Exterior Exit Stair. (Alternate location).
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MECHANICAL/ELECTRICAL/PLUMBING (MEP) 

PRELIMINARY OBSERVATIONS: The buildings currently have HVAC equipment. It is located in the 
attic of the Confidence Building and in the basement and attic of the Emigrant Building. 

The electrical panels serving both buildings and the public restrooms are located in the northeast 
corner of the Emigrant Building.  

RECOMMENDATIONS:  Our assumption is that all interior walls will be removed to facilitate the 
seismic retrofit construction and therefore all new electrical will be run from the main service 
panels to the new locations under the scope of the tenant improvement.  Existing mechanical 
units should be evaluated to ensure they meet the needs of the new tenants and may need to be 
replaced.  All plumbing will be new from the point of connection; cost to be deferred until tenant 
improvement.  

 

INSULATION 

PRELIMINARY OBSERVATIONS: From the second floor of the Emigrant Building there is a small 
staircase leading to the attic. The attic has been insulated with batt insulation and the batt 
insulation has been installed with direct contact to the roof sheathing, with no 1 inch air space as 
required by code.  

RECOMMENDATIONS: Existing fiberglass insulation in the attic needs to be completely removed. 
New spray foam insulation needs to be installed directly to the underside of the roof sheathing. 
The exterior walls and floors should receive new insulation to comply with the requirements of 
current CA Title 24 Energy Requirements, at the time of the tenant improvements.  

 

HAZARDOUS MATERIALS 

PRELIMINARY OBSERVATIONS: An environmental consultant visited the buildings with the 
purpose of observing the potential presence of hazardous materials.  No testing was performed 
under the scope of this study, but it was observed that asbestos and lead paint are most likely 
present in the wall and floor finishes. 

RECOMMENDATIONS: Asbestos and Lead Paint are required to be removed, contained, and 
disposed of by licensed professionals under strict regulatory provisions.  The cost for the testing, 
removal, containment, and disposal of these hazardous materials is included in our Construction 
Cost Estimate.  The cost of the required oversight of removal operations is also included in the 
item cost.  
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STRUCTURAL PLANS, SPECIFICATIONS & ESTIMATE (PS&E) 

If the City chooses to proceed with the structural rehabilitation of the Old City Hall Building, a 
detailed analysis of the structure will be required.  The masonry will need to be tested for 
strength prior to and after the repointing efforts.  The floor and wall coverings will need to be 
tested to confirm the presence of hazardous materials.  After the selection of the preferred 
structural rehabilitation alternative, complete plans, technical specifications and an estimate for 
the structures construction items will need to be prepared.  We have included the cost of an 
independent peer review in the cost of this item of work. 

 

ARCHITECTURAL PS&E 

Architectural PS&E, including a CASp (Certified Access Specialist program) report, will need to be 
prepared as part of the construction documents for the rehabilitation of Old City Hall.  There are 
many varying solutions to the accessibility issues, all of which are dependent upon the proposed 
occupancy of the tenant space.  The accessibility components may need to be deferred until the 
tenant improvement phase as the occupancy type and associated occupant loads determine the 
required number of exits as well as the number and restroom facilities.  The cost of this item of 
work is based on development of the PS&E documents with a predetermined occupancy of the 
tenant space.  If the accessibility design is deferred to the tenant improvement phase it may 
impact the cost of this item. 
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COST ESTIMATE FOR NON-STRUCTURAL REHABILITATION 

The cost of the Non-Structural Rehabilitation items of work is included below.  A 25% 
contingency has been added to the total due to the preliminary nature of this cost estimate. 

 

Table 2 - Itemized Cost of Non-Structural Items of Work 

  Item of Work Cost 

Fire and Life Safety 
     Interior Stairs 
     Exterior Stairs 
     Fire Sprinklers 

  
$    20,000 
$    35,000 
$    24,000 

Accessibility 
     Elevator 
     Ramps 
     Rear Landing/Patio 
     Parking Lot Improvements 

 
$  100,000 
$    80,000 
$    20,000 
$    45,000 

MEP Design and Installation  $  300,000 

Insulation  $    24,000 

Hazardous Material Abatement  $  115,000 

Structural PS&E  $    80,000 

Architectural PS&E  $  130,000 

Contingency (25%)  $  243,000 

  

TOTAL  $ 1,220,000 

 
The above cost estimate is based on one possible design concept.  The Occupancy (type of 
business) of the tenants can have a significant impact on the exiting requirements for Fire and 
Life Safety and also on the required number and configuration of restroom facilities.  Our 
purpose was to identify all areas that need to be improved or updated to bring the buildings into 
compliance with the current CA Building Code in order for the spaces to be leased. The final 
design may change the overall price and/or each individual line item cost.  During the design 
phase a licensed architect must be hired and it is advised that a Certified Access Specialist 
consult on the design.
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TOTAL COST FOR REHABILITATION 

The total estimated cost for the rehabilitation of the Old City Hall building is included in Table 3 
below.  The cost for the Structural Rehabilitation is based on that of the URM Alternative.  The 
items of work included will prepare the building for proposed future tenant improvements.  This 
cost includes basic Mechanical/Electrical/Plumbing (MEP), but not tenant-specific ducting or any 
specialty equipment or fixtures.  It does not include interior partition walls, or wall and floor 
finishes.  It does not include sheetrock, since this will be specific to the wall layout.  A 25% 
contingency is included in the total due to the preliminary nature of this cost estimate. 
 

Table3 - Itemized Cost of all Items of Work, Including 25% Contingency 

  Item of Work Cost 

Structural Rehabilitation (URM Alternative)  $ 1,010,000 

Non-Structural Rehabilitation         $ 1,220,000 

  

TOTAL  $ 2,230,000 

 

It is important to reiterate that the above cost estimate is based on one possible design concept.  
The upstairs space is assumed to be Business Group B Occupancy (office space) and the main 
level space is assumed to be an Assembly Occupancy, which would include restaurants, bars, 
museums, or art galleries.  During the design phase of the project, the hired architect may deem 
it appropriate to take a different course of action which could result in a different cost estimate 
than that presented in this phase of the study. This estimate is intended to give the City of 
Placerville an overall idea of the costs associated with updating the building to a leasable 
condition.  It is our opinion that the final cost of any standard design should be in this range.  

We appreciate the opportunity to prepare this report and are available to meet and discuss our 
findings with the City.  Please call (530) 672-1600 or email me at Lori@BurneEngineering.com to 
set up a time for us to discuss this Feasibility Study in detail. 
 
 
Respectfully, 
BURNE ENGINEERING 
 

 
 
Lori Burne, SE  
President 
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mailto:Lori@BurneEngineering.com
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