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TESTIFIERS REMAINING FROM DECEMBER 17™ HEARING.

These individuals will be called FIRST today when testimony is taken.
(They should not sign up on today’s sheet.)

Tk
\/ /VSs;ott Yelton
V

hane Endicott
Jordan-Jordan <

< Cliff Goldman
Steve Dotterrer -~
/ ,’famara DeRidder

\/ ‘/J ustin Wood
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Moore-Love, Karla

From: Linda Nettekoven <linda@lnettekoven.com>

Sent: Thursday, February 12, 2015 2:29 PM

To: Moore-Love, Karla

Subject: Testimony RE: Amending Building Demolition Code -- item 169

RE: Item # 169 February 12, 2015
Dear City Council Members:

I am a long time member of the Hosford-Abernethy Neighborhood Development Association (HAND) and a
member of the Portland Historic Resources Coalition (PHRC). However, I am writing on my own behalf
today. I want to support the proposed amendments to the Building Demolition Code before you with the
understanding that there is more work to be done.

This has been a very good effort and the proposal continues to improve. I am very appreciative of the efforts of
BDS staff, the DRAC and its subcommittee, and the members of Neighbors United for Reform (NUR), and the

PHRC.

Although I assume demolitions will be postponed only a few times each year, I remain concerned about three
issues:

1) the fate of beautiful old houses and commercial buildings along our rapidly changing commercial corridors,
which do not seem to be covered by this amendment with its understandable focus on residential dwellings,

2) the equity implications of an approach which is likely to see some neighborhoods well equipped with skills,
knowledge and other resources to make use of these provisions while others are not, and

3) the need to build in a careful evaluation process to assess the impacts of this approach and make adjustments

if necessary.

1) Implications for commercially zoned structures. Within my neighborhood we have had a few residential
demolitions and are expecting more. However, the houses that captured the most community interest in recent
years were located on our commercial corridors — the 1905 “Clay Rabbit House” on SE 26th and Division,
which was moved, and the two houses at SE 27th and Hawthorne, one saved and one demolished all with
commercial zoning. There needs to be a way for neighborhoods to preserve/reuse some of these structures as
well. Communities need help in identifying special places and working with owners ahead of time if the unique
characteristics of our business districts are to be preserved while accommodating infill development.

2) Equity implications. There needs to be some careful thought as to what materials could be made available
with demolition notices to neighborhoods, coalitions and other interested parties. Just being informed one can
request a delay with directions to a form is not sufficient for people who’ve never before considered that a
building might be saved, moved, etc. There needs to be a link to other resources regarding alternatives to
demolition. Perhaps additional materials could be developed via a joint effort between BDS, ONI and some of
our local historic preservation organizations.

3) Evaluation. An evaluation design needs to be created as soon as the code is amended with a timeline
attached for review.

And finally, I’'m asking you to support the BPS requests for one time funding in next year’s budget to support 1)
a review of the standards for single family dwellings (lot coverage, setbacks, etc, etc.), and 2) the first stage of
the update of the city’s Historic Resources Inventory, which is embarrassingly long overdue.

i
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Thank you for your leadership on the demolition issue.

Sincerely,

Linda Nettekoven
2018 SE Ladd Ave
Portland, OR 97214
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Testimony to City Council February 12, 2015 regarding DRAC recommendations.
Steve Elder, resident of Concordia

You ask "Shouldn't a person be able to do what he wants with his property?"
The obvious answer is yes, but there's more to it.

Market forces mandate willingness by buyer and seller. Seeking the best deal is not
just a right, it is it is an economic imperative.

But don't we whose life and property are adversely impacted by demolition and
replacement have rights too? We submit they do.

People shopping for homes want to be in nice neighborhoods with nice houses, nice
trees, nice people. Some want and can afford to live in big new houses. Many others
are shut out.

It took over a hundred years to weave the fabric of our attractive neighborhoods. We
don't want it torn apart and shredded.

Developers seize opportunities. Their offer might be a little low but they offer quick
closings and don’t require repairs: a hassle free exit for the seller. Developers clear lots
as quickly and cheaply as possible and erect the largest, most easily sellable structure
for the highest price they can get. Little thought is given to the neighbors in whose
backyard the destruction and replacement is perpetrated.

When the housing bubble breaks the demolished, liveable homes will still be gone and
their looming light-blocking privacy invading replacements will remain.

As creators of community value we assert our right to avoid the denigration of our
neighborhoods. We seek to impose a high cost for removal of sound structures and to
provide guidelines for the size and location of their replacements.

We claim it is our right and our duty to ourselves, our neighbors and future generations
to do all we can to maintain the integrity of our community.
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TESTIMONY RE: DECONSTRUCTION February 12, 2015

Dear City Council,

Forty-three and counting neighborhoods have formally supported the United Neighborhoods
for Reform Resolution. In attending those neighborhood meetings, there was no question
that they wanted deconstruction if a home had to be removed and could not be moved.

The question is not, Why would you require deconstruction for all demolitions? That’s easy;
the list of benefits is long. The real question is, Why wouldn’t you require deconstruction?

The answer is time. Mechanical demolition can happen in a day; deconstruction can take a
few days to several weeks. Time is money. Requiring deconstruction is considered asking
the developer to increase expenses that don’t increase profits. Free enterprise is being free to
produce, buy, and sell a product without restriction. But free enterprise is not free; as a
business person | am responsible for paying the cost of my production. Free enterprise is not
being restricted by the public good but it is also not being financially supported by the public.

Mechanical demolition puts hazardous waste into the air, the soil, and the surrounding
neighbors’ property. The costs of cleaning this up are beyond caiculation. Mechanical
demolition puts waste in our landfills, which are subsidized by the public. Wood waste
releases methane into the atmosphere over time. How do you put that genie back in the
bottle? Mechanical demolition removes existing building materials from our supply
necessitating all the costs to the environment of producing new ones.

True free enterprise would mean the developer would pay these expenses as simply the cost of
doing business. Do we really think these costs would be less than the price of deconstruction?
A smart business person would work deconstruction into their schedule while working on the
many tasks of readying a construction project to be built.

There are developers who have found the benefits and are ahead of the curve, but by far the
majority have not. Deconstruction needs to be required or we need to stop subsidizing
mechanical demolition.

Thank you,

Barbara Kerr

1150 NE Faloma Rd.
Portland, OR 97211
kerrclifford@hotmail.com
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I am Claire Coleman-Evans and a member of the UNR Steering Committee. On December 15,
United Neighborhoods for Reform sent a letter to members of the City Council requesting
action about hazardous materials at residential demolition sites. We restate our request for
the city to dedicate city personnel to monitor actual demolition activities, to serve as liaisons
with state agencies to report any hazmat release problems directly to partnering agencies
responsible for enforcement and citing violations, and provide a user-friendly public on-line
access point for these purposes. '

The health and safety of neighbors and the health of the environment are woefully neglected
surrounding residential demolition sites. We have observed dust clouds that blow around
neighborhoods. Demolition debris is often observed hauled in trucks with uncovered beds. No
complaint numbers are posted at demolition sites. DEQ has no dedicated asbestos
investigators in the local regional asbestos office. The city does not currently require
personnel to inspect or monitor the actual bulldozing activities at residential demolition sites.

Since residential demolitions have increased throughout the city, so too have resident anxieties
and complaints about release of hazardous materials from those sites as reported in
newspaper articles. We have heard such concerns expressed while attending many
neighborhood association meetings and from our neighbors. These complaints express deep
concern for public and personal health, safety and the environment.

The current complaint-driven system that exists in Portland in not reasonable or effective and
we ask the city to create a more proactive approach. Who does a resident call now about
these concerns? For two years, there has not been a dedicated local inspector in the DEQ NW
Regional asbestos office. BDS suggests calling OSHA, when by the time they show up the
demolition has ended. Plus OSHA is primarily charged with worker protections and safety,
not those of surrounding neighbors, houses, yards, and children. By the time any response
may occur, the demolition process is complete and little evidence of dangerous practices
remains.

Commissioner Fritz, in an Oregonian news report dated December 11, 2013, you are quoted as
saying “It isn't the neighbors' job to monitor developer’s compliance with environmental
regulations.” “There shouldn't be an expectation that neighbors in all parts of the city should
ke vigilant to make sure development goes smoothly.” Shockingly, the current reality is that
neighbors do have to be the watchdogs since the city is not. We believe the city has the
authority to correct the existing problems. Since BDS states they lack the authority and
resources to further address these concerns, we request ask again that the mayor and city
council desighate the appropriate department responsible for protecting public health, safety
and environment to create policies and regulations to protect Portland residents from lead,
asbestos and other contaminants during demolition/development activities.

Thank you



Hazardous materials containment at demolition sites ~
in support of United Neighborhoods for Reform’s (UNR) resolution-- Feb 12, 2014 City Council hearing.

Comments of John Sandie, Beaumont Wilshire resident.

Members of City Council, | am here to re-emphasize and expand on my December 17" testimony
regarding the urgent and immediate need to implement best practices and responsible house
demolition protocols.

When someone is exposed to ashestos and lead contaminated dust; they can’t be taken away to fresh
air to recover; they can’t take a trip to ER for shot of adrenalin to counter the impact - they are
potentially sentenced to serious, irreversibly health problems whose symptoms may not appear for
years.

in my earlier testimony, | highlighted demolition protocol steps that have been proven to lower the risk
of public exposure to dangerous toxins in the dust generated during house demolitions, Steps such as:
proper wetting of structure and debris pile, covering trucks during transit, daily clean-up of all streets
and walkways and perforiming partial deconstruction of building materials that show the presence of

lead.

Our research also identified other easy, proactive steps that have been used to further reduce risk to the
general public; simply providing tacky mats to neighbors to keep foot traffic from bringing in outside
dust, as well as, performing thorough cleaning of nearby residences using special HEPA filtered
vacuums. Let me remind you, there are scientific studies that demonstrate lead dust can travel up to
300 ft from a demolition site; and computer models developed by Wayne State University in Detroit that
puts the potential impact at even greater distances. Think of how many patios, play-areas or vegetable
gardens may be within the reach of this potentially dangerous dust plumb

Both the EPA and CDC have stated that there is no safe level of exposure to either lead or asbestos.
Younger children are especially susceptible to a life of developmental problems, such as: nervous system
and kidney damage, learning disabilities, decreased muscle and bone growth. For the city of Portland
not to require and enforce these simple steps that have proven so effective in other communities - is, in
my mind, morally indefensible.

So, to restate my request to Council, the City of Portland should immediately require, and verify use of,
these proven protocols for effective and responsible single family housing demolitions.

Thank you.
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Reference material links:

HUD study by UIC

http://www.nchh.org/Research/ArchivedResearchProjects/LeadDustandHousingDemolition.aspx

East Baltimore — Responsible Demolition study
http://www.aecf.org/resources/responsible-demolition-a-baltimore-case-study-with-national-

implications/ ;

EPA - Renovation, Repair and Painting Program (RRP)

http://www2.epa.gov/sites/production/files/documents/sbcomplianceguide.pdf

Other research sources:
Wayne State University, Lead and Demolition paper

http://detroitgreenandhealthyhomes.org/wp-
content/uploads/2014/06/Leaddemocombined011614.pdf

Discussions of wet misting technologies:

http://www.dustboss.com/support/dust-related-health-safety-issues/demolition-dust-hazards-
and-control/

http://www.buffaloturbine.com/monsoon-demolition.html
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Mayor Hales, City Council my name is Rod Merrick. SE Portland resident etc,

First | would like to thank Commissioner Fritz and especially Mayor Hales for engaging in the
issue of residential demolitions affecting citizens across the city.

I also want to thank the many neighborhood and preservation groups that have pressed for
solutions especially the United Neighbors for Reform.

The issues associated with demolition regulation are many ....from preservation of viable and
affordable housing,.... protection of public health from the demolition process,..... preservation
of cultural and historic resources that are important to the character of our city.....and not least
...the common courtesy of informing neighbors of an impending demolition.

Yesterday, | found on-line the DRAC 24.55.200 rewrite on the agenda for today.. presuming that
is the version under consideration. Previously | have worked to understand the issues and made
a deep dive into editing an earlier version. In the lastest version, | found essentially the same
deficiencies that needed to be addressed ..really from the time 2 years ago that | became
aware of the K1 exemption.

We cant solve all of the problems associated with demolition permitting in two months since the
December hearing but | conclude that even at the most basic level this language is clearly
weakening of the current code in favor of development interests despite the positive efforts of
UNR that our neighborhood has supported.

Consider the issue of time. The DRAC managed rewrite requires the appellant not only fo
decide to appeal and to prepare to appeal the demolition permit within 35 days of the application
date but to have both a specific solution and a feasible plan for preserving the property to
accompany the appeal. (The required registered letter simply adds another gratuitous
impediment.)

The notice and wake up cycle alone for any action can easily be 2 weeks. Developing a plan
could easily require several weeks of volunteer effort.  Even for our neighborhood where we
have regular land use meetings and were able to organize a special board meeting in early
summer to discuss and approve the appeal for cause but without a plan.

Developing a plan takes time and negotiation .. all but impossible without providing the
recognized organization a wedge. The intent of the 120 day stay in the existing code provides
time to develop a plan. In two recent examples, the 120 day stay or threat thereof was the only
hammer to get the developer {o the table.

With the proposed language, the developer can wait for the Code hearings officer to decide if a
credible plan is in place and if so.. begin to respond. Compressing the delay from 120 to 60
days only undercuts the urgency to talk. A BDS plan review can take 30 to 60 days or more
with appeals and adjustments. A developer has little or nothing to gain from engaging in any
kind of negotiation.

| see the unintended consequence: making it easier to demolish viable affordable housing.

o




The lack of vision or clarity in the new version, the confusing redefinition of demolition, language
to remove the one tool that advantaged the neighborhood associations, and not least the lack of
public process suggests that this proposal is not ready for a vote.

The only vote that is essential short term is the removal of the K1 exemption clause from the
existing code. It is common courtesy to notify neighbors of impending demolition. It is that
simple.

Respectfully

Rod Merrick, Eastmoreland Neighborhood Land Use Co-chair
3627 SE Cooper St 97202



Testimony for City Council Hearing on Feb. 12", 2014 reqarding the need for hazmat
control policies and hazmat approval criteria for Portland’s residential demolition

applications

My name is Judy Parsons and | am a member of the UNR Steering Committee. Mayor,
during the Dec. 17" hearing you asked about which “levers” would be effective in the
demolition process. Due to the serious public health, safety and environment concerns
at these sites in our neighborhoods, we propose one answer is creating the hazmat
“‘lever.” This is a lever the city can pull now.

We ask city council to designate the department responsible for public health, safety and
the environment to create hazmat control policies and regulations for house demolition
sites. One of our policy proposals is for the city to require hazmat surveys and
abatement plans, prepared by certified abatement contractors, to be submitted with the
city’s residential demolition application.

Based on our research, we are shocked and alarmed that Portland does not already
require these documents. We have confirmed that many other Oregon cities, such as
Medford, Tualatin, and Lake Oswego, do require hazmat documentation for residential
demolition sites. For instance, Lake Oswego requires submitting a certificate of
compliance for asbestos and lead paint removal for their house demolitions. Why is this
not required in Portland?

As you see on Portland’s demolition application, a DRAC approved “statement of fact”
block was recently inserted into that document, which we are told is to “raise awareness
and encourage compliance”. Due to existing gaps in state hazmat regulations relating to
residential demolitions, we think this is a meaningless statement block.

Therefore, since BDS states that they do not have this type of authority, we ask city
council to designate the appropriate department that does have the authority to create
hazmat control policies and regulations, including this specific proposal. We think
Portland does have authority to require these hazmat documents and UNR members
want to be stakeholders in this process.

We believe this is a reasonable request since we find this being done in other Oregon
cities and across the country. This proposal is also found in the UNR resolution, which
has been approved in principle by 41 neighborhood associations. We ask that hazmat
control policies are put into place as soon as possible in Portland for demolition sites in
our neighborhoods.

Thank you
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Testimony for City Council Hearing on Feb. 12", 2014 regarding the need for hazmat

Documents submitted with

control policies and hazmat approval criteria for Portland’s residential demolition
applications

1. Copy of United Neighborhoods for Reform letter, Call for Action by United
Neighborhoods for Reform for Portland City Council to Address Hazardous
Material Concerns at Residential Demolition Sites sent to Portland City Council
on December 15, 2014 and also a supplemental letter dated Feb. 12, 2015
detailing UNR’s hazmat control policy proposals

2. UNR Resolution approved in principle by 41 Neighborhood Association Boards

3. City of Portland Building Permit Application required for residential demolition
sites

4. City of Tualatin Demolition Permit Requirements Including Asbestos Removal for
any demolitions, confirmed to be required for residential demolitions

5. City of Hillsboro Demolition Checklist required for any demolition, confirmed to be
required for residential demolitions

6. City of Lake Oswego’s Residential Demolition Application

7. City of Medford Demolition Permit Application, confirmed to be required for
residential demolitions

8. Lane County Public Works Fact sheet titled “Important Information Regarding
Demolition and Remodel Work”

9. Southwest Washington Clean Air Agency Guidance for Demolition of Structures
or Areas and Asbestos Demolition guidelines flow chart

10. Asbestos, Demolition or Renovation, Sandblasting and Grinding Standards
implemented in city ordinances in Chicago, lllinois




February 12, 2015

Mayor Charlie Hales, mayorhales@portlandoregon.gov
Commissioner Dan Saltzman, dan@portlandoregon.gov
Commissioner Nick Fish, Nick@portlandoregon.gov
Commissioner Amanda Fritz, Amanda@portlandoregon.gov
Commissioner Steve Novick, Novick@portlandoregon.gov
Portland City Hall

1221 SW 4th Ave,

Portland, Oregon 97204

Re: Call for Action by United Neighborhoods for Reform for Portland City Council to Address
Hazardous Material Concerns at Residential Demolition Sites

Dear Mayor Hales, Commissioner Dan Saltzman, Commissioner Nick Fish, Commissioner
Amanda Fritz, and Commissioner Steve Novick,

United Neighborhoods for Reform (“UNR) requests the mayor and city council to designate the
appropriate department responsible for protecting public health, safety and environment to create
policies and regulations to protect Portland residents from lead, asbestos and other contaminants
during demolition/development activities. In December, UNR submitted our resolution that has
been approved in principle by 41 neighborhood associations to date and indicates a request for
city council to adopt measures to protect Portland residents from lead, asbestos, and other
contaminants resulting from demolition/development. Generally, UNR’s hazmat policy requests
are for the city to:

1. Require submission of hazmat surveys and abatement plans prepared by certified
contractors as approval criteria requirements on residential demolition applications;

2. Set forth best practices and demolition protocols for the removal, handling and
disposal of asbestos, lead paint and other hazmat demolition debris materials;

3. Require inspections prior to the onset of residential demolitions to verify proper
abatement and disposal of hazmat materials, adherence to city hazmat related policies
and protocols and to provide adequate funding for these activities;

4. Dedicate city personnel to serve as liaisons for Portland citizens with state agencies,
monitor actual demolition activities, report any problems directly to partnering
agencies, and provide a user-friendly public on-line access point for these purposes.

Attached is a copy of the final UNR hazmat letter, Call for Action by United Neighborhoods for
Reform for Portland City Council to Address Hazardous Material Concerns at Residential
Demolition Sites that was sent to city council on December 15, 2014. In this document you will
find these same requests and some of our research results about the current lack of city
regulations for hazmat demolition debris and airborne particles at residential demolition sites in
Portland. Attached are copies of demolition application documents which we have verified are for
residential demolition sites in Tualatin, Hillsboro and Lake Oswego. We have found several other
Oregon cities that do require documents relating to hazmat materials for their residential
demolition applications, for instance in the City of Medford.

We are shocked that hazmat control policies do not exist yet for residential demolition sites in
Portland. We are alarmed about existing regulatory loopholes relating to residential demolition

UNR Letter to City Council on Hazardous Materials at Demolition Sites Page 1 of 2
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sites. A result of working with BDS over the past months about hazmat concerns is that BDS
states that they lack the authority and resources to further address these concerns. Therefore, we
ask city council to designate the appropriate department responsible for protecting public health,
safety and environment to create hazmat control policies and regulations for these sites in our
neighborhoods. We do think Portland does have this authority. UNR members look forward to
being included as stake holders in this process.

We request your immediate attention and action regarding hazmat concerns at demolitions sites in
our neighborhoods. There is great urgency to correct this problem which puts the health of our
residents and their children at risk. UNR and many Portland residents look forward to prompt
action by City Council. Please contact us for further questions and discussions.

Sincerely,

Members of United Neighborhoods for Reform Steering Committee
John Sandies, sandiefam@gmail.com

Jim Heuer, jsheuer@easystrect.net

Judy Parsons, judy_parsons6S@msn.com

UNR Letter to City Council on Hazardous Materials at Demolition Sites Page 2 of 2



Building Permit Application

; 88 g
Type of work
(1 New construction [ Addition/alteration/replacement

(1 Demolition
Category of construction
1 & 2 family dwelling (1 Accessory building

A Multifamily U Master builder  other:;
Job site information and location

1 Commercial/industrial

Job address:

Job no.:

City/State/ZIP:

Suite/bldg./apt. no.: Project name:

Cross street/directions to job site:

Subdivision: Tax map/parcel no.

Description of work

Provide RS Permit no.
B Property owner B Tenant

Name:

Address:

City/State/ZIP:

187017

City of Portland, Oregon - Bureau of Development Services
@y, 1900 SW 4th Avenue, Portland, Oregon 97201 « 503-823-7310 + TTY 503-823-6868 ¢ www.portlandoregon.gov/bds

Office Use Only

Permit no:

Date received:

By:

Required Data: One and Two Family Dwelling

Permit fees* are based on the value of the work per-
formed. Indicate the value (rounded to the nearest dollar)
of all equipment, materials, labor, overhead, and the profit
for the work indicated on this application.

Valuation:

Number of bedrooms:

Number of bathrooms:

Total number of floors:

New dwelling area: square feet

Garagel/carport area: square feet

Covered porch area: square feet

Deck area: square feet

Other structure area: square feet

Required Data: Commercial Use

Permit fees* are based on the value of the work per-
formed. Indicate the value (rounded to the nearest dollar)
of all equipment, materials, labor, overhead, and the profit
for the work indicated on this application.

Valuation:

Existing building area: square feet

New building area: square feet

Number of stories:

Phone: FAX:

Owner installation: This installation is being made on property that | own, which is not intended for sale, lease, rent,
or exchange.

Owner signature:

Date:

Business name: E-mail:
Address:

City/State/ZIP:

Phone: FAX:
CCB lic. no.

Authorized signature:

Print name: Date:

B Applicant M Contact Person

Business name:

Contact name:

Address:

City/State/ZIP:

Phone: FAX:

Type of construction:

Occupancy groups

Existing:

New:

All contractors and subcontractors are required to be
licensed with the Oregon Construction Contractors Board
under ORS 701 and may be required to be licensed in the
jurisdiction in which work is being performed.

Statement of Fact: | certify that the facts and information

set forth in this application are true and complete to the

best of my knowledge. | understand that any falsification,
misrepresentation or omission of fact (whether intentional or
not) in this application or any other required document, as well
as any misleading statement or omission, may be cause for
revocation of permit and/or certificate of occupancy, regardless
of how or when discovered.

| acknowledge that work related to this Building Permit
Application may be subject to regulations governing the
handling, removal and/or disposal of asbestos and/or lead-
based paint. If the work is subject to regulations governing
asbestos and/or lead-based paint, | will comply with all such
regulations. (initials)

Building Permit Fees*

Please refer to fee schedule

Fees due upon application

E-mail:

Authorized signature:

Print name: Date:

Amount received

Date received

This permit application expires if a permit is not obtained
within 180 days after it has been accepted as complete.

insp_permitapp_building  10/06/14



December 15,2014

Via Email Delivery

Mayor Charlie Hales, mayorhales@portlandoregon.gov
Commissioner Dan Saltzman, dan@portlandoregon. gov
Commissioner Nick Fish, Nick@portiandoregon. gov
Commissioner Amanda Fritz, Amanda@portlandoregon.pov
Commissioner Steve Novick, Novick@portlandoregon. gov
Portland City Hall

1221 SW 4th Ave,

Portland, Oregon 97204

Re: Call for Action by United Neighborhoods for Reform for Portland City Council to Address
Hazardous Material Concerns at Residential Demolition Sites

Dear Mayor Hales, Commissioner Dan Saltzman, Commissioner Nick Fish, Commissioner
Amanda Fritz, and Commissioner Steve Novick,

As the number of residential demolitions has increased across the city, so too have resident
complaints about the release of hazardous materials from those sites. These complaints express
deep concern for their personal health and safety and that of their children. The United
Neighborhoods for Reform group will be presenting a Call to Action at the December 17 City
Council meeting which includes a recommendation to form a Task Force to address how the City
should better protect its residents from these hazards. This letter explains why that is important
and provides suggestions for solutions that Task Force should pursue.

As residents of areas with many demolitions, we have often witnessed demolition sites where the
dust clouds of demolition debris drift onto and into neighboring homes, children’s play areas, and
yards —almost certainly carrying toxic lead paint and asbestos dust. Here is video link of what
occurs at a typical demolition site in Portland: https://vimeo.com/109264297.

The health hazards of asbestos and lead based paint are well known. Lead can affect almost
every organ and system in the body. Children six years old and younger are most susceptible to
the effects of lead. Even extremely low levels of lead in the blood of children can result in
behavior and learning problems, lower 1Qs, and slowed growth. Three of the major health effects
associated with asbestos exposure are lung cancer, mesothelioma, and asbestosis.
hitp://www?2.epa.gov/asbestos, http://www2.epa.gov/lead. The older a house, the more certain the
presence of lead paint and asbestos, and with an average age of demolished homes being 87
years, there is a virtual certainty that these materials are present at every demolition site!
Alarmingly, tests conducted in Chicago found that lead paint levels in nearby soils were increased
up to 40 times by unregulated demolition of early 20" Century residences, and other Federal
Government tests found that lead paint dust travelled as far as 300 feet from a residential
demolition site. (See Exhibit E)

Through many inquiries to the Bureau of Development Services and state agencies, we have been
shocked that Portland city code and regulations do not address hazmat issues at residential
demolition sites. There are no site inspections before a bulldozer arrives, and there is no hazmat
abatement verification. We have also been dismayed to learn that the State of Oregon does not
regulate lead paint hazards at demolition sites, and only regulates asbestos release at such sites as
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it affects employees working at the site. State officials advise us they are aware of these
problems, but have no current authority to correct them. Further, their resources for responding
to citizen complaints about hazardous material release at “major remodel” sites, where state
regulations apply, are extremely limited - with the result that by the time any response may
occur, the demolition process is complete and little evidence of dangerous practices remains.

Accordingly we strongly urge that City Council take corrective actions and implement policies
that ascertain and address these hazmat problems, as has been done in other Oregon cities. We
believe that the City is enabled by its permitting and public safety authority to act to mitigate
lead, asbestos and other hazardous material concerns at permitted residential demolition sites.
We urge that the City to convene a demolition hazmat taskforce to develop detailed
recommendations based on broad stakeholder input and best engineering practices for safe
handling and disposal of these materials at demolition sites. (Please see attached UNR
Resolution- Exhibit A.)

Accompanying this letter is a Fact and Recommendations Sheet on Residential Demolition Toxic
Materials Hazards and Their Mitigation, which we urge you to review. It demonstrates the
inadequacies of Portland’s regulations in this area and how other Oregon cities have moved way
beyond Portland in protecting the public from these hazards.

Every day of delay means another demolition where Portland residents are potentially exposed to
hazardous materials with little or no effective recourse to protect themselves. There is great
urgency to correct this problem which puts the health of our residents and their children at risk.
UNR looks forward to prompt action by City Council. Please contact us for further questions and
discussions.

Sincerely,

Members of United Neighborhoods for Reform Steering Committee
John Sandies, sandiefam@gmail.com

Jim Heuer, jsheuer(@easystreet.net

Judy Parsons, judy_parsons6S@msn.com

Accompanying this letter are the following attachments:

® Tact and Recommendations Sheet on Residential Demolition Toxic Materials Hazards and
their Mitigation
Exhibit A — UNR Resolution Approved in Principle by 36 Neighborhood Boards
Exhibit B -- BPS Statistics on Recent Residential De molitions
Exhibit C -- City of Tualatin De molition Permit Requirements Including Asbestos Removal
Exhibit D -~ City of Hillsboro Demolition Checklist
Exhibit E -- Responsible Demolition Safety Protocols from the East Baltimore Revitalization
Initiative

® @ o & e
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Fact and Recommendations Sheet on Residential Demolition Toxic
Materials Hazards and Their Mitigation

Current Situation: Portland’s Hazmat Regulations at Residential Demolition Sites Are
Essentially Non-Existent and Fall Well Short of Regulations by Other Oregon Cities

» BDS approves residential demolition permits, but has not been given the legal authority by
City Council to require documentation ascertaining potential hazardous materials, such as
asbestos surveys, lab tests, or haz mat abatement plans prior to approving demolition
permits. Other Oregon cities require such abatement plans. For example in Lake Oswego
and Tualatin asbestos documentation is required for demolition permit application. (Please
see attached demolition application documentation for Lake Oswego and Tualatin-Exhibit C.)

e The City of Portland provides limited or no educational support to contractors on hazmat
mitigation issues. Such support is provided by Hillsboro for demolition applicants in the form
of a checklist that itemizes what should occur prior to demolition. A DRAC member has said
this Hillsboro checklist is useful and now he uses it in his own building practices (Please see
attached Hillsboro demolition application checklist-Exhibit D)

e According to a DEQ staffer in the local DEQ NW Regional asbestos office, the City Council
has the power to authorize BDS to could create their own hazmat approval criterion requiring
such things as asbestos surveys for demolition applications, which OSHA requires for their
purposes, too. The fact that other Oregon cities have done so confirms the workability of this
approach.

¢ As part of the DRAC-led review of demolition policies the standard demolition permit form
was modified to include a “statement of fact” about hazardous materials that applicants are
expected to initial prior to issuance of the permit. As confirmed by communications we have
received from BDS staff: “The ‘statement of fact’ block on our application is an advisory
message, and is intended to raise awareness and encourage compliance with the regulations
that the State of Oregon is charged with in regards to the safe handling/disposal of lead or
asbestos”. This addition to the permit process is just barely better than nothing, as the
initialing of the block merely indicates that the applicant promises — without any legal
recourse — to adhere to the hazmat regulations.

e Here is what the statement block looks like:

| acknowledge that work related to this Building Permit
Application may be subject to regulations governing the
handling, removal and/or disposal of asbestos and/or lead-based
paint. If the work is subject to regulations governing

asbestos and/or lead-based paint, | will comply with all such
regulations. _______ (initials)

e There is a lack of inspections at residential demolition sites. Inspections are required for
many other construction phases, such as plumbing and electrical. Considering the health and
safety concerns at demolition sites, why aren't regular inspections scheduled? BDS staff
offered this explanation: “... the Director of Inspections is not inclined to expose his
inspectors to potential hazmat and he is concerned inspections might turn into requests for
other things like setbacks, etc”. The result is that it is nearby residents who must take action
when hazardous materials are released from a demolition site, and must equip themselves
with the detection equipment and protective gear to safely establish the potential violations —
or else acquiesce in their exposure to life-threatening materiais without complaint.

e According to a lead-based paint hazards expert at the Oregon Health Authority, there are no
existing state regulations for lead based paint at residential demolition sites even though
there are strict rules for renovation and painting projects. The result is the absurd situation
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where we have found a house being stripped of paint is completely tented with plastic to
contain the lead waste while a house being demolished across the street by a claw loader
with dust flying in all directions was unregulated. The City should address and fix this
loophole due to the potentially dangerous effects of lead based paint.

e Under existing City code there is no verification or certification of hazmat removal prior to
approving demolition permits or prior to a bulldozer arriving at a residential site.

s There is no dedicated City office or staff in the City of Portland to oversee, monitor and
troubleshoot hazmat concerns at residential sites. Who does a resident call about these
concerns? For two years, there has not been a dedicated local inspector in the DEQ NW
Regional asbestos office. BDS suggests calling OSHA, when by the time they show up the
demolition has ended. Plus OSHA is primarily charged with worker protections and safety,
not those of surrounding neighbors, houses, yards, and children.

Suggestions for Hazmat Regulation Improvements at Residential Demolition Sites

e The City of Portland should require approval criterion for residential demolition applications
including filing an asbestos survey and specific abatement plans before approving the
demolition permif, as is required in other Oregon cities. (See Exhibit C)

e The City of Portland should monitor actual demolition sites and report potential problems to
partnering agencies. The “watchdog” onus should not be placed on the average busy citizen
considering the potential dangers. Relying up on a complaint driven system clearly is not
effective or reasonable. A monitoring program couid be created to oversee demolition sites
similar to the Portland Parks Rangers monitoring city parks.

e OSHA requires asbestos surveys at work sites (which would include demolition sites, too).
Since the survey documents are sufficient and authentic enough for OSHA purposes, the City
of Portland could rely upon these same documents as authentic for residential demolition
applications.

e The City of Portland should create a checklist similar to Hillsboro that provides direction and
expectations of addressing hazmat concerns at residential demolition sites. (See Exhibit D)

s BDS should provide notification to partnering agencies, such as OHA, DEQ and OSHA when
issuing demolition permits.

e Deconstruction should be strongly incentivized by City Code as a safer and more
environmentally responsible alternative to simple demolition.

» Dust suppression systems should be required at demolition sites to mitigate dust and
potential release of unabated hazardous materials as used in other cities. (See Exhibit E-
page 8 of the East Baltimore Revitalization Initiative Responsible Demolition Study)

s The City of Portland should create their own rules or protocols for lead-based paint at
residential demolition sites since none exist at the state level.
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EXHIBIT A — UNR Resolution Approved in Principle by 36 Neighborhood
Associations

UNITED NEIGHBORHOODS FOR REFORM DEMOLITION/DEVELOPMENT RESOLUTION

Whereas sustainability, livability, and environmental and public safety are of concern to Portland
residents;

Whereas the preservation of each neighborhood's historical heritage and character are of prime
concern to Portland residents; and

Whereas the presesvation of existing affordable housing is a citywide concern; now, therefore, be it
Resolved, that the United Neighborhoods for Reform requests:
1) Implementation of changes to the city's demolition regulations and protocols:

a) Blimination of the (K)X1) exemption and restoration of the automatic 35-day demolition delay for
single-family structures.

b) Definition of “demolition” as removal of 50% or more of the structure.

¢} Requirement that applicants for demolition permits comply with all state and faderal
environmental and safety regulations including those for lead and asbestos.

d) Retention of existing code providing for a 35-day delay on demolitions with an option fora 120-
day delay available to a recognized neighborhood association or coalition, with the understanding
that a good4aith effort be made to find alternatives to demolition.

&) Notice of proposed demolition will be mailed to residents and property owners within a specified
distance upon acceptance of the demoliticn application. If permit is approved, a 72-hour notice of
date of demolition will be provided to the same parties.

f) Establishment of a rigorous definition of “deconseruction,” and recommendation of appropriate
incentives, including an increased tip fee for construction debris.

2) Establishment of a task force composed of 50% neighborhood organizations and 50% city staff and
concerned citizens to determine the distance required for notifications above, as well as:

a) Revision of code to limit the mass, footprint, setbacks, and height of construction to that of the
average of existing homes within a specified distance.

b) Rewvision of current soning and lotsplitting policies to protect existing housing and lot size.

¢} Recommendations for tree and solar access protections.

3) Adoption by City Council of:

a) Measures to protect Portland residents from lead, asbestos, and other contaminants resulting from
demolition/development by requiring surveys for these materials and an approved plan for lawful
removal and disposal before issuance of demolition permit.

b) Anupdate of the Historic Resources Inventory, with a waiting period mandated for removal of a
property from the inventory.

¢} A userfriendly online system available to the public for tracking demolition activity.
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EXHIBIT B — BPS Statistics on Recent Residential Demolitions

Permit Applications

Single-Dwelling Residential and Commercial
Demolition Applications

Average Sze of Houses {(Singe-dwelling Sructures 1996-201 1)
Cemolished house 1,195
New house 2,075 S (size of all Non-8FR buildings =5,000 €
Age of House (dngle-dwelling drudures 1996-2011Y
Average vear bullt = 1927

Year Built  #Demos
1854 - 1911 425
1912 - 1937
1938 - 1964
1968 - 2011
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EXHIBIT C - City of Tualatin Demolition Permit Requirements Including Asbestos
Removal

DEMOLITION PERMIT
REQUIREMENTS &
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Permit Number:

City of Tualatin
Building Division

18880 SW Martinazzi Ave.
Tualatin, OR 97062
Phone: 503-691-3044
Fax: 503-692-0147

$
)
f

www.tualatinoregon.gov Date Received:
Site Address:
Subdivision: Lot No:
Map No: Lot No:

NOTICE: Asbestos Removal, The Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) requires an
Asbestos Survey before any building may be demolished or intentionally burned. A copy of the
DEQ Asbestos Survey must be included in the permit application submittal or verification from DEQ
that asbestos removal has been completed and approved by DEQ. Additional information is
available at the DEQ web page under “Air Quality” at www.deq.state.or.us or call the Portland office
at 503.229-5364, or 800.452-4011

Conditions of Demolition Permit:

A. A soon as actual demolition has commenced. including importation of demolition
equipment to the property, the demolition work shall continue uninterrupted during
permitted work hours until all approved demolition work is completed. In residential
zones demolition work is limited to the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. [TMC
6.2.210(4)(b) Hours of Work].

B. All debris shall be promptly removed from the site and disposed of in a proper manner.
This includes the removal of all foundation structures.

C. All wells, sanitary and storm sewer lines, septic tanks, cisterns, vaults, open pits, or
similar items shall be capped, removed, or filled in an approved manner and inspected by
the City.

*  Abandonment of well — Tualatin Basin Watermaster (503) 846-7780
. Removal of water meter — Tualatin Operations Department (503) 691-3091
. Electrical, gas, telephone, cable — Contact the appropriate utility provider

D. Products containing asbestos must be disposed of in an approved manner. Contact the
Department of Environmental Quality at (503) 229-5696 for rules and regulations
pertaining to asbestos abatement. A copy of the DEQ asbestos abatement report will be
required prior to issuance of a demolition permit.

E. Streets shall be kept clear of dirt and debris at all times. This includes:
= Removing dirt and debris by use of shovel, scoop, or similar mechanical means
immediately
=  Sweeping the streets as required to keep them clean
= Washing of streets shall not be permitted unless the storm drain inlets are protected
with a filter system.
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EXHIBIT D - City of Hillsboro Demolition Checklist

City of Hillshoro
Demolition Permit
Checklist

The following shall be addressed prior to any demolition:

For Information Only

O
O

Ascertain whether the presence of asbestos exists inside or outside the structure. DEQ

All hazardous materials in the building or on the site must be removed by an authorized
person. including but not limited to, the underground and aboveground flammable and
combustible liquid tanks (contact the Hillsboro Fire Department and The Department of
Environmental Quality for specific requirements). Other permits may be required. ZFC,
DEQ & Oregon Administrative Rules (0AR), DEQ (503) 229-5066.

On-Site personnel involved in the process must comply with the Oregon Safety and
Health Administration standards (OSHA) for construction sites (e.g. Personal Protective
Equipment). OR-OSHA

The area around the site must be adequately protected from falling walls or debris (e.g.
roadways, sidewalks as well as adjoining or adjacent buildings). OSHA & IFC

Burning of construction material is prohibited. DEQ & IFC (ORS 478.960)

Site securify must be established and maintained to discourage unauthorized entry from a
public safety standpoint (e.g. chain-link fencing). IFC

All public and private utilities must be properly disconnected (e.g. gas, electric, sewer,
septic, storm, well, water, phone and cable). nternational Building Code (IBC),
International Fire Code (IFC) & Clean Water Services (CIWS) (503) 681-3600.

Building Department (Contact 503-681-6144)

O
O
O
O

Does the property have a sanitary sewer connection? Yes /No
Does a septic tank exist on site? Yes/No Will the septic tank be removed? Yes / No
If a commercial building: please attach a sewer fixture count sheet.

Does the property have a storm sewer connection? Yes / No

Water Department (Contact 503-615-6576)

O

O

There 15 an existing inch water meter on the property. The SDC credits shall be
used by (give lot number or tax lot)

There is an existing well on the property. Yes /No - - If ves, an approved backflow
device shall be installed behind the meter unless the well is decommissioned as required
by the Washington County Water Master.
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Engineering Department (Contact 503-681-5315)

O Obtain grading and erosion permit. Engineering Department  (Contact the Engineering
Division to determine whether a Grading & Erosion permit is required.

O Obtain a Sensitive Area Prescreen Letter from the Engineering Division. It the site is
determined to be in a “Sensitive Area”, please contact CWS for a Service Provider Letter.
Contact CWS Technical Information Line at 503-681-5100

Planning Department (Contact 503-681-6179)
O Verify the zoning of the property.
¢ [s the property zoned SCR-DNC Station Community Residential —- Downtown
Neighborhood Conservation district or SCR-OTC Station Comumunity Residential —
Orenco Townsite Conservation district, consult with the Planning Department.
Development Review approval, in accordance with Hillsboro Zoning Ordinance Volume
IT Section 138 XIIM.C.1&2. and photographs of the structure must be obtained prior to
approval of a demolition permit. Demo permits in conservation zones can be denied.
Yes /No
¢ Does the property have a Station Community Planning Area designation and mature
trees eight inches in diameter and larger will be removed or damaged as a result of the
demolition, then the applicant shall submit. to the Planning Department for review and
approval, documentation from a certified arborist or registered engineer in accordance
with Hillsboro Zoning Ordinance Volume II Section 137 XIII.B 4. This documentation
shall be reviewed and approved prior to approval of a demolition permit. Yes /No

O Is the structure or site on the Hillsboro Cultural Resource Inventory. If the structure or
site 1s a Cultural Resource, consult with the Planning Department about obtaining a
Cultural Resource Alteration permit in accordance with Hillsboro Zoning Ordinance

‘olume I Section 132.6. Cultural Resource Alteration approval shall be obtained prior to
approval of a demolition permit. Yes / No

L (we), do hereby declare that the requirements and conditions listed
above have been complied with to the best of my (our) personal knowledge.

Signed by Date

Print Name and Title

Property Owner Signature (if different from applicant)

Print Name and Title Date
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Exhibit E — Responsible Demolition Safety Protocols from the East Baltimore
Revitalization Initiative

Many eastern cities with dramatically shifting demographics have been forced to
undertake systematic demolition projects to remove abandoned and deteriorated housing
for which there is no longer any economic use. One consequence of these demolitions
has been a marked increase in lead paint hazards in surrounding areas. The East
Baltimore Revitalization Initiative project attempted to address the lead paint hazards
from its proposed demolitions with a specific protocol for Responsible Demolition
Safety:

RESPONSIBLE DEMOLITION
SAFETY PROTOCOLS

Based on the work in East Baltimore, responsible demolition projects should adopt a specific set of
protocols, which should include these key clements:

1.) Effective community notification, including prominent signs at the site well in advance of demolition,
distribution of notices 1o neighbors throughout the surrcunding area, and proactive community
education efforts,

2.y Adequote use of water to minitize the amount of dust spread during demolition and debris remaoval,

3.} Partial deconstruciion of homes: removing doors, windows, railings and other companents with high amounts
of lead before demalition.

4.) Fencing and other barriers to control the spread of dust during and after demolition and to keep
children and other pedestrians away from condemned sites,

5.} Picker method for demolition, rather than wirecking ball, to minimize spread of dust and debris.

6.} Prompr, carefid debris removal with water to reduce dust, cavers on all trucks carting debris out of the
neighborhood, and carefully defined exit routes for hauling away debris.

7.} Replacing contaminated soil with new sod to eliminate topsoil contaminaced during the demolition process.

8.) Independent testing to measure the amount of lead dust emitted through demolition, incliding tests
measuring lead accumulation.

The detailed demolition safety protocols drafted by EBDIand its parters are readily available to other
communities. The protocols can be adopred by any community to minimize potential healeh hazards caused
by demolition, The protocols have been posted online at www.easthaliimorerevitalization.org. Alse availsble
there is the Final Report of the EBDI Independent Advisory Community Pancl,

Implementing these protocols resulted in lead dust increases in surrounding soils of just
33% compared with control sites where no dust mitigation was applied where increases
in lead contamination from 8 to 40 TIMES were observed. The full report is sobering
reading and can be found here:
http://www.eastbaltimorerevitalization.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2011/03/The-
East-Baltimore-Revitalization-Initiative-A-Commitment-to-Economic-Inclusion.pdf
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UNITED NEIGHBORHOODS FOR REFORM DEMOLITION/DEVELOPMENT RESOLUTION

Whereas sustainability, livability, and environmental and public safety are of concern to Portland
residents;

Whereas the preservation of each neighborhood’s historical heritage and character are of prime
concern to Portland residents; and

Whereas the preservation of existing affordable housing is a citywide concern; now, therefore, be it
Resolved, that the United Neighborhoods for Reform requests:

1) Implementation of changes to the city’s demolition regulations and protocols:

a) Elimination of the (K)(1) exemption and restoration of the automatic 35-day demolition delay for
single-family structures.

b) Definition of “demolition” as removal of 50% or more of the structure.

¢) Requirement that applicants for demolition permits comply with all state and federal
environmental and safety regulations including those for lead and asbestos.

d) Retention of existing code providing for a 35-day delay on demolitions with an option for a 120-
day delay available to a recognized neighborhood association or coalition, with the understanding
that a good-faith effort be made to find alternatives to demolition.

e) Notice of proposed demolition will be mailed to residents and property owners within a specified
distance upon acceptance of the demolition application. If permit is approved, a 72-hour notice of
date of demolition will be provided to the same parties.

f) Establishment of a rigorous definition of “deconstruction,” and recommendation of appropriate
incentives, including an increased tip fee for construction debris.

2) Establishment of a task force composed of 50% neighborhood organizations and 50% city staff and
concerned citizens to determine the distance required for notifications above, as well as:

a) Revision of code to limit the mass, footprint, setbacks, and height of construction to that of the
average of existing homes within a specified distance.

b) Revision of current zoning and lot-splitting policies to protect existing housing and lot size.

¢) Recommendations for tree and solar access protections.

3) Adoption by City Council of:

a) Measures to protect Portland residents from lead, asbestos, and other contaminants resulting from
demolition/development by requiring surveys for these materials and an approved plan for lawful
removal and disposal before issuance of demolition permit.

b) An update of the Historic Resources Inventory, with a waiting period mandated for removal of a
property from the inventory.

¢) A userfriendly online system available to the public for tracking demolition activity.



City of Tualatin
Building Division

18880 SW Martinazzi Ave.
Tualatin, OR 97062
Phone: 503-691-3044
Fax: 503-692-0147
www.tualatinoregon.gov
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STRUCTURAL DEMOLITION
PERMIT APPLICATION

Permit #:

Date Received:

Date Issued: By
Receipt #:

JOB SITE INFORMATION NO-N/A DATE DEMOLITION CHECKLIST
OWNER INFORMATION WATER SUPPLY
Property
Owner: A. Meter to be removed
Address: B. Meter to remain and be protected.
City, State, Zip: C. Private well to be filled and capped
Phone/Fax: D. Private well to be used for other purposes
Owner
Signature:
CONTACT INFORMATION SANITARY SEWER
Contact
Person: A. Sewer to be capped

Firm/Company Name:

B. Existing line to remain and be used by new
structure

Address:

SEPTIC SYSTEM

City, State, Zip:

A. Tank to be removed

Phone/Fax:

B. Tank to be drained and filled

CONTRACTOR INFORMATION

ELECTRICAL SUPPLY

Contractor

A. Electricity to be shut-off and meter removed

Firm/Company Name:

GAS

VERIFICATION OF DEMOLITION

Inspector Signature:

Date:

ADDITIONAL COMMENTS OR INFORMATION:

Address: A. Gas to be shut-off and meter removed
City, State, Zip: EXISTING FOUNDATION
Phone/Fax: A. Foundations destroyed and removed
CCB#: Exp. Date: B. Basement — Destroyed or filled
SITE INFORMATION C. All debris removed from site; lot to be restored to

Addres: original condition
Legal Description: D O O
Existing Use: CODE: SUM:
Site Plan: Permit Fees:
Approx. date of
demolition: 12% State Surcharge

) (permit fee X 0.12)
Valuation:
Building Square
Feet: GRAND TOTAL:

Applicant must hold an Oregon registration to conduct a construction business or be exempt from this requirement. | hereby certify that, to my
knowledge, the above information is true and correct. All work to be performed shall be in accordance with all governing laws and rules.
PERMIT EXPIRES IF WORK IS NOT STARTED WITHIN 180 DAYS OF ISSUANCE OR IF WORK IS SUSPENDED FOR 180 DAYS.

IT IS THE RESPONSIBILITY OF THE PERMIT HOLDER TO REQUEST INSPECTIONS.

Contractor Signature:

Date:

M:\BldgForms\Structural Demo Permit App Revised: 01/17/2014
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City of Tualatin

Building Division

18880 SW Martinazzi Ave.
Tualatin, OR 97062
Phone: 503-691-3044
Fax: 503-692-0147
www.tualatinoregon.gov

NOTICE TO ALL DEMOLITION PERMIT HOLDERS

All structures in the City of Tualatin are charged a monthly Road Maintenance Utility
Fee and a monthly Storm Drain Fee, in addition to any water and/or sanitary sewer
service they may be receiving.

It is your responsibility to terminate these charges once the structure is removed or
demolished. All structures will continue to be billed monthly until advised otherwise.

Contact the Utility Account Technician, at (503) 691-3056 to terminate utility services.



City of Tualatin
Building Division

18880 SW Martinazzi Ave.
Tualatin, OR 97062
Phone: 503-691-3044
Fax: 503-692-0147
www.tualatinoregon.gov

Site Address:

187017

DEMOLITION PERMIT
REQUIREMENTS &
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Permit Number:
Date Received:

Subdivision: Lot No:

Map No:

Lot No:

NOTICE: Asbestos Removal, The Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) requires an
Asbestos Survey before any building may be demolished or intentionally burned. A copy of the
DEQ Asbestos Survey must be included in the permit application submittal or verification from DEQ
that asbestos removal has been completed and approved by DEQ. Additional information is
available at the DEQ web page under “Air Quality” at www.deq.state.or.us or call the Portland office
at 503.229-5364, or 800.452-4011

Conditions of Demolition Permit:

A.

A soon as actual demolition has commenced, including importation of demolition
equipment to the property, the demolition work shall continue uninterrupted during
permitted work hours until all approved demolition work is completed. In residential
zones demolition work is limited to the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. [TMC
6.2.210(4)(b) Hours of Work].

All debris shall be promptly removed from the site and disposed of in a proper manner.
This includes the removal of all foundation structures.

All wells, sanitary and storm sewer lines, septic tanks, cisterns, vaults, open pits, or
similar items shall be capped, removed, or filled in an approved manner and inspected by
the City.

= Abandonment of well — Tualatin Basin Watermaster (503) 846-7780
] Removal of water meter — Tualatin Operations Department (503) 691-3091
] Electrical, gas, telephone, cable — Contact the appropriate utility provider

Products containing asbestos must be disposed of in an approved manner. Contact the
Department of Environmental Quality at (503) 229-5696 for rules and regulations
pertaining to asbestos abatement. A copy of the DEQ asbestos abatement report will be
required prior to issuance of a demolition permit.

Streets shall be kept clear of dirt and debris at all times. This includes:

* Removing dirt and debris by use of shovel, scoop, or similar mechanical means
immediately

» Sweeping the streets as required to keep them clean

= Washing of streets shall not be permitted unless the storm drain inlets are protected
with a filter system.
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F. Gravel ramps in the public right-of-way to "jump" curbs are not allowed. An alternate
temporary type ramp is allowed; provide a detail showing type and location of ramp.
Contact the Tualatin Engineering Division at (503) 691-3031 if a permanent type ramp is
required and for permits to create a new access.

G. Dust control shall be provided as required by Clean Water Services, (503) 681-3600.

Issuance of a demolition permit to demolish a building is limited to the demolition and removal of
the existing structure only. Other work may require additional permits. For example, the following
work is not covered by this demolition permit and requires a separate permit:

1. Tualatin Planning Division at (503) 691-3026 — Removal of trees.
2. Tualatin Building Division at (503) 691-3044

a.

b.
C.

Erosion control is required at any time dirt, debris, or erodable material can be
carried off-site by drainage/runoff leaving the site.

Cap off storm drain, sewer, or abandoned septic tank

Demolition of site improvements such as pavement, asphalt, sidewalks, curbs,
lighting, underground utilities

Clearing, stripping or removal of vegetation, ground cover or topsoil in an area that
is more than fire (5) feet outside the footprints of existing buildings that are being
demolished and in excess of 500 square feet of area on a site .

Grading, excavation, importing, depositing, placement, filling, or the stockpiling of
soil, sand, gravel, crushed rock, demolition materials, recycled concrete, asphalt or
other materials, or combination thereof, in excess of 50 cubic yards in volume or
over an area that exceeds 500 square feet.

The temporary stockpiling of demolition material from the existing buildings that are
being demolished, to be recycled and re-used on the demolition property, and in
excess of 50 cubic yards in volume or occupy an area that exceeds 500 square feet
of area on a site.

3. Tualatin Engineering Division at (503) 691-3031 - Any work within the pubic right-of-way.

| have read and understand the above requirements and conditions of the demolition permit:

Signed:

Date:

Authorized Agent



City of Hillsboro
Demolition Permit
Checklist

The following shall be addressed prior to any demolition:

For Information Only

O
O

O

Ascertain whether the presence of asbestos exists inside or outside the structure. DEQ

All hazardous materials in the building or on the site must be removed by an authorized
person, including but not limited to, the underground and aboveground flammable and
combustible liquid tanks (contact the Hillsboro Fire Department and The Department of
Environmental Quality for specific requirements). Other permits may be required. //°C,
DEQ & Oregon Administrative Rules (0AR), DEQ (503) 229-5066.

On-Site personnel involved in the process must comply with the Oregon Safety and
Health Administration standards (OSHA) for construction sites (e.g. Personal Protective
Equipment). OR-OSHA

The area around the site must be adequately protected from falling walls or debris (e.g.
roadways, sidewalks as well as adjoining or adjacent buildings). OSHA & 1FC

Burning of construction material is prohibited. DEQ & IFC (ORS 478.960)

Site security must be established and maintained to discourage unauthorized entry from a
public safety standpoint (e.g. chain-link fencing). [FF'C

All public and private utilities must be properly disconnected (e.g. gas, electric, sewer,
septic, storm, well, water, phone and cable). /nternational Building Code (1BC),
International Fire Code (IFC) & Clean Water Services (CWS) (503) 681-3600.

Building Department (Contact 503-681-6144)

(]
O
O
O

Does the property have a sanitary sewer connection? Yes / No
Does a septic tank exist on site? Yes/No Will the septic tank be removed? Yes / No
If a commercial building: please attach a sewer fixture count sheet.

Does the property have a storm sewer connection? Yes/ No

Water Department (Contact 503-615-6576)

O

O

There is an existing inch water meter on the property. The SDC credits shall be
used by (give lot number or tax lot)

There is an existing well on the property. Yes/No - - Ifyes, an approved backflow

device shall be installed behind the meter unless the well is decommissioned as required
by the Washington County Water Master.



Engineering Department (Contact 503-681-5315)

]

O

Obtain grading and erosion permit. Engineering Department. (Contact the Engineering
Division to determine whether a Grading & Erosion permit is required.

Obtain a Sensitive Area Prescreen Letter from the Engineering Division. It the site is
determined to be in a “Sensitive Arca”, please contact CWS for a Service Provider Letter.
Contact CWS Technical Information Line at 503-681-5100

Planning Department (Contact 503-681-6179)

(I

I, (we),

Verity the zoning of the property.

Is the property zoned SCR-DNC Station Community Residential — Downtown
Neighborhood Conservation district or SCR-OTC Station Community Residential —
Orenco Townsite Conservation district, consult with the Planning Department.
Development Review approval, in accordance with Hillsboro Zoning Ordinance Volume
I Section 138.XI11.C.1&2, and photographs of the structure must be obtained prior to
approval of a demolition permit. Demo permits in conservation zones can be denied.
Yes/No

Does the property have a Station Community Planning Area designation and mature
trees eight inches in diameter and larger will be removed or damaged as a result of the
demolition, then the applicant shall submit, to the Planning Department for review and
approval, documentation from a certified arborist or registered engineer in accordance
with Hillsboro Zoning Ordinance Volume Il Section 137.X111.B.4. This documentation
shall be reviewed and approved prior to approval of a demolition permit. Yes/No

[s the structure or site on the Hillsboro Cultural Resource Inventory. If the structure or
site is a Cultural Resource, consult with the Planning Department about obtaining a
Cultural Resource Alteration permit in accordance with Hillsboro Zoning Ordinance
Volume I Section 132.6. Cultural Resource Alteration approval shall be obtained prior to
approval of a demolition permit. Yes / No

do hereby declare that the requirements and conditions listed

above have been complied with to the best of my (our) personal knowledge.

Signed by Date

Print Name and Title

Property Owner Signature (if different from applicant)

Print Name and Title Date
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Residential Demolition

B

7 [ o
Notice
Permit Applications will only be accepted between the hours of
- - 8:00 A.M. to 11:30 A.M.
Dear Applicant;

Please be aware of the following:

< Proof of ownership (tax statement, title report or recorded contract) & letter from
owner approving the demolition must be submitted with the application.

<> Asbestos/Lead paint reports Demolition permits must be accompanied by a
certificate of compliance for asbestos and lead pain removal, completed by an
Oregon licensed abatement firm.

<> Erosion Control application is to be submitted to the Engineering Department.
For more information, Please contact Delynn Clark at 503-635-0390.

<> Tree Protection (if applicable)
If your lot includes any trees, please contact the Planning Department at
503-635-0290

<> Your permit expires if work isn't started within 180 days from the date of issue.
Your permit expires if work is suspended or abandoned for 180 days or more. If
you can't work within a 180-day period and dont wish to abandon the project, you
may submit a written request to extend your permit for an additional 180-day
period.

*Permits cannot be issued if Erosion Control, Tree Protection or Tree
Cutting Approval is required & have not been signed off by the
appropriate Department.
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RECORDS RETENTION FEES WORKSHEET

BUILDING PERMITS - PART A
Base Fee $ 20.00

BUILDING PERMITS - PART B

Fees for Building department submittals.

Note: A page with printing on both sides count as two pages.

Size # of Pages Cost Per Page Total =
812" x 11" X $0.25
812" x 11" X $0.25
1" x 17" X $0.50
18" x 24" X $2.00
24" x 36" X $ 3.00
36" x 42" X $4.00
Other formats X $5.00

Total Part B =

PLANNING APPLICATIONS AND PERMITS - PART C

Fees for Planning department submittals.

Type Il & verification tree removal Permits......c.cccocveersvcnseeisssecssseessssenssssneessacessaesnne $20.00
BN POPIN . mussominommpommsremoiseans e sinimss sty s meree s sepes sy s s assssssasodh o bens e nsmsmessss $20.00
Miniasterial land use appleations........oananmimnsanmisssssevnessiisisosssisisisssssans $30.00
Minor land use applications (without public hearing)......c.ccccvviinvieeiniiecnsnecsssnenennes $50.00
Minor land use applications (with public hearing).......cccocccvvvieiiniinninicisnneissienniinennne $100.00
Major land use applications.. i wnsisasssmnsanansiinamiserssssmsssmmes $100.00

TOTAL RECORDS RETENTION FEE

Total from Part A $20.00
Total from Part B
Total from Part C

Total Fees =



' .City of Lak.e Oswegf) . Permit #: 499- 187017
Building Permit Application _
503-635-0390 www.ci.oswego.or.us Date:
Apply for Permits online at Amount Paid: $
www.buildingpermits.oregon.gov

Amount Due: $

CATEGORY OF CONSTRUCTION
] Residential O Commercial
TYPE OF WORK
[] New Construction [l Demolition L1 Interior T.I. (Commercial Only)
L] Addition/Remodel [J Deck/Patio Cover L] Multi-Family
[ Accessory Structure/Garage L1 Pool/Boat House/Dock L1 Other:
JOB SITE INFORMATION
Address
(# & Street): Suite/Bldg/Apt. No:
Project/Tenant Name: Tax Map/Parcel #:
DESCRIPTION OF WORK PROPERTY OWNER (Required)
Name:
Address:
City/State/ZIP:
CONTRACTOR CONTACT PERSON
Business Name: Name:
Phone #: ( ) Phone #: ( )
CCB License #: Address:
E-mail
(required): City/State/Z1P:
E-mail
Signature: (required):
RESIDENTIAL COMMERCIAL
Valuation of Project: $ Valuation of Project: $
Existing Adding Existing Adding
# of Bedrooms: Building Sq Feet:
# of Bathrooms: Total # of Floors:
Total # of Floors: Occupancy Groups:
Dwelling Area: Type of Construction:
Garage/Carport Area: -Residential & Commercial Permit Fees's are based on
] ] o the value of the work performed. Indicate the value
Covered Porch Area: (rounded to the nearest dollar) of all equipment,
o materials, labor, overhead, & the profit for the work.
Deck Area:
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CERTIFICATE OF ASSURANCE - IMPACT TO TREES

(Include with the Building Permit Application)

Building permit #

I am authorized to make assurances with regard to the development of this property. By signing below, |
hereby declare (please V the correct site description):

Development activity e.g. construction, grading, excavation, demolition, vehicle parking, material
storage, excavated material, debris storage, etc. will not occur under the canopy of a tree since trees
are not present on the site and tree limbs do not overhang the site from an adjacent property;

OR,

Trees are present and will be protected by a Tree Protection Plan approved by the City of Lake
Oswego prior to and during the development of the property.

| further understand that if a tree is removed or damaged due to the failure to receive a Tree Protection Plan
as required, or as a result of the failure to implement and maintain the tree protection measures of an
approved Tree Protection Plan, the property owner and persons responsible for damaging the tree will be
subject to the fines and penalties in Lake Oswego Code (LOC) 55 [Tree Code].

Acknowledgement: | have read and understood the above statements regarding the protection of trees
required during the development of the property.

Signature Date

Tree Protection Plan

An approved Tree Protection Plan with the tree protection measures (6" metal fence, required signs, arborist
report (if fence not at edge of the tree canopy, etc.) is required to be in place PRIORTO COMMENCING ANY
SITE DEVELOPMENT OR CONSTRUCTION ACTIVITIES e.g. demolition, excavation, grading, utility work, building
construction, material storage, etc.

NOTE: Please see the Tree Protection Plan application for a complete listing of information
required for a Tree Protection Plan.

Updated 3/29/2013



CITY OF LAKE OSWEGO 187017

Erosion Prevention and Sediment Control
Permit Application

* Payment of erosion control permit fee is required at issuance of building permit.

General Contractor
Name:

Building Permit Application No.:

Address:

Parcel |.D. No.:

City, State, Zip:

Subdivision Name:

Phone:
Excavation Contractor
Name: Site Address:
Address: Location from Nearest Intersection:
City, State, Zip: Feet
Phone: Job Site (circle one):  Private Public
Owner/Applicant
Name: Total area of soil disturbance, including grading:
Address: Square Feet

City, State, Zip:

Existing & Proposed Site Runoff Drains (circle

Phone: one): Ditch Pipe Creek Catchbasin
Email Address: Other:
24-Hour Emergency Contact
Name: Soil Disposal:
Phone: Disposal Location Address:

Email Address:

Estimated Amount: Cubic Feet

Erosion Control measures MUST BE IN PLACE prior to any stripping, grading or excavation work. An initial
inspection must be scheduled the day that work begins on site, and again before any concrete footings are

poured. To schedule these inspections call 1-888-299-2821 or at www.huildinapermits.oregon.goy.

The owner/applicant/permitee agrees to comply with the “Erosion Prevention and Sediment Control Planning and
Design Manual” (revised December 2008) and all local, state and federal water quality requirements, and properly
install and maintain all measures as indicated on the approved plan and attachments. Additionally, the site address

will be clearly visible from the street.

“The permit or approval granted hereby, or any inspections conducted on the site hereafter, shall not be

construed as authorizing any activity in violation of any applicable federal or state law or regulation,

including but not limited to the federal Endangered Species Act and its requlations.”

Owner/Applicant Signature

H:\FORMS\erosion2.doc/ revised October 17, 2012

Date

Updated 11/13/2012
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To obtain the required erosion prevention and sediment control permit, the applicant needs to submit
1) a completed application form and 2) a prepared plan that shows how the contractor will minimize the
effects of construction as related to federal, state and local water quality requirements.

Similar to construction plans, the Erosion and Sediment Control plan must include enough information
to enable temporary measures to be properly installed and maintained throughout the project---not just
the day of the inspection. The plan needs to provide contractors and subcontractors with specific
information on when, where and how to install and maintain all BMPs. BMP’s includes erosion
prevention measures and construction practices; sediment control measures; and pollution control
measures. BMPs need to fully protect the following: all disturbed soils; staging/parking areas;
waste/garbage storage areas; stockpiled soils; construction entrances; all sensitive areas, swales, tree
groves, etc.; and all stormwater discharge locations such as ditches, storm drain inlets, and swales.

The “Erosion Prevention and Sediment Control” plan must be designed specifically for each construction
site, and needs to include the three basic measures: erosion prevention measures; sediment control
measures; and pollution control measures. The designer needs to consider construction practices; allow
space for large equipment to maneuver; where delivery trucks and forms trailers will park; time of
year/anticipated weather; size of project; soil types; topography; on and off-site stormwater collection;
and nearby or onsite seasonal or year-round water features.

Please use the information below to assist with preparing a plan that addresses temporary erosion and
sediment control on the construction site throughout the project.

Basic Erosion and Sediment Control measures for residential lots:

e Area of disturbance: show all areas to be graded, cleared, landscaped, or otherwise disturbed
during the scope of the project and the erosion/sediment control measures that are to be used
for these areas. All measures except storm water BMPs must be located within the property
lines of the property being developed.

e Show existing and proposed contours (every 2’- 5’ grade change). Show BMPs installed to
protect steep slopes, especially when comprised of exposed soils.

e Location and type of required perimeter protection. Perimeter protection options include
sediment fencing; straw fiber wattles; tackified compost berms; or clean gravel berms. Existing
fences do not constitute erosion or sediment control. Perimeter protection, with limited
exception, needs to extend around the perimeter of the lot. Basic rule: if equipment can cross
the property line or if grading occurs along a property line, perimeter protection should be
installed.

e Location of staging/storage for materials and stockpiles, realistically scaled. Note: stockpiles
must be covered with plastic sheeting unless actively being worked; staging/parking areas must
be rocked with 1 %" clean rock, 4”-6” in depth.

e Location of required clean gravel construction entrance (should match proposed driveway
area). 11/2” minimum clean rock, 4”-6” deep, is required for construction entrances. On
unimproved roads, gravel shoulders must be upgraded with 1 %5” clean rock to support crew
parking. NOTE: Flag lots or sites with long driveways or motorcourts will require extended

. Updated 11/13/2012
construction entrances.
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Location of required leak-proof garbage containers and leak-proof pans for all concrete wasfﬁ %
out/mortar slurry with notation: use of pans and containers is required. The pans must remain
on site throughout the project for paint rinse water, mortar and tile saw slurries, drywall
compounds, etc. Ground dumping of concrete and mortar washout is prohibited. There are no
exceptions to dumping liquid wastes. All garbage, litter, debris must be collected and contained

at the end of each work day.

Location of onsite storm water infiltrator or swale, if applicable. Include note: swales must be
protected from all construction activity. Use fencing or similar barrier as needed.

Location of nearest storm water catch basins on nearby streets. Non-woven catch basin inserts
are required to be installed in these basins. Biobags are no longer permitted for this use.

Location of nearby stormwater facilities (swales, drainage ditches, etc.) with appropriate BMPs to
protect from silt/sediment during construction. All swale locations must be protected (fencing,
boulders, etc.) during construction to prevent damage to the soils during construction.

Notes indicating Lake Oswego Wet Weather Season requirements (October 1 through May 31});
the “Additional Erosion & Sediment Control Notes” (copies available upon request).

Notes indicating when and how soils will be permanently stabilized at the end of the project
(landscaping, ground cover, etc.).

Anticipated construction schedule—the proposed plan should reflect measures that work with
the construction schedule.

Name and phone number of contact person responsible for installation and maintenance of
erosion and sediment control measures.

If you are unfamiliar with the basic principles of erosion prevention and sediment control, please
consider the services of a private contractor for design, installation, and maintenance. It is the permit
holder’s responsibility to maintain a working knowledge of current requirements and for ensuring all
utility installers, contractors and subcontractors on the construction site adhere to the requirements.

Contractors are responsible for reading all approved plans, permits, and attached notes, memos and
details prior to starting any project. This may be the single best way to stay familiar with current
regulations and requirements.

Additional information is available at: htip://www.clackamas.us/wes/designmanual.html, the link for
the regionally adopted Erosion Prevention and Sediment Control manual. The Department of
Environmental Quality has also produced a manual which provides a basic understanding of the
principles at: htip://www.deq.state.or.us/wq/stormwater/docs/escmanual/manual.pdf. The City of
Lake Oswego has several informational flyers and forms that provide information that applies to most

sites.

{
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Updated 11/13/2012
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City of Hillsboro
Demolition Permit
Checklist

The following shall be addressed prior to any demolition:

For Information Only

L
LJ

L

O

Ascertain whether the presence of asbestos exists inside or outside the structure. DL

All hazardous materials in the building or on the site must be removed by an authorized
person, including but not limited to, the underground and aboveground flammable and
combustible liquid tanks (contact the Hillsboro Fire Department and The Department of

DEQ & Oregon Administrative Rules (0AR), DIEQ (503) 229-50066.

On-Site personnel involved in the process must comply with the Oregon Safety and
Health Administration standards (OSHA) for construction sites (e.g. Personal Protective

The arca around the site must be adequately protected from falling walls or debris (e.g.
roadways, sidewalks as well as adjoining or adjacent buildings). OS/A & 1IC

All public and private utilitics must be properly disconnected (e.g. gas, clectric, sewer,
septic, storm, well, water, phone and cable). lnternational Building Code (13C),
International Fire Code (1FC) & Clean Water Services (CWS) (503) 681-3600.

Building Department (Contact 503-681-6144)

LJ
LJ
(]
[J

Does the property have a sanitary sewer connection? Yes/ No
Does a septic tank exist on site? Yes/ No Will the septic tank be removed? Yes / No
If a commercial building: please attach a sewer fixture count sheet.

Does the property have a storm sewer connection? Yes/ No

Water Department (Contact 503-615-6576)

(]

]

There is an existing inch water meter on the property. The SDC credits shall be
used by (give lot number or tax lot)

There is an existing well on the property. Yes/No - - If yes, an approved backflow
device shall be installed behind the meter unless the well is decommissioned as required
by the Washington County Water Master.
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Engineering Departinent (Contact 503-681-5315)

] Obtain grading and erosion permit. Engineering Departiment  (Contact the Engineering
Division to determine whether a Grading & Erosion permit is required.

L] Obtain a Sensitive Area Prescreen Letter from the Engineering Division. It the site is
determined to be in a “Sensitive Area”, please contact CWS for a Service Provider Letter.
Contact CWS Technical Information Line at 503-681-5100

Planning Department (Contact 503-681-6179)

L] Verify the zoning of the property.

e Is the property zoned SCR-DNC Station Community Residential — Downtown
Neighborhood Conservation district or SCR-OTC Station Community Residential —
Orenco Townsite Conservation district, consult with the Planning Department.
Development Review approval, in accordance with Hillsboro Zoning Ordinance Volume
Il Section 138.XI111.C.1&2, and photographs of the structure must be obtained prior to
approval of a demolition permit. Demo permits in conservation zones can be denied.
Yes/No

e Does the property have a Station Community Planning Area designation and mature
trees eight inches in diameter and larger will be removed or damaged as a result of the
demolition, then the applicant shall submit, to the Planning Department for review and
approval, documentation from a certified arborist or registered engineer in accordance
with Hillsboro Zoning Ordinance Volume Il Section 137.X111.B.4. This documentation
shall be reviewed and approved prior to approval of a demolition permit. Yes/No

L] Is the structure or site on the Hillsboro Cultural Resource Inventory. If the structure or
site is a Cultural Resource, consult with the Planning Department about obtaining a
Cultural Resource Alteration permit in accordance with Hillsboro Zoning Ordinance
Volume | Section 132.6. Cultural Resource Alteration approval shall be obtained prior to
approval of a demolition permit. Yes / No

I, (we), ‘ do hereby declare that the requirements and conditions listed
above have been complied with to the best of my (our) personal knowledge.

Signed by Date

Print Name and Title

Property Owner Signature (if different from applicant)

Print Name and Title ~ Date




City of Medford

Building Safety Department
200 S. Ivy St. 2" FIr

Medford, OR 97501

Phone (541) 774-2350, Fax (541) 618-1707
Internet address: www.ci.medford.or.us

187017

DEMOLITION PERMIT APPLICATION

PERMIT NUMBER

JOB SITE INFORMATION AND LOCATION

Date Rec’d BY

DEMOLITION REQUIREMENTS

Job site address:

City/State/ZIP:

1. Submit site plan indicating the location of all structures to

be removed.

Suite/bldg./apt. no.:

Subdivision:

Lot no.:

2. The applicant is responsible for the complete removal and

completions of the required sewer, water, electrical and gas
disconnects.

Tax map/parcel no.:

3. Letter stating that there are no hazardous materials at the

site or contained within the structure.

TYPE OF WORK

4. Obtain asbestos site survey conducted by an accredited

inspector. Copy of the inspection to be kept on site per
DEQ.

[ Single family dwelling/duplex

[C] Commercial structure

5. Complete removal of foundation, other paved surfaces,

debris removal and weed abatement.

[ Structure other than SFR

[] Other

DESCRIPTION OF WORK

6. Obtain a final inspection to verify that the demolition was

completed per the permit requirements, and no deficient
items remain to be done.

7. Minimum $50 re-inspection fee if final inspection not

approved.

VALUATION OF PROJECT: $

[] PROPERTY OWNER

Name:

Address:

City/State/ZIP:

Phone: ( )

Fax: ( )

[C] APPLICANT

[C] CONTACT PERSON

Business name:

Contact name:

Address:

City/State/ZIP:

Phone: ( )

Fax: : ( )

E-mail:

DEMOLITION CONTRACTOR

Contractor name: Phone:
Address::

Plumbing Contractor: Phone:
Arch/Engr: Phone:
Authorized

signature:

Print name: Date:

P:\Forms_Handouts\Applications\ORIGINALS\Demolition Permit Application 2014.doc

Letter of Authorization required
by owner for all Building Permit
Applications.

This permit application expires if a
valid and approved inspection has
not taken place within 180 days.

All contractors and subcontractors
are required to be licensed with the
Oregon Construction Contractors
Board under ORS 701 and required
to have a City of Medford Business
License under Medford City
Ordinance 8.015.
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LANE COUNTY PUBLIC WORKS °

Important Information Regarding Z
Demolition & Remodel Work

LAND MANAGEMENT DIVISION 3050 N DELTA HYW, EUGENE OR 97408

Rules Governing Asbestos-Containing Materials (ACM):

= Lane Regional Air Protection Agency requires a survey for ACM by an accredited asbestos inspector prior
to any renovation or demolition activities. A copy of that survey report must remain on site during any
demolition or renovation activity.

= The State of Oregon and Lane Regional Air Protection Agency require all ACM to be abated by a licensed
asbestos abatement contractor prior to renovation or demolition activities that would disturb any ACM, with
few exceptions.

» For information concerning exceptions or other clarifications, please contact the Lane Regional Air
Protection Agency at (541) 736-1056 prior to commencing work.

Laws Governing Lead-Based Paint (LBP):

= Starting in April 2010, federal law requires all contractors who renovate “target housing” or “child-occupied
facilities” be licensed for that work. “Target housing” is housing built before 1978. “Child-occupied
facilities” are places frequented by children ages six and under. “Renovation” includes the following.

1. Removing, modifying or repairing painted surfaces.

2. Removing building components like walls, plumbing or windows.
3. Window replacement.

4. Weatherization projects.

5. Work that disturbs painted surfaces.

The federal law is intended to protect individuals from possible lead exposure. The federal law does not
require proof buildings contain lead-based paint (LBP). Instead, it assumes possible exposure from
renovating certain buildings.

» To satisfy the federal law, the Oregon Legislature passed HB 2134 (2009). This law creates a “certified
LBP renovation contractor” license. To qualify for the Certified LBP Renovation Contractors License
(LBPR), an owner or employee of a business licensed through the Construction Contractors Board (CCB)
must take the required Renovation, Repair and Painting (RRP) training and receive a completion certificate.
Contact the State of Oregon CCB for more information on obtaining LBPR certification.

= Performing work on subject structures without a LBPR license after April 22, 2010, will subject the
contractor to the possibility of severe state and federal civil penalties.

Inspection Protocol for Removal of an Entire Structure:

= All debris shall be kept on the subject tax lot, until disposed of in an approved manner.

= Existing water and sewer lines are to be capped per Oregon Plumbing Specialty Code. Any abandoned
septic systems are to be decommissioned in accordance with OAR 340-071-0185.

= Once demolition is complete and piping is capped, the permit holder shall call for final inspection.

Inspection Protocol for Remodel Work:

= The permit holder shall request the required inspections listed in the permit packet as project progress
allows.

= Should unforeseen conditions or unexpected challenges necessitate an alteration to the approved permit
documents, the permit holder shall notify the Building Program before proceeding with work. Any changes
to the permit documents will need to be reviewed and approved prior to the work being inspected.

LANE CO. IRD&RW REV 07-01-14 DSL

LAND MANAGEMENT DIVISION / PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT / 3050 N DELTA HYW / EUGENE, OR 97408 / FAX 541/682-3947
BUILDING (541) 682-4651 / PLANNING (541) 682-3577 / SURVEYORS (541) 682-4195 / COMPLIANCE (541) 682-3724 / ON-SITE SEWAGE (541) 682-3754
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SouTHweESsT CLEAN AIR AGENCY

11815 NE 99th Street, Suilte 1294, Vancouver, WA 98682 « 360.574-3058 » 1-800-633-0709

Home

Current Air Quality b Asbestos Demolition

Outdoor Burning » - e S S L -

Permits & Appeals »

e<Records/Data » Guidance for Demolition or Renovation of Structure(s) or Area(s)

Forms & Applications ) . )

AsbestosiDamolition There are asbestos requirements that must be followed during the demolition or renovation phase(s)

) ) of any project. The Southwest Clean Air Agency (SWCAA) would like to make the following

Business Assistance mitigating comments based on SWCAA 476 (Standards for Ashestos Control) and 40 CFR Part 61,

Regulations Subpart M (Federal Asbestos Requirements). These requirements have been summarized below:

Lead

Complaints 1. Prior to demolition or renovation of a structure, a thorough asbestos inspection must be

conducted by an AHERA certified inspector in order to ascertain the presence of asbestos

WS containing material (ACM) in all affected structure(s) or area(s). A copy of the AHERA

Agricultural Burning asbestos inspection report must be posted for viewing at the project site.

Public Outreach 2. If the asbestos inspection reveals ACM to be present in the affected structure(s) or area

Link (s): . .

'mporfant _m * ACM must be removed by AHERA certified personnel in full accordance with the Southwest

Submit & Fils Clean Air Agency's (SWCAA) Regulations SWCAA 476 (Standards for Asbestos Control) and

Public Records Request  p with 40 CFR Part 61 Subpart M (National Emission Standards for Asbestos). A Notification

Site Map of Demolition and Renovation (PDF), a Notice of Intent to Remove or Encapsulate

—— Asbestos (PDF) and a copy of the AHERA asbestos inspection report for each structure are
earc required and must be submitted to SWCAA for approval. There is a 10 business day waiting

About the Agency » period from the time the notices are submitted before asbestos removal, structure demolition

Agency News » or structure renovation can begin. All asbestos must be completely removed from the affected

Reports & Studies » structure(s) or area(s) prior to structure demolition or structure renovation taking place.

3. Ifthe asbestos inspection does not reveal ACM to be present in the affected structure
(s) or area(s), and the structure is to be demolished:
A Notice of Intent to Remove or Encapsulate Asbestos would not be required. A Notification
of Demolition and Renovation (PDF) and a copy of the AHERA asbestos inspection report
are required and must be submitted to SWCAA. There would be a 10 business day waiting
period from the time the notification is submitted before the demolition can start.

4. If the asbestos inspection does not reveal ACM to be present in the affected structure
(s) or area(s), and the project involves only renovation:
A Notice of Intent to Remove or Encapsulate Asbestos would not be required. A Notification of
Demolition and Renovation would not be required.

You may contact SWCAA at 360-574-3058 for more information on asbestos requirements.

Home | Current Air Quality | Outdoor Burning | Permits & Appeals | e-Resources | Forms & Applications | Asbestos/Demos | Business Assistance | Regulations
Lead | Filing a Complaint | Woodstoves | Agricultural Burning | Public Outreach | Important Links | Submit a File | Public Records Request
Site Map | Search | About the Agency | Agency News | Reports & Studies
© Copyright 2014, Southwest Clean Air Agency. All rights reserved.

http://www.swcleanair.org/asbestos demo.html 2/9/2015



SOUTHWEST CLEAN AIR AGENCY

11815 NE 99th Street, Suite 1294, Vancouver, WA 98682 - Voice 360-574-3058 - Facsimile 360-576-0925 1 8 "(’ @ j 7

1 DEMOLITION

Inspector to inspect the
NO structure and identify any F LOW C HART
asbestos containing
material (ACM).
THIS CHART APPLIES TO ALL FORMS OF DEMOLITION

INCLUDING DEMOLITION BY INTENTIONAL BURNING
FOR FIRE TRAINING PURPOSES

Has the structure
been inspected for
asbestos by an
AHERA certified
Inspector?

YES

Hire a certified asbestos contractor to remove
and dispose of the ACM from the structure.

Did the inspection
reveal any ACM that
is present in the
structure ?

YES_‘» NOTE: A completed Notice of Intent to Remove or Encapsulate Asbestos form
is to be submitted to SWCAA prior to starting the project. After the notice is
submitted there is a 10 working day waiting period until asbestos removal can
begin. The notice may be submitted by the owner, project manager or asbestos
removal contractor.

NO

4 ) v

Has all ACM been

“Complete a Notification of Demolition
» form. ‘ YES completely removed
_______________________ from the structure ?
; Contact Rob Rieck, WA Dept. of
Make sure to obtain all other > z
additional permits, licenses or EEERUN, SLASLADT.ATS, tegarding
documents needed for this demolition re?uu_en't\,er.llt:i o otthgr (:Iangelr.o::sd
project from the proper local, state or wastes In bulldings to be demofished.
federal agencies.
Fire Training Structure Approval
{ 5 3 * Please follow these steps when demolishing a structure by

T — intentional burning for fire training:

training then go to the Fire Dept. that

will be performing the training and 1. Have the fire training structure inspected for any ACM by a certified

complete a fire training request form AHERA inSpectOl’ ( if no ACM is found Sklp to step #4).
for the structure.
(for conventional non fire demolition 2. IfACM is found have a certified asbestos contractor submit a completed
skip step #5) Notice of Intent to Remove or Encapsulate Asbestos form to the Southwest
* Clean Air Agency (SWCAA).
) 6 3. After the 10 working day waiting period, have the certified asbestos
Return the Notification of Demolition contractor remove all of the ACM identified during the AHERA inspection.
with a copy of the AHERA inspection
report, a completed fire training 4. Complete the Notification of Demolition form contained in the fire training
request form (if applicable) and a packet. Obtain all additional permits, licenses or documents needed for this

$50.00 demolition fee to SWCAA for

T demolition project from all other local, state and federal agencies.
verification and approval.

(7

5. If this demolition is for fire training, obtain a completed fire training request
* form from the Fire Dept. that will be performing the training.

The fire training and/or demolition can 6. Take a copy of the AHERA inspection report with proof of asbestos removal
take place 10 working days from the (if applicable), a $50.00 fee and the completed fire training request form to

date the completed Notification of SWCAA.

Demolition, fire training request and

fee are received and approved by 7. The fire training may take place 10 working days after SWCAA has received

SWCAA. and reviewed all required documentation.

ALL OF THE REQUIRED FORMS MAY BE COPIED AS NEEDED OR ARE AVAILABLE FROM

SWOAA FORM 22 REV 17131 THE SOUTHWEST CLEAN AIR AGENCY WEBSITE AT www.swcleanair.org



ASBESTOS, DEMOLITION OR RENOVATION,
SANDBLASTING, AND GRINDING STANDARDS

The purpose of City Code 11-4-2150 - 11-4-2190 is to reduce the potential risk of harm to the
public's health, safety and welfare or to the environment from releases of dust, debris and other
materials occasioned by the demolition, renovation, alteration, repair, cleaning or maintenance of
certain types of buildings, facilities or other structures within the City of Chicago. In the past
many buildings, facilities or other structures within the city were constructed or decorated in part
with materials, including but not limited to, asbestos containing materials or lead paint, that can
pose hazards to the public health or the environment if those materials are not adequately and
appropriately handled and controlled during demolition, renovation, alteration, repair, cleaning
or maintenance activities.

SPECIFIC REQUIREMENTS

(a) Demolition of buildings, facilities or other structures:
(See section 11-4-2170 (a) of the Chicago Municipal Code)

No demolition of a building, facility or other structure shall be initiated within the city of
Chicago unless a written notice of intent to demolish, accompanied by the fee required
has been filed with, and approved by, the department of health at least ten working days
prior to the commencement of demolition. The ten working day period shall not apply if
the building, facility or other structure to be demolished has been found to be structurally
unsound and in danger of imminent collapse by the building commissioner or state



authority or court of competent jurisdiction; provided, however, any person or contractor
demolishing such building, facility or other structure shall file a written notice with the
department of health regarding such demolition as soon as practicable, and must have a
properly licensed asbestos abatement contractor on site during the demolition.

For your convenience, Form DM is provided below. In addition to completing the
demolition notice of intent (Form DM), the federal asbestos NESHAP form must also be
completed for any residential building with two or more units, commercial or industrial
buildings. The demolition permit required pursuant to Section 13-32-010 of the Chicago
Municipal code must be posted in a conspicuous place at the demolition site.

Demolition and renovation safeguards
(see 11-4-2170 (b) of the Chicago Municipal Code)

The owner(s) of any building, facility, or other structure to be demolished or renovated and any
contractor or other person retained or otherwise authorized by the owner(s) to perform the
demolition or renovation activity shall be responsible for assuring that the following safeguards
are utilized to minimize the emission of airborne dust:

(1)  Adequate wetting to prevent the emission or dispersion of dust shall be employed
before and during any demolition or renovation activity; provided, however, if outside
temperature causes water to freeze and wetting is not possible, the demolition or renovation
activity shall be performed in such a way that does not cause the emission or dispersion of dust,
including but not limited to manual deconstruction.

(2) Al debris from any demolition or renovation activity shall be removed from the
building, facility, or other structure through dust-tight chutes or by lowering it in buckets or
containers and no debris shall be dropped or thrown from any floor. All debris shall be
adequately wetted to prevent dust emission or dispersion at the point it exits a dust-chute or
reaches the ground.

(3) All debris from any demolition or renovation activity shall be adequately wetted
before loading into trucks, vehicles, or other containers. During transport, all such debris shall be
enclosed or covered to prevent dust emissions.

(4)  All dust and debris from any demolition or renovation activity shall be removed
daily from adjacent streets, sidewalks and alleys unless otherwise directed or authorized pursuant
to a permit duly issued by the city.

(5) Dust created from any use of power hand tools, including, but not limited to, the
cutting of concrete or other building materials, shall be minimized through the use of vacuum
attachments, water or containerization of the work area.
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Removal of storage tanks or containers required at time of demolition.
(see section 11-4-2170 (c) of the Chicago Municipal Code)

No notice of intent to demolish any building, facility or other structure shall be
approved by the department unless the person submitting the notice of intent
either: (1) provides satisfactory proof that there are no storage tanks or containers
(either underground or above ground) on or below the property at which the
building, facility or other structure is located; (2) provides documentation that any
storage tanks or containers present have been abandoned in place in accordance
with the requirements of 15-28-1220; or (3) demonstrates that any storage tanks
or containers present conform with all applicable city, state and federal
regulations governing the continued use of such tanks or containers. If there are
storage tanks or containers present that have not been properly abandoned in place
or are not in compliance with applicable city, state and federal regulations
governing the continued use of such tanks or containers, then approval of the
notice of intent to demolish by the department shall include a requirement for the
owner to remove all such tanks or containers at the time of demolition of the
building, facility or other structure.

Disposal of debris from demolitions and renovations.
(see 11-4-2170 (d) of the Chicago Municipal Code)

Debris from demolitions or renovations, excluding demolition fill material as defined in Section
11-4-2150 which is used exclusively to fill below grade into the existing foundation or
excavation area of a building left open by the demolition of said building, constitutes waste as
that term is defined in Section 11-4-120 and, except as otherwise provided in Section 11-4-1935,
shall only be properly disposed of or recycled at a facility duly licensed to accept such material.

Performance standards for facility demolitions or renovations requiring asbestos
abatement. (see 11-4-2170 (e) of the Chicago Municipal Code)
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(1)  Licensed asbestos professionals: No asbestos abatement shall be performed in any
facility within the City of Chicago unless all persons performing such abatement work are
licensed and approved in accordance with the applicable rules and regulations for licensure
established by the State of Hlinois in Title 77, Part 855, Subpart B of the Illinois Administrative
Code, as they may be amended from time to time, which regulations are adopted and
incorporated by reference and made a part of this section of the Chicago Municipal Code as if
{ully set forth herein.

(2)  Performance standards for asbestos abatement: Any asbestos abatement performed
in connection with any facility within the City of Chicago shall be performed in accordance with
the rules and regulations for asbestos abatement established by the State of Illinois in Title 77,
Part 855, Subparts C and D of the Illinois Administrative Code, as they may be amended from
time to time, which regulations are adopted and incorporated by reference and made a part of this
section as if fully set forth herein.

(3) Notification required: Any person performing asbestos abatement at any facility
within the City of Chicago shall provide the department with notice of the abatement by
submitting the following forms, accompanied by the environmental review fee required by this
section: (1) a fully completed copy of all notification forms required pursuant to Title 40, Part 61
of the Code of Federal Regulations, entitled “National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air
Pollutants (NESHAP),” and Section 855.220 of Title 77, Part 855 of the Illinois Administrative
Code; and (ii) in the case of a demolition of a facility with asbestos containing material, a fully
completed and signed notice of intent to demolish form, in accordance with subsection (a) of this
section.

(4)  Timing of notifications:

(i) A copy of the notification form required pursuant to Section 855.220 of Title 77,
Part 855 of the lllinois Administrative Code shall be filed with the Department at the same time
the notification is required to be provided to the state.

(i) The Notice of intent to demolish shall be made to the department at least ten
working days prior to the demolition. The requirement to file the notice of intent to demolish ten
working days prior to the demolition shall not apply in the event of a demolition involving a
building, facility or other structure that has been found to be structurally unsound and in danger
of imminent collapse by a proper city or state authority or court of competent jurisdiction.

(5) Rescheduling of demolition starting dates.

(1) In the event that any owner or operator intends to begin a demolition at a date later
than the start date contained in any notification required to be filed under this section, then that
person must: (i) notify the department that the demolition will not begin on the original start date
by telephone or fax as soon as possible before the original start date; and (ii) provide written
notification to the department of the new start date at least ten working days prior to the new start
date.



(2) In the event that any owner or operator intends to begin a demolition at a date earlier
than the start date contained in any notification required to be filed under this section, then that
person must provide written notification to the department of the new start date at least ten
working days before the demolition work begins.

(3) Inno event shall a demolition operation begin on a date other than the date contained
in the written notice of the new start date unless authorized pursuant to the emergency provisions
set forth in Subsection (a) of this section.

Environmental fees.
(see 11-4-2170 (g) of the Chicago Municipal Code)

The fees are as follows:
Residential structures with four or fewer units $300.00
Residential structures with more than four units $450.00
All other (Nonresidential) structures $600.00

A mixed-use structure shall be assessed at the highest applicable rate. Work performed by or
for the city shall not be subject to the fee set forth in this subsection.

(b) Sandblasting, grinding and chemical washing of buildings, facilities or other structures

(see section 11-4-2190 of the Chicago Municipal Code)
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The owner(s) of any building, facility or other structure to be sandblasted, ground, or chemically
washed and any contractor or other person retained or otherwise authorized by the owner(s) to
perform any sandblasting, grinding or chemical washing of any building, facility or other
structure shall be responsible for complying with the following requirements:

(a)  Permits required for sandblasting, grinding or chemical washing of buildings, facilities
or other structures. No person shall sandblast, grind or chemically wash any building, facility,
structure, statue or other architectural surface without having first been issued a permit by the
department; provided, however, no permit shall be required for graffiti removal activities
conducted by the department of streets and sanitation. A permit shall be required for each
individual building, facility, structure, statue or other architectural surface.

(1) Minimum requirements: Applications for sandblasting, grinding or chemical wash
permits shall be in such form as shall be prescribed by the commissioner. The owner(s) of the
building, facility, structure, statue or other architectural surface to be sandblasted, ground or
chemically washed shall sign the permit application as co-permittees with any contractor or other
person retained or otherwise authorized by the owner(s) to perform the sandblasting, grinding or
chemical washing operation. Form SC is provided below.

(2)  Permits available for review: Copies of the permit and any laboratory testing
results and dust minimization plans required under Subsection (d) of this section must be
maintained at the location being sandblasted, ground or chemically washed for the duration of
the sandblasting, grinding or chemical washing operation and must be made available to city
inspectors upon request.

(b)  Notification to occupants within the building. At least 48 hours prior to the
commencement of any sandblasting, grinding or chemical washing, the permittees shall provide
notice of the sandblasting, grinding or chemical washing operation to all the occupants of the
building to be sandblasted, ground or chemically washed. Said notice shall be in writing and
shall be by mail or otherwise and shall include the name, address and telephone number of the
person performing the sandblasting, grinding or chemical washing; the address where the
sandblasting, grinding or chemical washing will occur; the estimated start date for the
sandblasting, grinding or chemical washing; and the estimated duration of the sandblasting,
grinding or chemical washing operation. In addition, the written notice shall also be
conspicuously posted in the common area of the building and shall have attached to it a copy of
the permit and permit application.

(¢c)  Notification to neighboring area. The permittees shall also provide the notice required
in subsection (b) of this section to all the occupants of every residential building of less than ten
dwelling units and the owners, managing agent or occupants of every residential building of ten
or more dwelling units and every nonresidential building located within a 75-foot radius of the
surface to be sandblasted, ground or chemically washed when the building, facility, structure,
statue or other architectural surface being sandblasted, ground or chemically washed is four or
less stories in height. With respect to buildings, facilities, structure, statues or other architectural
surfaces more than four stories in height, the radius of the notification shall be determined by the
commissioner, giving due consideration to the public interest.

.
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(d)  Sandblasting, grinding or chemical washing of painted surfaces; laboratory testing;
minimization plan for dust from lead containing paint.

(1)  Paint testing: If any surface to be sandblasted, ground or chemically washed is
painted, representative paint samples must be taken from that surface by a lead inspector duly
licensed by the State of Illinois and tested for lead content by a laboratory certified by a duly
authorized federal or state agency, or a recognized laboratory accreditation organization
acceptable to the commissioner. For purposes of this section, a representative paint sample
means a sample containing all layers of paint on any surface to be sandblasted, ground or
chemically washed. The number of, and locations from which, representative samples shall be
taken shall be subject to the approval of the commissioner. All test results from the laboratory
must be attached as part of the permit application and shall be submitted on a form signed by the
laboratory and containing the laboratory's name, address, telephone number and certification or
accreditation number.

(2) Lead containing paint: If the paint contains more than five-tenths of one percent lead
by weight, the paint shall be considered to be “lead containing” and the applicant must retain a
state- licensed lead assessor to develop a minimization plan to ensure that dust emissions will be
minimized during and after sandblasting, grinding or chemical washing operations. The
minimization plan must be attached to the permit application and shall be submitied on a form
signed by the lead assessor and containing the lead assessor's name, address, telephone number
and state license number.

(e) Rescheduling sandblasting, grinding or chemical washing project. In the event the
permittees cannot perform the sandblasting, grinding or chemical washing on the estimated
date(s) contained in the permit or within 72 hours thereafter, the permittees shall provide written
notification to the Commissioner and all other persons required to receive notice under
Subsections (c) and (d) of this section at least 24 hours prior to the commencement of the
rescheduled sandblasting, grinding or chemical washing operation.

()  Removal and disposal of dust, debris or waste water from sandblasting, grinding or
chemical washing operations. Dust, debris and waste water generated by sandblasting, grinding
or chemical washing operations constitute waste as that term is defined in Section 11-4-120.
Dust, debris and waste water generated by sandblasting, grinding or chemical washing operations
must be removed from the site of the sandblasting, grinding or chemical washing operation on a
daily basis and must be disposed of at a landfill duly licensed in accordance with Section 11-4-
1500 to accept such material or a permitted waste water treatment facility.

(g)  Dust minimization — Containment, wetting or vacuuwming; plan required. Dust
generated from any sandblasting, grinding, or chemical washing operation shall be minimized
through the use of dust containment, wetting, vacuum attachments or other such mechanical
means as appropriate. A written dust minimization plan shall be prepared prior to beginning any
work and the plan shall be implemented throughout the sandblasting, grinding or chemical
washing operation. A copy of the plan shall be maintained at the site throughout the course of
the operation and shall be made available to the commissioner of health or his designees upon
request.
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(h)  Permit fees. The fee for a permit to sandblast, grind or chemically wash any building,
structure, statue or other architectural surface shall be $200.00 per building, structure, statue or
other architectural surface. The permit fee shall be waived for any unit of federal, state or local
government.

Applicable Forms:

1) I : Demolition Notice of Intent
2) Architectural Surface Cleaning

AP Forns National Emission Standards for Hazardous Air Pollutants (NESHAP)

RS
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February 12, 2015, Portland City Council

Testimony, Re: Asbestos and Lead in Neighborhood Demolitions, Who is
looking out for Public Health?

My name is Sharon Genasci, I live at 2217 NW Johnson St. I am Chair of
the NWDA Air Quality Committee, testifying today on behalf of UNR,
(United Neighborhoods for Reform) about the jurisdiction of asbestos and
lead regulations in demolitions. Based on our research we believe Portland
has jurisdictional authority to create hazmat policies for house demolition
sites, including inspecting and monitoring for asbestos and lead.

A survey by the National Association of Clean Air Agencies (NCAA) wrote
in December 4, 2014: “The Clean Air Act explicitly allows state and
local air pollution control agencies to adopt programs more stringent
than those of the federal government. Specifically, Section 1216 states
that air quality agencies are not precluded from adopting or enforcing
any standards, limitations or requirements as long as they are at least as
stringent as those required under the federal program.”

Over the past three years the city has issued 752 demolition permits. The
actual number of demolitions is much higher. Unregulated demolitions
occur throughout Portland neighborhoods. Neighbors living near the
demolitions are increasingly alarmed at asbestos and lead emissions. The
question is, who is looking after public health from unregulated demolitions
in Portland?

Oregon’s Lane County, other Oregon cities and Southwest Clean Air
Agency in Washington have adopted rules for asbestos—containing materials
and lead based paint in demolitions. I have here a list of Lane County
regulations and asbestos demolition guidance from SW Clean Air Agency in
Washington.

If Lane County, the Southwest Clean Air Agency and other cities can
produce rules governing toxic demolition materials, then we in Portland can
do the same. We are asking the city to accept responsibility for creating
regulations and enforcement for asbestos and lead emissions in demolitions.

017%
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Developers currently profiting from the demolitions shouid pay a fee for
accredited inspectors to ensure that all regulations are followed. Public
health costs should be a consideration in setting the fees.

I attended a memorial in London two years ago for a dear friend, a fine
architect, known for his work on the Ashmolean Museum at Oxford. He
died of Mesothelioma from exposure to asbestos. He was exposed during
the interior demolition of a house he was remodeling for himself about 35
years ago. He was at the top of his career, took excellent care of himself,
and was well loved by friends. If demolitions are properly monitored and
the air toxics abated, all of us, developers workers and neighbors will
benefit.

Thank you.
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LANE COUNTY PUBLIC WORKS °

Important Information Regarding Z
Demolition & Remodel Work

LAND MANAGEMENT DIVISION 3050 N DELTA HYW, EUGENE OR 97408

Rules Governing Asbestos-Containing Materials (ACM):

= Lane Regional Air Protection Agency requires a survey for ACM by an accredited asbestos inspector prior
to any renovation or demolition activities. A copy of that survey report must remain on site during any
demolition or renovation activity.

» The State of Oregon and Lane Regional Air Protection Agency require all ACM to be abated by a licensed
asbestos abatement contractor prior to renovation or demolition activities that would disturb any ACM, with
few exceptions.

= For information concerning exceptions or other clarifications, please contact the Lane Regional Air
Protection Agency at (541) 736-1056 prior to commencing work.

Laws Governing Lead-Based Paint (LBP):

= Starting in April 2010, federal law requires all contractors who renovate “target housing” or “child-occupied
facilities” be licensed for that work. “Target housing” is housing built before 1978. “Child-occupied
facilities” are places frequented by children ages six and under. “Renovation” includes the following.

1. Removing, madifying or repairing painted surfaces.

2. Removing building components like walls, plumbing or windows.
3. Window replacement.

4. Weatherization projects.

5. Work that disturbs painted surfaces.

The federal law is intended to protect individuals from possible lead exposure. The federal law does not
require proof buildings contain lead-based paint (LBP). Instead, it assumes possible exposure from
renovating certain buildings.

= To satisfy the federal law, the Oregon Legislature passed HB 2134 (2009). This law creates a “certified
LBP renovation contractor” license. To qualify for the Certified LBP Renovation Contractors License
(LBPR), an owner or employee of a business licensed through the Construction Contractors Board (CCB)
must take the required Renovation, Repair and Painting (RRP) training and receive a completion certificate.
Contact the State of Oregon CCB for more information on obtaining LBPR certification.

= Performing work on subject structures without a LBPR license after April 22, 2010, will subject the
contractor to the possibility of severe state and federal civil penalties.

Inspection Protocol for Removal of an Entire Structure:

= All debris shall be kept on the subject tax lot, until disposed of in an approved manner.

= Existing water and sewer lines are to be capped per Oregon Plumbing Specialty Code. Any abandoned
septic systems are to be decommissioned in accordance with OAR 340-071-0185.

= Once demolition is complete and piping is capped, the permit holder shall call for final inspection.

Inspection Protocol for Remodel Work:

= The permit holder shall request the required inspections listed in the permit packet as project progress
allows.

= Should unforeseen conditions or unexpected challenges necessitate an alteration to the approved permit
documents, the permit holder shall notify the Building Program before proceeding with work. Any changes
to the permit documents will need to be reviewed and approved prior to the work being inspected.

LANE CO. IRD&RW REV 07-01-14 DSL

LAND MANAGEMENT DIVISION / PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENT /3050 N DELTA HYW / EUGENE, OR 97408 / FAX 541/682-3947
BUILDING (541) 682-4651 / PLANNING (541) 682-3577 / SURVEYORS (541) 682-4195 / COMPLIANCE (541) 682-3724 / ON-SITE SEWAGE (541) 682-3754
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Home
Current Alr Quality 3 Asbestos Demolition
Outdoor Burning N e e
Permits & Appeals ¥
o-RocordsiData p  Guidance for Demolition or Renovation of Struciure(s) or Area(s)
Forms & Applications . ‘ i
Asbostos/Demolition There are _asbestos requirements that must be followed during the demolition or renovation phase(s)
of any project. The Southwest Clean Air Agency (SWCAA) would like to make the following
Business Assistance mitigating comments based on SWCAA 476 (Standards for Ashestos Conirol) and 40 CFR Part 61,
Reguiations Subpart M (Federal Asbestos Requirements). These requirements have been summarized below:
Lead
Complaints 5 1. Prior to demolition or renovation of a structure, a thorough asbestos inspection must be
Woodstoves R conducted by an AHERA cerified inspector in order to ascertain the presence of asbestos
¥ containing material (ACM) in all affected structure(s) or area(s). A copy of the AHERA
Agricultural Burning asbestos inspection report must be posted for viewing at the project site.
Public Outreach 2. H the asbestos inspection reveals ACM to be present in the affecied siructure(s) or area
s {s): :
mportant lfmks ACM must be removed by AHERA certified personnel in full accordance with the Southwest
Submit & File Clean Air Agency's (SWCAA) Regulations SWCAA 476 (Standards for Asbestos Control) and
Public Records Request  # with 40 CFR Part 61 Subpart M (National Emission Standards for Asbestos). A Notification
Site Map of Demolition and Renovation (PDF), a Notice of Intent to Remove or Encapsulate
Search Asbgstos (PDF) and a copy of the AHERA asbestos mspection‘ report for Qach structure are
o required and must be submitted to SWCAA for approval. There is a 10 business day waiting
About the Agency 4 period from the time the notices are submitted before asbestos removal, structure demolition
Agency News ¥ or structure renovation can begin. All asbestos must be completely removed from the affected
Reports & Studies 5 structure(s) or area(s) prior to structure demolition or structure renovation taking place,

3. If the asbestos inspection does not reveal ACM to be present in the affected structure
{s) or area(s}, and the structure is {o be demolished:
A Notice of Intent to Remove or Encapsulate Asbestos would not be required. A Neotification
of Demolition and Renovation (PDF) and a copy of the AHERA asbestos inspaction report
are required and must be submitted to SWCAA, There would be a 10 business day waiting
period from the time the notification ts submitted before the demolition can start.

4. If the asbestos inspection does not reveal ACM to be present in the affected structure
{s) or area(s), and the project involves only renovation:
A Notice of intent to Remove or Encapsulate Asbestos would not be required. A Notification of
Demolition and Renovation would not be required.

You may contact SWCAA at 360-574-3058 for more information on asbestos requirements.

Lead | Filing a Complaint | Woadstoves | Agricultural Burning § Public Outreach | Important Links | Submit a File | Public Records Request
Site Map | Search | About the Agency | Agency News | Reports & Studies
& Copyright 2014, Southwest Clean Air Agency. All rights reserved.

http://www.swcleanair.org/asbestos_demo.htm] 2/9/2015
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Subject: United Neighborhoods for Reform testimony to the Portland City Council,
February 12, 2012

Today it is my responsibility is to present and clarify UNR's position on the
equitable makeup and establishment of a redevelopment standards task
force/work group, that is recommended to be comprised of 50% neighborhood
organization representatives, and 50% city staff and other concerned citizens as
per the UNR resolution.

Neighborhood representatives are people who are active with and actually live in
neighborhoods where the next house to be demolished might be the one next
door, down the block or around the corner. These are the people who have a
view of the street from their front windows that could become impaired by a
replacement house that is not setback from the sidewalk, or could have a
towering out of a scale house constructed on the property next to theirs that
would cast a shadow and block the sunlight.

To avoid a conflict of interest, perceived or real, we ask that neighborhood
representatives are not professionally connected with, or earn their living in the
land use planning, development, architectural or real estate fields. We welcome
people from these fields to be on the task force, just not filling the neighborhood
representative seats at the table. Likewise, in the interest of adding more
diversity, voices, and opportunities for qualified neighborhood people who
haven't participated in but aspire to be part of the official city process; we ask that
preference be given to neighborhood representatives who have not recently
served, or are not currently serving on another BDS, BES, BPS, PBOT task
force, advisory committee, work group or comp plan policy expert group. Again,
this avoids a possible conflict of interest.

We also ask that UNR has neighborhood representatives at table. Meetings need
to be scheduled at times when working people can attend, and be located in
various neighborhoods. Finally, as opposed to appointing a chairperson, we
suggest the first order of official business for the task force should be to elect a
chairperson and vice chairperson.

In closing, UNR wants to see an equitable and well publicized application
process, followed by a task force with an open and transparent process that has
a meaningful deadline for results. . .

Respectfully submitted,

Terry Parker
UNR Steering Committee
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City Hall testimony 2/12/15, Margaret Davis, 3617 NE 45th Ave., 503-287-2419

Creativity and quality. These are attributes Portland has embraced in the past, and
we’d like to see more of them in the home construction occurring now in our city.

At United Neighborhoods for Reform, the first choice for Portland housing should be
protecting the affordable "green" home that's already there. With additions,
accessory dwelling units, and renovations, much can be done to modernize and alter
a home for future generations. Those activities provide the added bonus of
employing more local people than new construction does.

If a house has to go, deconstruction should be mandatory. And then there is the
matter of new construction, what goes up on the residential land that arguably is
Portland's finest resource. This new development should create an improvement—
for everyone. To do this it will contribute open space as its neighboring properties
do, respecting the size of contextual setbacks, footprint, mass, and height of existing
nearby homes. Determining the specific allowances for these items, and the context
to be considered, will be the work of the task force, as proposed in UNR's
demolition/development resolution.

By the way, city code already regulates setbacks, footprint, and height, but no one
thought to build to the maximums until now—which is a direct result of considering
a neighborhood more of a profit center rather than simply a place to live.

In better regulating setbacks, footprint, mass, and height of new construction,
compatibility with established housing is better assured as is access to solar power
for energy and vegetable gardens along with space for mature trees.

This is how Portland can spark more creativity and quality. Building smaller is more
environmental; a larger share of the construction budget can go toward more
durable materials; and home layouts can make smarter use of space. Many Portland
residents would say creativity and quality are why we chose to live here.

Finally, we request that the task force take a look at current zoning and lot-splitting
policies to protect existing housing. Some 28,000 homes citywide sit on plots slated
for greater density. Let's appreciate the breathing room—and the opportunities for
creativity and quality—that they provide.

With new guidelines sensitive to established neighborhood standards, we believe it
will once again be possible to be both pro-development and pro-Portland.
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UNITED NEIGHBORHOODS FOR REFORM DEMOLITION/DEVELOPMENT RESOLUTION

Whereas sustainability, livability, and environmental and public safety are of concern to Portland
residents;

Whereas the preservation of each neighborhood’s historical heritage and character are of prime
concern to Portland residents; and

Whereas the preservation of existing affordable housing is a citywide concern; now, therefore, be it

Resolved, that the United Neighborhoods for Reform requests:

1) Implementation of changes to the city’s demolition regulations and protocols:

a)

b)
c)

d)

e)

Elimination of the (K)(1) exemption and restoration of the automatic 35-day demolition delay for
single-family structures.

Definition of “demolition” as removal of 50% or more of the structure.

Requirement that applicants for demolition permits comply with all state and federal
environmental and safety regulations including those for lead and asbestos.

Retention of existing code providing for a 35-day delay on demolitions with an option for a 120-
day delay available to a recognized neighborhood association or coalition, with the understanding
that a good-faith effort be made to find alternatives to demolition.

Notice of proposed demolition will be mailed to residents and property owners within a specified
distance upon acceptance of the demolition application. If permit is approved, a 72-hour notice of
date of demolition will be provided to the same parties.

Establishment of a rigorous definition of “deconstruction,” and recommendation of appropriate
incentives, including an increased tip fee for construction debris.

Establishment of a task force composed of 50% neighborhood organizations and 50% city staff and
concerned citizens to determine the distance required for notifications above, as well as:

a)

b)
c)

Revision of code to limit the mass, footprint, setbacks, and height of construction to that of the
average of existing homes within a specified distance.

Revision of current zoning and lot-splitting policies to protect existing housing and lot size.
Recommendations for tree and solar access protections.

Adoption by City Council of:

a)

b)

c)

Measures to protect Portland residents from lead, asbestos, and other contaminants resulting from
demolition/development by requiring surveys for these materials and an approved plan for lawful
removal and disposal before issuance of demolition permit.

An update of the Historic Resources Inventory, with a waiting period mandated for removal of a
property from the inventory.

A user-friendly online system available to the public for tracking demolition activity.



Testimony Frorm: Alysa Isenstein Krueger
Address: 2348 SE Tamarack Ave., Portland, OR 97214 503-724-6933 pdxhappyvhouse@gmail.com

My name is Alyssa [senstein Krueger and | am a real estate broker with Living Room Realty. The majority of my
clients are first time homebuyers and this past year, and even more so the past few months, have been the most
difficult market to be a buyer in, in the many years that | have been working in real estate. Given the market trend
of a lack of supply and a huge demand for houses, the market is not likely to get much better for would-be
homebuyers for quite some time.

My first time homebuyers have been pre-approved by lenders and are looking for Portland’s once-plentiful humble
little starter homes, willing to pay even up to $350,000 for a smail home with space for children, a garden, a pet.
They are willing to buy Portland’s old homes with flexible spaces fike unfinished basements or attics that can be
converted to living space as their needs change and their families grow, and they are not deterred by a home that
needs a little elbow grease. Most importantly, they want to live in the communities where they have connections,
where the neighborhoods have character and amenities they can walk to like stores, schools and transit lines.

The problem, so are developers. Developers bring cash, they waive all financing contingencies, they don’t have the
homes inspected, and can close on a house in less than 5 business days. More often than not, a developer is
purchasing a home with the intent to demolish or significantly alter the home and then build a house that sells for
over $650,000.

Every time this happens, we lose another habitable home from our city’s stock of affordable houses. That home
will never again be an entry way into home ownership for hardworking families and individuals who see the
benefits of homeownership and want to take part. In its place is a home that most of the time is not in character
with the surrounding homes and is unaffordable to 99% of first time home buyers. Every times this happens my
first time home buyers are discouraged, angry and heartbroken- not only that they lost out on a house to a cash
developer, but that the house they pictured themselves living in will be crunched up and sent to a landfill.

Additionally, many of the homes that have been demolished over the past couple of years were never put on the
open market. They were acquired by developers who send letters to homeowners offering to purchase their home
for quick cash. Many of these sellers are vulnerable in that they do not understand they may be receiving less than
market value by selling their home in this manner and that the buyer of their home intends to demolish it and
replace it with a much more expensive home. So in addition to providing notice to surrounding homes and the
neighborhood associations, those seeking demolition permits should be required to obtain a notarized signature
of the home seller stating they understand that their home will be demolished. No signature from the seller
means no permit for demolition.

{am also a partner broker with the Portland Housing Center and this past Saturday | presented the Shopping for
Your Home section of the Homebuying 101 class. There were 42 people in the class, and when | asked how many
of the class participants were planning on purchasing a home under $250,000, 36 out of the 42 raised their hands.
This would have been a realistic goal for our first time home buyers in Portland only a couple of years ago, but with
the extraordinary loss of humble homes to demolition is no longer.

As a city who is dedicated to maintaining diversity in all forms and on all levels, we need to consider the impact
that demolition of habitable and affordable homes has on our greater community, and work on solutions to keep
these homes out of the jaws of the backhoe and available for future generations of families.



A CALL FOR A REDEVELOPMENT TASKFORCE

Testimony to Portland City Council, February 12, 2015

James Gorter, South Burlingame Resident and United Neighborhoods for Reform Steering Committee
8041 SW 8" Avenue

Portland, Oregon 97219

503-246-5097

jcgort@msn.com

As requested by forty neighborhood associations, we call for the creation of a taskforce charged
with the protection of affordable housing and neighborhood character.

When we buy a home, we buy more than a house. We buy a sunny backyard for a garden; we buy a
street and the nearby houses we see from the front porch. We buy a parking place for guests on a
cold rainy night, and perhaps we buy a view. We buy a school, a park, a library, and access to a
freeway, bike friendly street or MAX line. We buy a neighborhood.

At the present time, residents and neighborhood associations feel helpless to protect their
communities. They simply wake up one morning and find a cookie cutter McMansion or a row of
skinny houses where one modest home stood before. Neighbors on my block said, “It looks like a
hotel”, “we’ve lost our view and we’re going to move, but we can’t afford to,” “I wanted to write
‘ugly’ in the wet concrete,” “In the winter our backyard gets absolutely no sunshine.”

Mayor Hales, your statements in the State of the City address were right on target: “Preserve
neighborhood character. Work to preserve affordability, so people won’t be forced out of their
historic neighborhood. Tighten up the rules on demolition. Use the tool rarely, and use it right. Have
strong infill standards and design guidelines.”

Policy 5.33 of the draft 2035 Comprehensive Plan calls for “preservation of small resource-efficient and
affordable single family homes...” Other policies of the Comp Plan call for infill construction that is
“consistent with the general scale, character and natural landscape features of neighborhoods.
Consider building forms, scale, street frontage relationships, setbacks, open space patterns and
landscaping...” (Policy 4.13).

Unfortunately, the Comp Plan is silent on how to accomplish these policy goals, especially in light of
the ever-increasing number of single family home demolitions and their all-too frequent replacement
with large, expensive and incompatible houses.

We call for the creation of a taskforce to make Comprehensive Plan policies 5.33 and 4.13 for the
protection of affordable housing and neighborhood character a reality and to address community
concerns regarding solar access and tree canopy protections. We call for the creation of the
taskforce no later than March 1, 2015.

Composition:
o 50% neighborhood organizations and 50% city staff and concerned citizens including
developers and advocates for affordable housing and historic preservation.



Miission:

e Revision of code defining single family residential zones to limit the mass, footprint,
setbacks, and height of construction to achieve compatibility with surrounding homes

e Recommend actions to protect affordable housing in older inner city neighborhoods

s  Revision of current zoning and lot-splitting policies to protect existing housing and lot size,
especially in R5 zones once platted with 2500-square-foot parcels, and

e Recommendations for free protection in R5 and R2.5 zones as well as solar access
protections in all single-family residential zones.

Mayor Hales and Commissioners, citizens want you to accomplish your goals and Comprehensive Plan
goals. Portland has a long history of meaningful citizen involvement. Neighbors and neighborhoods
look forward to working with you to fulfill this commitment. An infill/redevelopment task force is the

way to accomplish them.
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My name is Janet Baker and | live in the Beaumont Wilshire neighborhood.
I want to talk about affordability for first time home buyers and other middle income buyers in Portland.
This group of buyers is finding it increasingly difficult, if not impossible, to find affordable houses.

In several DRAC meetings and neighborhood meetings I've attended, developers rationalized the tear-
down trend in Portland as being driven by a lack of ‘executive housing’, saying we need more executive
housing to succeed in economic development.

First of all, as someone who has read a lot of economic development literature in my professional life, |
can tell you lack of executive housing is rarely a limiting factor in economic development. Usually the
limitations are lack of industrial land, lack of infrastructure, which by the way are limitations in the
Portland area, not to mention our latest woes at the Port of Portland! If there is a housing factor in a
company’s decision to locate in a particular city, the issue is usually a concern about affordable housing
for employees.

But let’s say you do believe we have a lack of executive housing. | want to share with you some year-
end housing inventory stats.

In the real estate industry ‘inventory of houses’ is often expressed as “inventory in months”. It is
defined as the active residential listing at the end of month divided by the number of closed sales for
that month.

5.5 months is generally regarded as the balance point — under that and it is a seller's market. It has
been a seller's market here for the past three years.

Let’s look at Multhomah County only and let’s look at that inventory in in two price brackets. Take a
fook at the chart in your packet.

In the under $350,000 price bracket, where first time home buyers would be, there was 1.7 months of
inventory in December 2014.

But in $600,000- 1.1 million dollar range, the bracket in which developers are selling their “executive
homes”, the inventory was 2.9 months.

Looking at the chart you will see that inventory of executive price homes exceeds that of the starter
home category every month back to November 2013. So it isn’'t a one month phenomena. | just cited
December 2014 data to keep it simple.

The realtor who provided me this data said: What this [data] clearly tells us is, the inventory is low in
ALL price ranges. When the builders use this ‘lack of executive housing’ as their justification for
teardowns, it is ridiculous. If you want to use this argument, she said, you would need to tear down
expensive houses so you could build cheaper houses because that is where we have a larger problem!!

«“

This lack of affordable homes is going to continue if we continue to demolish these homes. This
morning, the Portland Chronicle, reported another 40 demolition permits issued between the December
17 hearing and today. And that doesn’t even count the virtual demolitions.

7,

a4
ftis grgent problem, one we can’t sit on for another day, another hearing.
E &

The next speaker, has hands on experience with these first time homebuyers.

Thank you for listening.
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Testimony before City Council, February 12, 2015, Relative to the Need to
Promote the Use of Deconstruction

My name is Barbara Strunk. | am a resident of the Beaumont-Wilshire neighborhood,
and member of the United Neighborhoods for Reform Steering Committee.

Deconstruction is one notable omission from the DRAC recommendation on demolition
regulations.

This is unfinished business that we urge City Council to take up. This is not a new
request. Deconstruction has been part of the UNR policy platform since last summer
when over 2500 residents signed our petition calling for demolition permitting reform.
Relative to deconstruction, our petition states:

“Establish a rigorous definition of ‘deconstruction,” a vastly more environmentally
friendly alternative to simple demolition and disposal of the debris in a land fill, and
define appropriate incentives to encourage deconstruction.”

Those who argue that “nobody is asking for deconstruction, so why should Council act
now”, simply haven'’t been listening. To reinforce the point, over 40 neighborhood
associations have signed on with our UNR resolution that repeats the call for incentives
for deconstruction.

But the struggles of the DRAC subcommittee to craft appropriate incentive language tell
us that new ways of thinking about this issue are required. We propose a mandate that

deconstruction is the only acceptable approach to removing all or part of a single-family
residence. If this is not feasible within the City’s statutory powers, then it is time to apply
the City’s taxing authority to make deconstruction the clearly more cost effective choice.

The 2010 Oregon DEQ study on preventing waste from the residential construction
sector states that 158 homes deconstructed rather than demolished in a year saves as
much carbon emission as is sequestered by Forest Park’s 5100 acres in a year. The
environmental arguments for deconstruction are persuasive to us in the neighborhoods.

We would prefer that we save our viable, affordable single family residences, and avoid
their demolition altogether. But with nearly 400 demolitions a year, we are a long way
from stemming the epidemic of demolitions. When a house is demolished we expect
that “The Greenest City” will require deconstruction as standard practice.

“A Life Cycle Approach to Prioritizing Methods of Preventing Waste from the Residential
Construction Sector in the State of Oregon” hitp/iwww.earthadvaniage.org/policy-
research/published-reports_hitm|
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Testimony before City Council, February 12, 2015, Relative to the DRAC

Recommendations on Changes to Demolition Regulations
By Jim Heuer, Resident of Irvington, and Member United Neighborhoods for Reform Steering
Committee

My name is Jim Heuer and I’m speaking today to introduce testimony by United Neighborhoods
for Reform, an informal grass-roots neighborhood group dedicated to fighting the “epidemic of
demolitions”. First, Mayor Hales, and Commissioners, we would like to thank you all for
responding to our citizen cry for help. It has been a long road, with a great deal of work by
yourselves, DRAC, BDS and other City staff, not to mention many hours of our time. We now
have a recommendation from the DRAC committee which UNR has decided to support, albeit
with serious reservations.

The current proposal is an example of the saying: “Politics is the art of the possible”. There is a
lot in the proposed ordinance that we not only like, but urgently need. There are other aspects
that, quite frankly, don’t achieve our goals. As you’ll hear, some neighborhoods are especially
opposed to the compromise 60-day optional delay provision.

We ultimately supported the recommendations on the strength of three considerations: 1) the
Council’s commitment on Dec. 17, to schedule a review of these new provisions in 18 months,
We intend to hold you to your commitment and to insist that such review be conducted by a body
with vastly better balance than the Development Review Advisory Committee, which, having
membership of 13 developers out of 17, is not the best venue for making broad policy affecting
all Portland residents. 2) We intend to monitor the application of the new definitions to make
sure they achieve their intended goals. 3) We intend to seek a better way to save more viable,
affordable houses that are slated for demolition. Simple delays, be they 120 or 60 days have
been a feeble solution. Demolishing nearly 400 affordable houses a year valued at well over
$100 million dwarfs the City’s recent commitment to spend $20 million to promote affordable
housing. Can we really achieve affordable housing through demolition? We will have more to
say about this shortly.

But the work is not done. Lead paint and asbestos dust is still being scattered from demolition
sites. Monstrously incompatible infill homes are still being built on the rubble of affordable
houses. And deconstruction is still all too rarely employed. Our next speakers will have much
more to say on these issues.
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COURTESY NOTICE

A permit has been issued to demolish
the structure(s) at:

Permit No:

This is a voluntary notice to inform you that a demolition permit has

been issued by the City of Porfland.

The residential demolifion delay provisions of Portland City Code
Section 24.55.200 DO NOT APPLY to this project. Pursuant to City
Code Section 24.55.200, subdivision (K), no notice or delay is

required.

The Contractor has acknowledged that work related to this Building
Permit Application may be subject to regulations governing the

handling, removal and/or disposal of asbestos.

For additional information about the permits issued on the property,

visit www.portlandmaps.com and click the Permit/Case tab. For

more information about the demolition permits and governance,
contact the Bureau of Development Services at (503)823.7300 or visit

www.portlandoregon.gov/bds/demnotice.

If you have any additional questions regarding this project, please
contact Joe Eslinger, VP of Construction, Everett Custom Homes:

(503)621.2199 or Joe@everetthomesnw.com

EVERETT

CUSTOM HOMES
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Preserve character of neighborhoods. 12/17/14

Mayor Hales, City Commissioners. My name is Cliff Goldman, 4527 NE Skidmore St.
Portland, 97218; 503-282-1150; speechflow@yahoo.com

Thank you for this opportunity to make my comments to you as a resident of the
Beaumont-Wilshire Neighborhood. Ground Zero for Demolitions and building of tall
skinny houses.

Oregon’s pop. is growing, more people. People have to live somewhere. I'd rather
see greater urban density as opposed to ever expansion, pushing out, if you will, of
housing beyond the Urban Growth Boundary. This is Oregon; we’re different here.
This is Portland. [ don’t think it’s weird to want to preserve the character of our
neighborhoods.

Developers want to make money; construction workers, contractors want to work. I
understand that. Houses don’t last forever. The construction of new housing is
inevitable. The rebuilding, and/or refurbishing of what is, is natural. But it must be
done right.

Just as we don’t build shopping centers in residential neighborhoods, we shouldn’t
build a new home without an eye to architectural compatibility.

A picture is worth a thousand words. See Picture.

As you can see homes being built at 4618 and 4624 NE Skidmore don’t fit. There’s
something wrong with this picture. Not just the aesthetic insult to the eye, but
blocking of solar access, affordability and the sense of marring of the neighborhood.

Let’s go ahead and rebuild where we have to, but do it in a way that enhances the
neighborhood’s cohesiveness, is pleasing rather than shocking to the eye.

We, in the Beaumont-Wilshire Neighborhood, care about what the neighborhood
looks like. The developers do not. Can’t we rebuild, have new homes that are
included rather than simply be imposed upon us?

Please do what’s in your power to do, zoning changes, height limitations in
accordance with surrounding homes, to make the city you rule to be worthy of the
hard work that you do in making our city livable for all; not just profitable, the blind
profitability for some.

Thank You Very Much.
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February 12, 2015

Mayor Hales and Commissioners,

Demolition is about many different things. It is about historic preservation, neighborhood
livability, public safety, social equity and very importantly it is about housing policy.

The demolition code changes before you have been looked at only through the lens of BDS and
the DRAC. BDS and the DRAC do not make City Housing Policy, are not responsible for historic
preservation and not leading the Comp Plan process.

They should not be the only bodies looking at the issue of demolitions. Many points of view
must come together for this discussion.

Part of the code changes before you today should be adopted. All demolitions must have
notice. Safeguarding the health, safety, welfare of our citizens is a key responsibility of the City.

Demolition delay is different. Before removing it from the code, or effectively removing it from
the code, it requires a broader conversation. Demolition delay can help — it reduces the tension
and allows a cooling off period so that there is time in which to talk about options but the
current proposal is UNWORKABLE.

This proposal provides for a 35 day delay with a 60-day extension upon proof that the following
criteria have been met. They are:
e Request a meeting by certified mail
e Provide evidence of the SIGNIFICANCE of the structure
e Develop a PLAN to save the structure,
e Show REASONABLE potential to consummate the plan within 95 DAYS by
o providing a pro-forma budget and
o producing EVIDENCE of funds on hand or a fundraising plan SUFFICIENT to meet
the financial requirements

Has the Hearings Officer been consulted? What criteria do they use to determine if:
e A structure is SIGNIFICANT?
e Aplanis REASONABLE?
e A pro-forma is REALISTIC?
e A fundraising plan is FEASIBLE?

Will there a hearing? Can a denial be appealed? If so to whom? Does the developer get to
respond to the request? If the developer says | won’t sell and the plan is not reasonable.

And on the process timeline, most neighborhood associations meet monthly. To request an
extension the Neighborhood Association must vote in support of the plan in a public meeting
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that meets the notice requirements. This must happen within 35 days of when the notice is
mailed. Based on timeline alone | doubt that it can even happen. Even ONI recommends that
Neighborhood Associations need 60 days to make decisions on important issues

I'd like to tell you about the Goldsmith House. This house was built for Bernard Goldsmith, the
first Jewish mayor of Portland. You can go into the Mayor’s office right now, and see his photo
on the wall.

This house was on the Historic Resource Inventory and because you can take a house off the
inventory in ONE DAY it was not under demo delay. Without demo delay we were not able to
negotiate a more balanced agreement and instead we had to pay a premium of around
$500,000 to save the house. The developer walked away with the better part of the profit he
was going to make and without doing the project. We will very likely lose money. This is a one
of a kind. | doubt that it can happen again. No one will be so crazy. But the proposal before
you is being setting up a similar timeline

IN CONCLUSION, while the present 120 day delay may have flaws the new proposed code is
neither a compromise nor even a real alternative. Effectively it trades the 120 day delay for 35
days. Why not be honest about it? Either keep the 120 day delay until a real proposal is
developed, or just eliminate it all together. Please, don’t pretend that this is an acceptable
solution. However, | request that you do institute an automatic 120 day delay on any structure
that is on the HRI and not allow removal of a structure on the HRI in less than 120 days.

Thank you for your time.

Xan—

Karen Karlsson
1905 NW Northrup St
Portland, OR 97209
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Mayor Hales, and Portland City Commissioners,

February 12, 2015

Good afternoon and thank you for inviting Welcome Home to testify today. My name is Jes
Larson and | am the Coalition’s director. We are a growing coalition of housing leaders and
advocates, plus many more community stakeholders from the health, education and labor
industries. Together, we are all gravely concerned about the inaccessibility of housing in
Portland today, about lost affordability and the lack of opportunity for kids to succeed, families
to thrive and communities to prosper without safe and stable housing. Welcome Home is a
coalition of neighbors, community members, advocates and leaders calling for local funding
solutions to address our region’s housing crisis. We believe we can end homelessness and
that we can ensure that all families have the opportunity to succeed in Portland with safe and
stable homes.

That’s why we’re here today to present our proposal for a new demolition fee to mitigate the
loss of affordable housing options caused by demolitions. We know that demolition fees won’t
solve our housing crisis. But we do know that many of the homes being torn down today are
good starter homes that families are outbid by developers who purchase them for the land
value alone and replace them with much larger, more expensive homes out of reach for the far
majority of first time homebuyers. There is a clear relationship between demolitions and lost
affordability. If we are serious in our concern for affordability and addressing our community’s
housing needs, then we must consider all policy opportunities to correct for these negative
impacts.

— Introduce Ms. Gerry Frederico and Mr. Rey Espana —

Many cities across the US are looking at their demolition policies as an opportunity to impact
affordability. Demolitions have historically been used to promote and manage the destruction
of deteriorating buildings and to easily allow for the construction of new buildings in their place.
But with the return to urbanism — demolitions are being used as a development strategy for
high-end housing builders to capitalize on increased land values. This development trend is
contributing to displacement and gentrification, the very issues we are working to curb and
prevent in Portland.

A handful of cities in the Chicago area have created successful demolition fee structures to
mitigate the loss of affordability caused by demolitions. These cities charge a $10,000 fee for
each demolition of a single-family home. The elevated fee impacts demolitions in several ways
— some demolitions don’t occur because the value of the existing home outweighs the value of
the land and cost of demolition. When demolitions do go forward, the city collects the fee for
their affordable housing trust fund and use the revenue generated to support low-income
families who need housing assistance. Finally, a robust demolition fee gives a city the
opportunity to incentivize positive development behaviors such as deconstruction instead of
demolition, increased density where it is appropriate, and in best case scenarios — the
development of new homes that are affordable to lower and middle income families.

847 NE 19th Avenue, Suite 150, Portland, OR 97232
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As Mr. Espana explained to us, we know there are 1000 families with lower incomes who are
mortgage approved, ready and working to buy their first homes. They are stuck in a market
that it out of reach for them. They are stuck in multi-family rental units that would become
available to other low-income renters in desperate need of affordable housing options

Here is an opportunity for good public policy to unplug one of our system’s bottlenecks. By
creating new revenue through demolition fees for our affordable housing investment fund, we
can support low-income families to secure their first homes. We can free up some of the
pressure on the rental market and potentially, we can preserve some good starter homes.

More importantly, with a new demolition fee structure we’re making use of an available tool to
address one of the greatest issues before our city — the inaffordability of housing. When we
notice policy negatively impacting affordability, we have the opportunity and a responsibility to
mitigate that impact. We know that many tools have been taken off the table for local
jurisdictions to meet their local housing needs. But here is an example of one tool that is still on
the table, an opportunity for policy that protects affordability. Let’s use it!

The Welcome Home Coalition requests the City Commission to consider a new fee structure to
mitigate lost affordability created by demolitions. We hope to work alongside you to develop
and implement this policy to the best and highest use for our city. We believe a new policy can
contribute to the prosperity and livability of Portland while also working towards the day when
we can ensure housing opportunity for all Portlanders. Thank you for your time and interest in

our proposal.

Jes Larson
Welcome Home Coalition
503.442.9905

847 NE 19th Avenue, Suite 150, Portland, OR 97232
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The Welcome Home Coalition recommends a robust demolition fee for City of Portland
Using a substantial surcharge fee structure enables our city to both promote healthier building
practices and generate urgently needed local revenue for affordable housing. By implementing
a $10,000 fee, the city of Portland has the opportunity to:

e Preserve good first time home opportunities for families: Most families can’t afford
to purchase the larger, more expensive replacement homes developed after demolition.
With a robust fee fewer demolitions of good starter homes will occur.

e Encourage density: Increased density improves both the affordability and livability of
Portland. A partial or complete fee waiver will encourage developers to replace
demolished homes with appropriately located, higher density housing.

e Encourage the deconstruction of homes: As demolitions are dangerous to the health
and safety of our community and environment, a demolition fee could be partially
waived to incentivize deconstruction rather than demolition.

e Generate funding for affordable homeownership: Last year there were 330 complete
residential demolitions in Portland plus many ‘major reconstructions’. A $10,000
demolition fee would have generated as much as $3.3 million for affordable housing
programs. More than 1000 Portland families with good stable jobs, are mortgage
approved and living in affordable rental housing waiting to become homeowners. But
they are stuck unable to access a housing market that is out or reach. A robust
demolition fee structure will substantially fund down-payment assistance programs to
help these first-time homebuying families access the opportunity of homeownership in
Portland.

e Generate funding for anti-displacement repairs: Long time homeowners with low
incomes struggle to keep up with major repairs. Funding could support families with
repairs and preserve Portland’s affordable housing stock by preventing homes from
falling into disrepair.

The Welcome Home Coalition is working to identify and secure new local revenue strategies
to fund affordable housing in the Portland metropolitan area. The Coalition is a collaborative
effort of more than 50 area organizations working on the behalf of low-income area families to
increase access to affordable housing opportunities.

Welcome Home Steering Committee:

Justin Buri, Community Alliance of Tenants

Ramsay Weit, The Community Housing Fund

Bill Boyd, JOIN

Anneliese Koehler, Oregon Food Bank

John Miller, Oregon Opportunity Network

Rey Espana, NAYA Family Center, Coalition of Communities of Color
Nick Sauvie, Rose CDC

Israel Bayer, Street Roots

Jes Larson, Welcome Home Coalition Director

Welcome Home Coalition
847 NE 19th Avenue, Suite 150 | Portland, OR 97232



HOME

Demolition Fee Structure: A Tool for Housing Affordability
a recommended strategy to the City of Portland
January 22, 2015

Demolition fees are an emerging tool to promote community beneficial development in fast-
growing urban areas. Historically, demolition fees have been kept low to cover administrative
costs and enable the demolition of blighted buildings. However, in urban markets where the
price of land is growing rapidly, demolitions need no promotion as developers look for high
opportunity property to develop more profitable homes. Due to a substantial increase in the
use of demolitions in the modern housing market, many cities are creating new codes to
ensure positive community outcomes of this development trend. Demolition fee structures for
single family homes are being used to address these common concerns:

e Demolitions contribute to the loss of first-time home buyer options. Many first-time
homebuyers lose out on home buying opportunities when developers purchase homes
for demolition/major-deconstruction and build, larger, more expensive replacement
homes. The newly constructed homes are out of reach for most first-time buyers trying
to live in opportune neighborhoods.

e Demolitions often fail to increase density. New single family homes are often larger
but do not contribute to a growing city’s need for density. Where appropriate according
to city code, increased density is desired to improve environmental and livability goals.

e Demolitions create landfill waste and environmental hazards. Many demolitions
occur quickly, producing multiple dump-trucks full of landfill waste and releasing
potential toxins or hazards into the air. These demoilition side effects present real
concerns for neighborhood health and environmental goals.

A robust demolition fee structure can address all of these concerns and foster development
practices that support livable and healthy communities.

Demolition fees in the Chicago metropolitan area

Responding to this rising trend in development and working to address the negative
community impacts of demolitions, many cities in the Chicago metropolitan area have adopted
robust demolition fee structures. Evanston, Lake Forest, Winnetka, and Highland Park are four
Chicago area cities so far to adopt a $10,000 demolition fee surcharge. The elevated fees deter
some demolitions in these communities. When a demolition does occur, the $10,000 fee is
deposited in an affordable housing account to offset the loss of affordable home opportunities.

Welcome Home Coalition
847 NE 19th Avenue, Suite 150 | Portland, OR 97232



TESTIMONY to CITY COUNCIL RE: DEMOLITIONS AND AFFORDABLE HOUSING Feb. 12, 2013

Good afternoon, my name is Barbara Kerr. | am concerned about our affordable housing crisis; specifically
that when houses are demolished, the replacements cannot be as affordable.  For the same reasons that the
greenest building is the one already built, the most affordable home is also the one already built.

Plus, when single-family homes are demolished, we can lose home ownership and therefore stability in our
communities. We lose stability also for our families - for current homeowners, families starting out, and in
the equity and heritage that is passed down to future generations.

We must disincentivize demolishing our single family homes to curb and counter the market forces that are
destroy our affordable housing stock.

But | am also concerned that our efforts to increase our supply are resulting in the demolition of our truly
affordable homes. One step forward, three steps back.

The need for affordable housing cannot be met by policies and projects that encourage demolishing our
existing, low-cost homes. Without our “fixer-uppers”, the housing stock will be affordable only for those
who are not disadvantaged or who moved here from out of state. Without the truly affordable housing — the
homes that are already built — people are being displaced to places that will continue the problem that was
intended to be solved.

Pending legislation in Salem includes increasing financing for affordable housing such as the proposed
constitutional amendment, HIR17. HB2619 would direct cities and counties to ensure an adequate supply of
affordable housing. HB2564 removes the ban on inclusionary zoning thereby allowing municipalities to
require developers to reserve a certain percentage of their units for low or moderate income families. All
are good concepts and are for a good and necessary cause. But if they pass without conditions that protect
our existing homes from demolition, the consequences will be the opposite of their intentions.  If the City
does not work with the State to keep these incentives for creating affordable housing from being applied
where existing housing stock would be destroyed, they will be but a pretense that we are dealing with the
affordability crisis.

The Housing Bureau’s N/NE Neighborhood Strategy talks about helping people repair and maintain their
homes. This needs to be the focus for increasing affordability. They are talking about locating new
affordable housing in empty lots. That should be the rule. They talk about helping people add value to
their property so they can afford to stay in their homes, for example by adding accessory dwelling units. We
must be sure this is not just talk, that it becomes City wide, and that we are using our influence to build it into
State laws as well.

We must save our existing affordable housing from both private and public efforts.

If we really are looking out for the disadvantaged, lower income citizens, and our young families, we must
make sure we are looking forward to see who will benefit, the neighbor who no longer has a neighborhood or
the opportunity to own their own home, the developer who was encouraged to make their money under the
guise of sacrifice for the common good, or the City fathers and mothers who intended to do the right thing but
may be committing the Urban Renewal mistake of the 21 century?

Thank you, /WWW

Barbara Kerr kerrclifford@hotmail.com
1150 NE Faloma Rd.,,
Portland, OR 97211

“There is a widespread belief that Americans hate cities. 1 think it is probable that Americans hate city failure, but, from the evidence, we certainly do not hate
successful and vital city areas. On the conirary, so many pu)pk, want to make use of such places, so many people want to work in them or live in them or visit in them,
that mumupal sdf destruc SUe: snty combmdtlons with money, we are employing perhaps our nearest equivalent to killing with
kindness.” — jaoe J




Architectural Heritage Center
701 SE Grand Avenue
Portland, OR 97214

503 231-7264

Architectural :
HERITAGE CENTER 503 231-7311 fax
www.visitahc.org
Testimony - City Council: Amend Building Demolition Code February 17, 2015 1 870 17

City Council has a substantially revised ordinance proposed for consideration to address the Epidemic of
Demolitions plaguing Portland’s vintage housing stock. Demolitions continue unabated, and are radically
changing the character, cost, affordability, and livability of our cherished neighborhoods in which so many
have invested. The Architectural Heritage Center is a front-line “first responder” and every day we hear of
one more (and more) demolition from worried people in every neighborhood throughout the city.

The initial DRAC proposal has been revised as requested by many of Portland’s Neighborhood
Associations (through United Neighborhoods for Reform), historic preservation organizations, including
the Architectural Heritage Center, and countless long-time and aspiring homeowners. We are alarmed at
the pace of demolitions of good quality, affordable housing. We see no valid reasons for the City of
Portland to make demolitions any easier — by reducing the rime period to consider the views of long-time
homeowners and investors, who have made Portland the beloved city that it is today.

Reducing the 120-Day-Demolition-Delay to a possible 60 day extension is a step in the wrong direction,
and will make the issuance of demolition permits even easier. As an organization that has worked to save
countless historic buildings, the AHC knows full well that efforts to save ONE building are complex and
time-consuming. Each project requires a custom approach accounting for the individual circumstances.
Our city is losing hundreds of vintage, affordable houses each year — often for larger and more expensive
houses that don’t add to density, but do damage neighborhood character — the character that makes
neighborhoods distinctive in the first place. The investment and sweat-equity of long-time homeowners
to date - who have cared for the vintage housing - have made our neighborhoods desirable. The City has
allowed the “throw away” of these commitments and investments by making it easy to demolish ANY

house.

The Demolition Delay provisions should potentially apply to all residential properties, not just those
with a Residential Comprehensive Plan designation. Comprehensive Plan designations are often a long-
term view for an area, and countless significant early Portland houses are in non-residential Comp Plan

areas, ignoring their historic importance.

We are especially concerned about properties included in the long-neglected Historic Resources
Inventory and those that we know were overlooked when the HRI was done. Given Oregon’s (and
Portland’s) archaic “owner consent” rules, inclusion of a building on an historic inventory is automatically
removed by owner request. Houses that are eligible for local landmark and National Register designation
are among the hundreds being lost. As the organization that helped save the Markham House, the
Rayworth House, and others, we are well aware of the time it takes to negotiate agreements among

'The Architectural Heritage Center * Resources & Inspiration for Historic Preservation
Owned & operated by the Bosco-Milligan Foundation
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initially-disagreeing parties, and obtain building and other permits from City bureaus. There’s no chance
of saving good-quality, vintage housing when a mere request to remove it from an historic Inventory is
immediate and automatic. Why is our city’s building heritage so expendable? Residents and property
owners know that the vintage buildings are what make up the character — and desirability — of Portland’s
neighborhoods. Preserving long-standing housing is economically and environmentally wise, and is what
“sustainable” development is all about in the first place. The city should be making EVERY effort to make
it easier to maintain — not demolish — the investments made in housing preservation.

If we are to save ANY threatened building, the 120-day demolition delay is the minimum time needed,
after consideration and determination that a delay is warranted. Since 1990, potential 120-day
demolition delays have been among the city’s few tools for housing preservation. This option has not
been abused, or used when unwarranted, and it needs to be retained, by NOT reducing the delay.

Additionally, the proposed $1,318 demolition-delay application fee is beyond the means of most
people. In addition to the proposed fee waiver for Neighborhood Associations, we request the same fee
waiver for 501-C-3 Non-profit Organizations.

This is the Portland Moment - - when we decide the future of our beloved city of Portland and our
cherished neighborhoods. While some are enjoying Portland’s growing desirability as a place to live, why
would we not be selective in what we build on our most precious commodity - - our land? Portland’s most
irreplaceable qualities are its physical setting and its physical character. That character is embedded in our
neighborhoods through the long-standing buildings that are being erased every day. We eagerly look
forward to plans to implement standards for a better “fit” of new buildings in established neighborhood:s -

- before it is too late.

Well-known actor Patrick Stewart, who is filming a new movie in Portland, recently said “I've always
enjoyed architecture and there is such fine late 19" Century and early 20" architecture in Portland, which |
hope Portland will preserve. I’'m sure it will.” Can we be as sure as he is in his appreciation of our priceless
building heritage? | hope so, and your decision today will answer that question.

Cathy Galbraith, Executive Director
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Moore-Love, Karla

From: Brandon Spencer-Hartle <Brandon@restoreoregon.org>
Sent: Thursday, December 18, 2014 10:47 AM

To: Moore-Love, Karla

Subject: Demolition Code Ordinance

Attachments: 2014.12.17 Spencer-Hartle Testimony.pdf

Please enter the attached testimony into the record for the Demolition Code Ordinance. A finding of particular legal
importance is highlighted hat | would like the Council to be aware of.

-Brandon

Brandon Spencer-Hartle

Senior Field Programs Manager
Restore Oregon

Office: 503.243.1923

Cell: 503.887.7021
Preservation News & Events




Brandon Spencer-Hartle
Senior Field Programs Manager at Restore Oregon

Restore Oregon is the statewide historic preservation nonprofit. Our mission is to save historic places.

Since the beginning of the year, | have devoted 300 hours of professional time to this issue. | have
responded to dozens of local requests for technical assistance, worked with City staff to research the
impacts of demolition, conducted a series of “Demolition Pub” education programs, and have attended all
but one of the DRAC subcommittee meetings. | am here today to oppose the recommended replacement of

the existing 120-day delay extension with a token 30-day voluntary extension.

Retaining a meaningful demolition delay extension is of paramount importance to the historic preservation

community for four reasons:

1. In Oregon, historic designation requires the consent of an owner. Unless a historically significant
house has been formally designated as a Landmark, it is not protected by the zoning code. Without
the opportunity for additional delay in Title 24, Portland will continue to lose buildings that are
eligible for Landmark status, but have yet to be designated.

2. Saving a historic building takes time. At Restore Oregon one of my responsibilities is to save the
annual list of Oregon’s Most Endangered Places. Typical due diligence, such as performing a
condition assessment, commissioning a feasibility study, finalizing a proforma, and mobilizing
grassroots support, generally takes six months or longer. Under the DRAC proposal, the community
cannot be reasonably expected to save worthwhile historic places.

3. Asevidenced in the findings in the ordinance in front of you, demolition delay extensions are rarely

requested by Neighborhood Associations. Removing this important neighborhood power will result

in less communication with developers and represents a reversal from decades of established policy.

4. 120 days is the appropriate and defensible length of time. For example, the zoning code mandates a
120-day “demolition delay review” for proposals to demolish Local and Conservation Landmarks.

ORS 197,772 specifies that no demolition permit be issued within 120 days of an owner objecting to

historic designation (it does not appear that this statute is being following in regard to Historic

Resource Inventory properties, which are defined as a historic resource in the zoning code). And,
ORS 227.178 specifies that cities must take final action on land use permit applications within 120

days. The existing extension timeframe aligns with these related state and local policies.

After participating in this process, | have gained a great respect for DRAC volunteers and BDS staff. The
package in front of you represents a significant step forward, however, the loss of the demolition delay
extension represents a big step backwards. | ask that you defer to the Landmarks Commission request and

retain the existing delay extension in the final version of this ordinance.
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Incentive: Reduce demolition delay from 35 days to 10 days for projects employing the systematic
disassembly of buildings for the purposes of maximizing reuse of building materials (i.e.,
deconstruction). In order to qualify for the reduced deconstruction delay, the building owner or
owner’s agent must secure written approval from the applicable neighborhood association and
agree to use a qualified deconstruction contractor as specified in a Deconstruction Program Guide.
Additional incentives could be explored including grants and permit review process.

~deconstruction _

10 days 35 days

Extension of Delay: Possible extension of the delay would mirror that of the 35-day demolition
delay.

Deconstruction Program: A detailed Deconstruction Program Guide would be developed by Bureau
of Planning and Sustainability, in partnership with the Bureau of Development Services and industry
partners. The Deconstruction Program Guide would include guidelines, specifications, procedures,
and training required to become a qualified deconstruction contractor. The City would maintain a
list of qualified deconstruction contractors that could be used to qualify for the shorter delay.

Site Posting. The site is posted by the contractor once deconstruction activities begin. The site
posting for deconstruction serves to promote the practice and provide marketing for the builder.
The notice will include City contact information for questions or concerns regarding
deconstruction activities.

Inspections. Inspections would be conducted randomly by BPS staff or as required based on
concerns or complaints received from the public.

Penalty. Qualified deconstruction contractors found operating outside of the parameters of the
program when doing work under a deconstruction permit are removed from the qualified
contractor list for a minimum amount of time (e.g., 6 months).

Deconstruction Definition: The systematic dismantling of a structure for the purposes of
maximizing the salvage of materials suitable for reuse. Salvaged material can be sold, donated, or
reused on site as part of new construction. Reusable materials include but are not limited to
cabinetry, doors, hardware, flooring, siding, and framing lumber. Deconstruction is differentiated
from demolition in that materials salvaged from deconstruction activities are not intended for
recycling, burning (biomass), or landfilling. Deconstruction is most often accomplished by hand,
however this definition is not meant to preclude the use of machinery provided the purpose of
maximizing salvage of materials for reuse is maintained. For the purposes of this definition, a
minimum of 75% of the weight of the waste materials generated (excluding concrete) must be
salvaged for reuse.



Testimony to Portland City Council December 17, 2014

Steve Elder
o 4910 NE 34th Ave, PDX 97211
Beyond issues of destruction, I submit Council should consider what replaces old
homes.
Consideration should be given to solar access and development for both new and
existing structures
Portland should consider and deal with the impact of sun and shadow on residences in
its jurisdiction.
Action in support of sunshine should address issues of residences that may be
overshadowed by new construction.
We have all seen new construction extending 35 feet in the sky and putting an existing
house on the north side in the shade.
o The impact may be that the shaded house can't avail itself of incentives for
solar development. There might not be enough sunshine for solar paneis.
Even if the neighbor wasn't contemplating installation of photovoltaic devices, he might
find his tomatoes won't ripen in the shadows.
Affording protection to neighbors affected by overshadow of new construction is
prospective, not retrospective.
o It's not just a matter of the way the neighborhood has always been, but how it
will be going forward.
Solar energy has been endorsed generally and specifically in the Comprehensive
Plan.
o Policy 4.7 addresses access to light and air.
o Policy 4.8 addresses privacy and solar access.
By itself the City has started well
o Solar Forward is an excellent program
m  Applies to community and public buildings.
m My information is that the pilot program accepted applications up to last
March.
There is much that hasn't been done.
o When you fly over Portland in an airplane, you see very few homes with solar
panels.
o Contrast that with Frankfurt, Germany, where you see a lot.
m Germany has 32,411 megawatts of installed photovoltaic. The United
States lags with 7,777.
o The majority of solar energy development is in southern states.
m One could say this is because southern states get more sunshine.
m Changes in latitude, changes in attitude.
@ To be sure, Phoenix is at 33.4 degrees north latitude and Houston is at
29.8 degrees north while Portland is up north at 45.5 degrees.
m The comparison suffers with Frankfurt being at 50 degrees north..
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| recognize that solar energy is hot going to be developed by the Portland City Council
only. Several levels of public and private initiative support solar development.

o Energystar.gov provides information about Federal tax credits for consumer
energy efficiency.

o The Oregon Department Of Energy provides information about state residential
energy tax credits for solar.

o Of course a major participant is PGE

The city could address issues of overshadowing neighbors by repurposing regulations
already in place.

o The Code chapter on Solar Access applies to new subdivisions; it shows
extensive research on location of structures and streets.

w Much of the guideline could apply to new construction.

o The city also has extensive guidance and direction for the installation of Solar
Water Heating and Photovoltaic Electric Generators Installed On One of Two
Family Dwellings.

| urge Council to address issues of both solar energy, which is good, and solar
shading, which may have deleterious impact on neighbors. The issues raised are
progressive, not regressive. They are clearly definable and not matters of opinion or
aesthetic sensitivity. You can measure how much sun a house will get.

o
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TESTIMONY COUNCIL HEARING DEC 17
Historic Resources Inventory

Portland’s existing Historic Resources Inventory dates from
1984. While helpful in the past in identifying historic resources
built prior to WWII, and in specific neighborhoods , the
Inventory is woefully incomplete in presenting an accurate view
of what is and what is not historic in the city today. No post war
buildings were included in the survey. 30 years ago they were
not considered historic. Since then we have come to appreciate
a whole new genre of historic building we now know as mid
century modern. The survey thusly missed notable buildings
such as the Coliseum and the buildings and houses of architect
Pietro Belluschi for instance — buildings that are prominent not
just locally but on the world architectural stage.

An updated inventory would aid in planning decisions of many

types as well as in analyzing demolition decisions. Planners and
sions. And
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The draft of the new Comp Plan contains language stressing the
importance of historic inventories in the planning process:

Policy 4.24. Protect, restore, and improve historic buildings in
centers and corridors on adopted inventories.

Policy 4.41 Expand historic inventories to encourage historic
preservation in areas that are under represented by current
historic preservation efforts

Policy 4.40 SURVEY AND INVENTORY HISTORIC RESOURCES AS
PART OF FUTURE PLANNING PROJECTS, WITH A FOCUS ON
AREAS OF ANTICIPATED GROWTH AND CHANGE.

Furthermore, LANDMARKS COMMISSION at its annual
presentation to Council on July 31 of this year requested
520,000 for a pilot neighborhood historic resources inventory
study. This would be followed by expansions of the inventory in
the subsequent years after that. UNR strongly recommends
adoption of the Landmark’s Commission’s request to expand
the historic Resources Inventory.

The City could save itself, its citizens and its business people
much time, expense, and grief by getting started on the
inventory right away.

Jack Bookwalter
4110 NE Klickitat St 97212
jackbookwalter@yahoo.com



For Portland City Council

Good afternoon, my name is Gary Clifford and I live at 1150 NE Faloma Road. I was a Land Use
Planner for 28 years, half of that time as a Senior Planner responsible for Zoning Code
revisions.

I am addressing today the problem that occurs primarily in the R-5 zone where a single-family
house on 5,000 square feet of property is replaced with two houses on two 2,500 square foot
lots. This happens because the original house was built on and usually across two platted lots.

From the 1970’s it was consistently explained to me by knowledgeable individuals and older
citizens that had worked in real estate in the early twentieth century, that these subdivision
plats with narrow 25-foot wide frontage were never expected to be individual building sites.
The lotting format was a marketing tool that allowed a buyer to not only buy the expected 50
foot wide lot (2 platted lots together), but also the buyer would have the option to add a third
platted lot for a more yard or garden space (3 lots side by side), or even 4 platted lots together
for building a larger house.

When Multnomah County had urban planning jurisdiction, the Zoning Ordinance always stated
clearly that the 25 by 100 foot lots were not individual building lots. The Zoning Ordinance
read: (quote) “In no case, ..., shall a dwelling unit have a lot area of less than three thousand
(3,000) square feet.” {unquote) This was by design so that two platted lots always stayed
grouped together.

By allowing the current lot splitting practice, the City of Portland is blatantly disregarding its
responsibility to protect the stability expected by homeowners in a Zoning Code.

The Portland Code does have rules about not building two houses immediately after
demolishing one of these houses, but the rules can be circumvented by contending that the
house to be torn down is “dangerous”. The argument is not difficult to make if the developer
turns off the heat and utilities for a winter and lets the house deteriorate.

There are 12,875 homes now on split lots in the R-5 zone as determined in a 2011 study.
These homes show up in over 70 neighborhoods, but are not uniformly distributed. Six
neighborhoods have close to or over 1000, amounting to severe potential impacts on the
existing character and scale of our neighborhoods.

One regulation technique used in other cities requires that if a house has been sited on spit lots
for more than fifty years, then the underlying lots are prohibited from being separated.

My career in the planning profession involved a great deal of work to preserve farm and forest
lands while defending the Urban Growth Boundary. Included in that work was always a
recognition that in single family zoned areas infill on vacant properties would be expected and
encouraged. However, it was not anticipated by me, or I would say my colleagues, that the tear
down of existing homes in those areas would be encouraged by the gutting of historical zoning
standards of the R-5 zone.

Thank you for your attention and I look forward to seeing a task force take on this issue.



Good afternoon. Thank you for this opportunity to share some information and perspective with you.

My name is james Paul Brown. For over 34 vears, | have lived at 3407 NE 27", and have lived in close-in NE for
nearly 70 years.

| chair the Land-Use and Transportation Committee of the Alameda Neighborhood Association. Over the last
three years, homeowners have contacted LUTC about the increasing trend of demolitions of good, smaller
homes. Their removal reduces affordability and diversity, but investors purchase such homes to replace to
maxirnize their profits. Of the more than twenty new homes recently constructed in Alameda, only four were
infill, built on vacant lots.

The new homes typically cost about $900,000 and are two to three times larger than the $400,000 homes they

replace. The style of most barn-sized new homes is “1910 faux craftsman”. Among our modest-sized, 1920s

homes they appear out-of-place, incompatible. Three other new homes in Alameda are of more radical style.

Each is close to the sidewalk, towers over neighboring homes, and looks even more out-of-place than the faux
raftsman structures.

Une Policy Expert Group that met to help update the City's Comprehensive Plan focused on residential design
and compatibility. Along with slides of other incompatible examples, one of Alameda’s “other style” homes was
shown. After thorough discussion, consensus was that out-of-context homes detract from neighborhoods.
Language in Chapter 4 of the proposed Comprehensive Plan addresses neighborhood context compatibility.

There are some grand homes in Alameda, but most homes on the Avenues are story-and-a-half English cottage
styles or bungalows on 5000 square-foot lots, Space around these homes allows daylight to shine into windows,
and enough back vard for gardens, patios, etc. Oversized, hulking new homes cover their own lots and blot out
the sun next door.

Most homeowners choose their homes after careful consideration. When they make that big decision they not
only buy the home, they buy the neighborhood. Qver time, they invest heart and soul as well as dollars. Their
commitment deserves more respect than is shown by speculators who smash, build, and move on.

One of Portland’s major assets is its unigue neighborhoods, each with its special identity and character. The
fanguage in the resolution regarding set-back, footprint, height, ete. is intended to preserve character and utility,
not to be overly restrictive. Changes in code should be flexible enough to fit any neighborhood. Details would
have to be worked out by the UNR-proposed task force. | encourage the Council to authorize creation of that
broadly-based task force. Agpropriate regulations can protect the individual homeowner and our
neighborhoods, to keep Portland Portland.
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Mayor Hales, Commissioners, thank you for the opportunity to testify today. My name
is Wendy Chung and | live at 1729 NW Irving St. | am an NWDA Board member and a member
of the NWDA Planning Committee. We are grateful for the hard work of DRAC aimed at
addressing citywide concerns about demolition. Its recommendation to eliminate the 120-day
extension available to recognized neighborhood associations, however, undermines the
purpose of the demo delay ordinance. Section 24.55.200 A reads: “Purpose. The demolition
delay provisions are intended to allow an adequate amount of time to help save viable housing
in the City while recognizing a property owner’s right to develop or redevelop property.”

It takes an enormous amount of coordination to pool resources and develop
alternatives to save a house from demolition. | experienced this first-hand last spring during
the effort to save the Goldsmith House on NW 24™ and Quimby, both as a member of the
NWDA and as one of the neighbors who pitched in to buy it from the developer. At one of our
meetings last spring, NWDA was presented plans already underway to demolish the Goldsmith
House, and the house on the lot next to it, to make way for row homes. We hurried over to
the house from our meeting. Workmen were already removing interior pieces of the house
and placing them on the porch or along the driveway.

Although built in 1898, the Goldsmith House falls outside the Alphabet Historic District
and is therefore not subject to historic review. The NWDA Planning Committee meets weekly,
but we needed to hold several additional emergency meetings to address this urgent issue. In
the meantime, BDS announced its reinterpretation of the so-called K-1 exception that would
have subjected this project to the demo delay rules, including the 120-day extension. It was a
key component of the negotiations and tentative agreement reached by NWDA with the
developer to suspend demolition while an alternative was sought. When it was determined
that the City’s reinterpretation would not retroactively apply to this project, however, the
developer rescinded his agreement and resumed demolition.

It ultimately took the swift and herculean efforts of individual neighbors Rick
Michaelson and Karen Karlsson to save this house in the absence of an agreement between
NWDA and the developer. We were very lucky. But we cannot be so lucky every time.

in lieu of the mandatory 120-day extension, the DRAC proposes a voluntary 30-day
extension, no doubt to prevent unproductive negotiations that would prolong the process
unnecessarily. The current code, however, already provides protection to the applicant who
can appeal the 120-day extension at any time if the neighborhood association has not made a
good faith effort to work with the applicant. This protection preserves the applicant’s rights to
develop its property and the neighborhoods’ right to try to save viable housing, fulfilling the
purpose of the demo delay ordinance in Section 24.55.200 A.

Please do not eliminate the 120-day extension. Thank you very much.



TERRY PARKER
P.O. BOX 13503
PORTLAND, OREGON 97213-0503

Subject: Testimony to the Portland City Council supporting the UNR Resolution,
December 17, 2014.

187017

When my neighborhood ,- Rose City Park - was platted over 100 years ago, the
developers clearly envisioned a residential village in a park geared to the working
class.* Today the working class is often called the 99 percent. Even before zoning was
implemented, early deeds required homes to be set back 15 feet from the street.

It has been said the greenest building is the one that is already built. The reality is that
for a variety of reasons, some single family home replacement is going to take place.
Tear downs however must be done with more respect, responsibility and sustainability.
Metra and the city want people to sort their garbage so less trash goes into the landfills.
Yet, Portland is in the rears when it comes to managing home demolitions. Private
property becomes a public problem when 75 percent** or more of a single family home
is sent to the landfill, and when dust and potentially hazardous materials are spread to
and trespass on neighboring properties.

Done right, and without the diesel fumes from excavators infiltrating kitchens, living
rooms and our parks, 60 percent or more of the materials from a deconstructed home
can be reused. When a single family home is permitted to be torn down, deconstruction
needs to replace mechanical demolition as the norm It is clearly the right thing to do,
and there are tax write offs for developers who donate the reusable materials to places
like the rebuilding center.

The city can kick start this standard by accepting the UNR request to adopt a workable
definition of deconstruction as recommended by community experts, and by adding
incentives to the demolition process that favor deconstruction. Additionally the city also
needs to seek disincentives for mechanical demolition such as encouraging Metro to
immediately increase the tipping fees for home demolition debris - tenfold if necessary
to motivate a reduction.

The wrecking ball approach in the race to replace is clawing at the fabric of our
neighborhoods. New houses that replace older homes often extend to the edges of the
lot lines. The unsurpassed park for any parent that wants to keep tabs on a small child
is their own backyard. Without the ribbons of green that backyards and front yards
provide, the buyers of the replacement houses are getting less for their money. The
living environment is compromised and housing becomes less affordable. We need to
keep neighborhoods like mine affordable while still maintaining the long standing
values and intended vision of the residential village in a park setting.

Respectively submitted,

Terry Parker
Northeast Portland

* Source: The Growth of a City - Power and Politics in Portland, Oregon 1915 to 1950
by E. Kimbark MacColl 1979

** Attachment: Portland Bureau of Planning and Sustainability demolition/deconstruction
comparison chart.
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Demolition Deconstruction

m Reuse

®m Recycle ® Recycle

m Landfill m Landfill

Demolition Waste Generated (Single Dwelling)

Average Size Average Waste Number of Demos
Pa e Y
)y
| 1,119 SF 115 lbs/SF 300 Demos/Yr |

19,303 Tons/Yr waste generated (demos)

453,370 total tons waste generated (all waste)

Source: Portland Bureau of Planning and Sustainability
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Demolition
Mechanical removal

Deconstruction

Deconstruction is an alternative
to mechanized demolition.
Deconstruction is a systematic
disassembly of a building in the
opposite order it was
constructed. The work is done
mostly by hand and the goal is to
salvage as many materials as
possible for reuse.

Tax deductions for materials
donated to a non-profit

Results in more jobs, affordable
quality building materials,
community development and is
more sustainable

Source: Portland Bureau of Planning and Sustainability




TO PORTLAND CITY COUNCIL MEMBERS: December 17, 2014

Council members,
My name is Barbara Kerr and | live at 1150 NE Faloma Rd.

I am here to ask you to establish deconstruction as the standard method of demolition.

! was a founder of Rejuvenation, originally Rejuvenation House Parts Co., and an early board member of
the Rebuilding Center. The guys | worked alongside salvaging house parts for repair, restoration, or
rehab in the 70s and 80s were called handwreckers. Now they’re called deconstructionists.

Deconstruction is dismantling a building in order to reuse the materials, which would otherwise be
crushed into mulch or fuel or go to the landfill.

It is demolition and should be considered if, and only if, a house has to be removed and relocation is not
feasible. Asis quoted in the Bureau of Planning and Sustainability’s website, The greenest house is the
one that is already built. But if a house must be demolished, deconstruction is the only sustainable
method.

There are homes in my neighborhood that were built for the construction of Bonneville Dam and floated
down the Columbia in the 30s after the dam was completed and also houses with materials salvaged
from the Vanport flood in the late 40s. Destroying reusable building materials by mechanical
demolition has been the method of choice only in the last 50 years or so.

The list of benefits of deconstruction versus mechanical demolition is long:

-reducing the need for landfills, the transportation to them, and the methane released by them;
-reducing the need for harvesting virgin timber and other materials and the environmental costs of their
extraction, processing, and transport;

-minimizing the neighbors’ exposure to toxic dust, excessive noise, or unnecessary physical danger;
-providing affordable and very often higher quality building materials;

-providing parts that would not otherwise be available for people to more affordably repair and
maintain their older homes;

-creating entry level employment that can be pre-training for apprenticeships that lead to higher skilled
long-term jobs;

-creating small business opportunities for people who otherwise may not have opportunities;

-and preserving some of the beauty and craftsmanship of earlier times.

Even with so many incentives, only a small number of demolitions in Portland are deconstructions.

In order to truly work for energy conservation, support the Bureau of Planning and Sustainability in
making material reuse a cornerstone policy. Reduce, Reuse, Recycle in that order. Reducing is being
smart about how we use what we have — again, the greenest house is the one that is now standing.

But when we cannot, then we need to reuse the materials, not just decrease what goes into the landfill
by recycling them into garden mulch or fuel.  For building codes and land use policies to be sustainable,
they must prescribe deconstruction for buildings that need to be removed and cannot be relocated.



Work with The Rebuilding Center and the rest of the local and national/international reuse community
to create a clear and thorough definition of deconstruction: from how much of the building is reused
and what qualifies as reuse, to what safety standards are required both in materials removal and onsite

sales.
Revise regulations to make it easier for contractors to deconstruct and to use used building materials.
Educate and inform builders, and also the public to boost the market for reusable building parts.

Deconstruction is labor intensive. But that is an upside for economic development. For job training
and employment programs, dismantling a house in the reverse order of how it was built teaches
knowledge-and work habits for the construction trade; a good precursor for apprenticeships.  In turn,
training pmgramé can make deconstruction more affordable.

Deconstruction goes a long way to meeting the City’s environmental, economic, and social goals and it
can make sense for everyone.
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None are subject to Historic Review because all are outside the historic district.

Goldsmith House (1898)

To be replaced with townhomes on this

and adjacent lot.

Saved by local neighbors.
Neighbors purchased both lots;
multifamily housing still coming on

other lot to help fund this restoration.

Montague House (Google) (1892)
To be replaced with a single-family
home.

Saved by local neighbors.

2486 NW Raleigh (across from
Wallace Park) (1904)

To be replaced with a single-family
home.

2246 NW Pettygrove

To be replaced with a 5-story
apartment building with no parking.
Developer met with NWDA to discuss
plans; NWDA providing input.




December 17, 2014
James Gorter

8041 SW 8™ Avenue
Portland, Oregon 97219
503-246-5097

Jegort AT msn.com

Mayor Hales and Commissioners, thank you for the opportunity to speak to the Council today.
I am speaking on behalf of the United Neighborhoods for Reform and for myself.

The DRAC recommendations before you today completely ignore the issue of hazardous
materials. The Bureau of Development Services issues demolition permits, but it has not been
given the legal authority to deal with hazardous materials.

We call for the City Council to convene a demolition hazardous materials task force to draw
up new city code using the city’s permitting and public safety authority, consistent with
applicable state law, to ensure mitigation of lead, asbestos, and other hazardous materials
at permitted demolition sites.

When my neighbors have faced an imminent nearby demolition, | have urged them to keep
their windows closed and the dog inside. They don’t know when it will happen or what will
come drifting through the air. The clouds of dust emanating from a demolition site are a
danger to nearby residents and workers alike. Soil and runoff contamination are real
possibilities.

It is consistent with the City’s role in protecting the health and safety of its residents to be
proactive in working with state and federal agencies to ensure that regulations are in place
and complied with by contractors working under city permits. Our discussions with DEQ
officials suggest that cities have the authority to write regulations more stringent than those
issued by the state.

Other cities in Oregon have rules for demolitions which require contractors to submit
mitigation plans as part of the application process. Some require work to be done by certified
workers and contractors. (See attached documents.) Portland’s permit application just has a
check box which essentially says, “Yeah, we know the rules and we’ll foliow them.”

At a minimum, Portland should require with the submission of the demolition application:
e Documentation of the presence of lead paint, asbestos, underground fuel tanks and
other hazardous materials,
o  Written hazmat handling, mitigation and disposal plans, and
e ldentification of demolition contractors and verification of current hazmat training and
certification for contractors and workers.



Residential Demolition
Notice - "

Permit Applications will only be accepted between the hours of
8:00 A.M. to 11:30 A.M.

Dear Applicant;

Please be aware of the following:

<>
<>

Proof of ownership (tax statement, title report or recorded contract) & letter from
owner approving the demolition must be submitted with the application.

Asbestos/Lead paint reports Demolition permits must be accompanied by a
certificate of compliance for asbestos and lead pain removal, completed by an
Oregon licensed abatement firm.

Erosion Control application is to be submitted to the Engincering Department.

For more information, Please contact Delynn Clark at 503-635-0390.
Tree Protection (if applicable)

If your lot includes any trees, please contact the Planning Department at
503-635-0290

Your permit expires if work isn't started within 180 days from the date of issue.
Your permit expires if work is suspended or abandoned for 180 days or more. If
you can't work within a 180-day period and dont wish to abandon the project, you
may submit a written request to extend your permit for an additional 180-day
period.

*Permits cannot be issued if Erosion Control, Tree Protection or Tree
Cutting Approval is required & have not been signed off by the
appropriate Department.




City of Tualatin
Building Division

18880 SW Martinazzi Ave.
Tualatin, OR 97062
Phone: 503-691-3044
Fax: 503-692-0147
www.tualatinoregon.gov

DEMOLITION PERMIT
REQUIREMENTS &
CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL

Permit Number:
Date Received:

Site Address:

Subdivision: Lot No:

Map No:

Lot No:

NOTICE: Asbestos Removal, The Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) requires an
Asbestos Survey before any building may be demolished or intentionally burned. A copy of the
DEQ Asbestos Survey must be included in the permit application submittal or verification from DEQ
that asbestos removal has been completed and approved by DEQ. Additional information is
available at the DEQ web page under “Air Quality” at www.deq.state.or.us or call the Portland office
at 503.229-5364, or 800.452-4011

Conditions of Demolition Permit:

A.

A soon as actual demolition has commenced, including importation of demolition
equipment to the property, the demolition work shall continue uninterrupted during
permitted work hours until all approved demolition work is completed. In residential
zones demolition work is limited to the hours of 7:00 a.m. and 6:00 p.m. [TMC
6.2.210(4)(b) Hours of Work].

All debris shall be promptly removed from the site and disposed of in a proper manner.
This includes the removal of all foundation structures.

All wells, sanitary and storm sewer lines, septic tanks, cisterns, vaults, open pits, or
similar items shall be capped, removed, or filled in an approved manner and inspected by
the City.

= Abandonment of well — Tualatin Basin Watermaster (503) 846-7780
= Removal of water meter — Tualatin Operations Department (503) 691-3091
= Electrical, gas, telephone, cable — Contact the appropriate utility provider

Products containing asbestos must be disposed of in an approved manner. Contact the
Department of Environmental Quality at (503) 229-5696 for rules and regulations
pertaining to asbestos abatement. A copy of the DEQ asbestos abatement report will be
required prior to issuance of a demolition permit.

Streets shall be kept clear of dirt and debris at all times. This includes:

= Removing dirt and debris by use of shovel, scoop, or similar mechanical means
immediately

= Sweeping the streets as required to keep them clean

= \Washing of streets shall not be permitted unless the storm drain inlets are protected
with a filter system.



Testimony from Al Ellis to City Council Regarding Demolition/Development Reform
(December 17, 2014)

formal first name = Alan

residence = Beaumont-Wilshire neighborhood

occupation = taught over 30 years in the Portland Schoaol District; now retired

volunteer work = former President of the Beaumont-Wilshire Neighborhood
Association (BWNA); completed 6-year term last April;
currently Editor of the Beaumont-Wilshire Newsletter;
United Neighborhoods for Reform (UNR) Chair;
President of the Portland-Khabarovsk Sister City Association

main points from oral testimony:

1.) Over the past two years, no other issue has caused as much widespread
concern in Beaumont-Wilshire as demolition-development.

And as BWNA President during that period of time, no other issue has
produced as much e-mail and phone calls from upset residents.

2.} In response, the BWNA Board voted to make a “test case” effort to save a
house from demolition on NE 35th Place. It was a very nice home (market
value = $700,000, annual property tax = $9000), a longtime iconic fixture on
the block, beloved by neighbors. By the time the Board had been able to meet
and take the vote, the demolition permit had been granted and plans were
moving forward by the developer. BWNA requested and was granted a
120-day demolition delay for the purpose of meeting with the developer to
discuss options for sparing the house. In the midst of a search for a buyer or
buyers to save the house from demolition, the 120-day delay was abruptly
nullified--the developer taking advantage of the (K}(1) provision, which
involves simultaneously applying for a demolition permit on a single family
home and a building permit for a replacement single family home.

3.) After that experience, | organized a series of demolition/development
“Summits” that brought representatives together from over 40 neighborhood
associations and preservation organizations for the purpose of discussing
mutual concerns and crafting a proposal of reforms to present to City
Council. The group became known as United Neighborhoods for Reform.
Additionally, UNR members actively attended DRAC meetings (with observer
status) and provided input at Comprehensive Plan Update meetings.

4.} UNR welcomed the creation of the DRAC Subcommittee and applauds its
recommendations to eliminate the (K}(1) provision, notify neighborhood
associations and nearby residents of demolition applications as they're
received, and provide for a mandatory 35-day delay in issuing the permit.

5.) UNRis opposed, however, to the committee’s recommendation to eliminate
the 120-day demolition delay option. 35 days is barely enough time for most
neighborhood association boards to meet, let along make the decision to take
action to save a home from demolition. Additional days are then needed to
explore options with the developer and, if necessary, search for a new buyer.



Housing Demolitions- Procedures and Inspections  Presentation before City Council.
I support of United Neighborhoods for Reform resolution

My name is John Sandie and | five at 3425 NE Fremont St.

Protecting the safety and health of its citizens is a core responsibility of any municipality’s governing body. Mayor Hales
said it himself in a recent op-ed, and | quote, “Government must ensure the safety of everyone...” While previous
speakers have addressed needs required prior to issuing a demolition permit; 'm going to focus on the demolition
process itself.

I am reguesting from the Council, the immediate use of best practices in residential housing demolitions in order to
minimize potential health risks to the public.

In the past 3 years, the city has approved over 750 residential demolition permits. Since most of these houses were built
prior to 1850, there is no doubt that asbestos and lead based paint existed at majority of these sites. The health hazards
of asbestos and lead based paint are well publicized and widely accepted. As this demolition activity increases, your
urgent and immediate action is required to implement responsible demolition procedures.

A HUD sponsored study by the UIC to gather data during housing demolitions in Chicago resulted in these three key

findings:
1) Significant amounts of lead dust is emitted by demolition of older homes, often in excess of established

thresholds.
2) Improvement of dust suppression techniques is needed to minimize the spread of this lead dust.

3) Lead dust fall was detected at distances 300 feet from demolition perimeter.
This HUD study was born from the earlier “Fast Baltimore/ Responsible Demolition” study.

While there are many broad recommendations from the East Baltimore case study regarding responsible demolition;
there are two that outline simple steps to drastically reduce the public’s risk.

1) Perform partial deconstruction of homes: removing doors, windows, railings and other components with high
amounts of lead prior to demolition

2} Provide adequate wetting of the structure and debris te minimize dust spread.

While the EPA and s state designate, Oregon Health Authority (OHA), have broad and detalled procedures for lead-
based paint in the Renovations, Repairs and Painting Program (RRP}); they are silent on whole house demolitions. When
you consider the minimum threshold for activating the procedures during renovation is disturbing just 6 sg-ft of lead
based material, it's clear that current whole house demolitions are in dire need of a similar set of guidelines and

inspection.

For the above reasons, | request the immediate development and issuing of rather simple best practices for responsible
house demolitions coupled with appropriate inspections.

For it is my desire that each Council member would be able to answer uneqguivocally, “Yes” —~ to the mother living
adjacent to a recent house demolition, when she asks ~ “Is it safe for my children to go out and play?”

Thank you
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Reference material links:

HUD study by UIC

http://www.nchh.org/Research/ArchivedResearchProjects/LeadDustandHousingDemolition.aspx

East Baltimore — Responsible Demolition study
http://www.aecf.org/resources/responsible-demolition-a-baltimore-case-study-with-national-

implications/ ;

EPA - Renovation, Repair and Painting Program (RRP)

http://www2.epa.gov/sites/production/files/documents/sbcomplianceguide.pdf

Other research sources:
Wayne State University, Lead and Demolition paper

http://detroitgreenandhealthyhomes.org/wp-
content/uploads/2014/06/Leaddemocombined011614.pdf

Discussions of wet misting technologies:

http://www.dustboss.com/support/dust-related-health-safety-issues/demolition-dust-hazards-
and-control/

http://www.buffaloturbine.com/monsoon-demolition.html



Housing Demotitions- Procedures and Inspections  Prasentation before City Council.
Irt support of United Neighborhoods for Reform resolution

My name is John Sandie and | live at 3425 NE Fremont St.

Protecting the safety and health of its citizens is a core responsibility of any municipality’s governing body. Mayor Hales
said it himself in a recent op-ed, and | quote, “Government must ensure the safety of everyone...” While previous
speakers have addressed needs required prior to issuing a demolition permit; V' going to focus on the demolition
process itself.

I am requesting from the Council, the immediate use of best proctices in residential housing demolitions in order to
minimize potential health risks to the public.

in the past 3 years, the city has approved over 750 residential demolition permits. Since most of these houses were built
prior to 1950, there is no doubt that asbestos and lead based paint existed at majority of these sites. The health hazards
of asbestos and lead based paint are well publicized and widely accepted. As this demolition activity increases, your
urgent and immediate action is required 1o implement responsible demolition procedures.

A HUD sponsored study by the UIC to gather data during housing demolitions in Chicago resulted in these three key
findings:
1) Significant amounts of lead dust is emitted by demolition of older homes, often in excess of established

thresholds.
2) Improvement of dust suppression techniques is needed to minimize the spread of this lead dust.
3) Lead dust fall was detected at distances 300 feet from demolition perimeter.

This HUD study was born from the earlier “Fast Baltimore/ Responsible Demolition” study.

While there are many broad recommendations from the East Baltimore case study regarding responsible demolition;
there are two that outline simple steps to drastically reduce the public’s risk.

1} Perform partial deconstruction of homes: remaoving doors, windows, railings and other components with high
amounts of lead prior to demolition

2} Provide adequate wetting of the structure and debris to minimize dust spread.

While the EPA and it's state designate, Oregon Health Authority (OHA), have broad and detailed procedures for lead-
based paint in the Renovations, Repairs and Painting Program (RRP); they are sifent on whole house demalitions. When
you consider the minimum threshold for activating the procedures during renovation is disturbing just 6 sg-ft of lead
hased material, it’s clear that current whole house demolitions are in dire need of a similar set of guidelines and
inspection.

For the above reasons, | request the immediate development and issuing of rather simple best practices for responsible
house demolitions coupled with appropriate inspections.

For it is my desire that each Council member would be able to answer unequivocally, “Yes” — to the mother living
adjacent to a recent house demolition, when she asks - “Is it safe for my children to go out and play?”

Thank you
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Reference material links:

HUD study by UIC

http://www.nchh.org/Research/ArchivedResearchProjects/LeadDustandHousingDemolition.aspx

East Baltimore — Responsible Demolition study

http://www.aecf.org/resources/responsible-demolition-a-baltimore-case-study-with-national-implications/

EPA - Renovation, Repair and Painting Program (RRP)

http://www2.epa.gov/sites/production/files/documents/sbcomplianceguide.pdf

Other research sources:
Wayne State University, Lead and Demolition paper

http://detroitgreenandhealthyhomes.org/wp-content/uploads/2014/06/Leaddemocombined011614.pdf

Discussions of wet misting technologies:

http://www.dustboss.com/support/dust-related-health-safety-issues/demolition-dust-hazards-and-control/

http://www.buffaloturbine.com/monsoon-demolition.html
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Testimony - City Council Meeting 12-17-2014
Claire Carder

6156 SW Nevada Ct.

Portland, OR 97219

My name is Claire Carder. |live at 6156 SW Nevada Ct, Portland, OR 97219.

| am one of two neighborhood representatives on the DRAC. | am here in support of the DRAC’s
proposed development code amendments to address changed circumstances related to how residential
demolitions are allow in the city, and to answer any guesti9ons they City Council may have related to
the proposed code changes.

[ would like to address specifically the issue of the 120-day demolition delay, which is currently allowed
in the city code.

City neighborhoods have few tools to address what might be built in their neighborhoods. While the
city’s land use codes all have some level of notification of neighborhood associations as part of their
land use process, the neighborhoods have very few tools to address concerns or issues with the actual
form residential development might take in their neighborhoods. The 120-delay associated with
residential demolition has frequently been used to express frustration and anger about the lack of
meaningful opportunities for neighborhoods to weigh in on new residential development. It is the only
tool that can be used to address properties with cuttural significance since property rights —who owns a
property — trumps the community interests in individual properties.

The proposed 35-day demolition notification, and the additional 36-day waiting period provides a
minimal amount of time for business organizations, neighborhood associations and historical societies
to contact a property owner to discuss demolition alternatives. The current 120-day delay can be a
significant financial issue for property owners waiting to develop, during which time the developer must
continue to pay on loans or financial instruments. There is no requirement for evidence of progress
towards a realistic demolition afternative on the part of those proposing the delay.

While 70 days after hearing of a proposed demolition is not a lot of time to develop a proposal, this
provides a small window to assess possibilities and develop or attempt to develop a relationship with
the property owner.

| would especially like to emphasize the E@gday waiting period does not require that a plan is in place
and has been executed; it is an additional time for interested parties to explore options, determine if a
property owner is willing to consider options and may allow the parameters of negotiation to be
determined.

[ think the current 120-day delay is a significant financial consideration for a property owner to deal
with. The proposed 35-day window, in addition to the 35-day notification period, is the minimum, and
will allow the intent of the existing 120-day delay to remain while requiring the organizations to not drag
their feet in contacting a property owner about alternatives to destroying what might be an important
community resource.



Testimony City Council: December 17, 2014

My name is Barbara Strunk. | live at 3444 NE 35" Place, and
am a member of United Neighborhoods for Reform,

| was awakened to the trend of destruction in our Beaumont
~Wilshire neighborhood this year when a beautifully
maintained, large brick house with leaded glass was bought
by developers for demolition.

| do not object to the replacement of unsound houses.
However, when a developer tells me he is demolishing a.
good, iconic house instead of remodeling because he cannot
make enough profit, | react.

| looked beyond our block at what was happening in our
entire neighborhood. In the 2-year period 2013 and 2014 in
Beaumont-Wilshire alone we have seen a total of 85
demolitions and new construction, and major remodels that
have the impact of demolitions on the neighborhood.

From data collected from Portland Maps, Bureau of
Development Services building permits, and realty ads we
have found that:

¢ New houses are on average 2.3 times as big and 2.4
times as expensive as the houses they replace.

e Of 85 demolitions and large remodel projects, only 3
(4%) were done by homeowners who continued to live
in the house.

* Demolition and development in Beaumont-Wilshire in
2013-2014 resulted in an increase of 13 houses: So
much destruction for so little gain in density.

» The median price of these new additional houses is
$765950, compared to the median house price in all of
Beaumont-Wilshire of $449000. (Range of new houses:
$532000 to $939000; average price of new houses is
$743119.)
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Government officials we have talked with about this trend
have stated that with the demolition rate of 300 houses per
year, “demolition” as counted currently by the City of
Portland, it would take 483 years to replace all the houses in
Portland. In Beaumont-Wilshire using the more common-
sense definition of demolition as the actual destruction of the
original house, the rate we are seeing will result in the
replacement of all current houses in 52 years or less.

(2201 sfr divided by 42.5 demo/devel per year = 52 years.)

Even more chilling is the statement by one developer that all
the bungalows in Beaumoni-Wilshire (an example relatively
affordable housing stock) will be gone in 10 years.

Figures and statements like these go a long way toward
explaining why so many Portland citizens feel an urgency to
examine and slow this demolition/development trend.

The current demolition/development activity in Beaumont-
Wilshire is not adding meaningfully to the general stock of
housing, or to the stock of sustainable, affordable housing.

| do not want to see my neighborhood become a place
where the great majority of Portlanders cannot afford to live,

Barbara Strunk
3444 NE 35" Place
Portland, OR 97212

503-284-7502



12-17-14 Janet Baker Testimony to City Council

My name is Janet Baker. | live at 3416 NE 39" Avenue and I'm a
member of the Beaumont Wilshire Neighborhood Association board.

As Margaret told you in her testimony, a series of three Summits
started in the spring drawing more than 100 participants. Ideas
generated at these Summits formed the basis for the UNR
Resolution.

In the spring we also started attending DRAC meetings, although we
had no official status in that group.

The Resolution was finalized in early November and then the real
work began. Members of the subcommittee contacted each of
Portland’s 95 neighborhood associations offering to present the
Resolution before their association boards, land use committees or
general neighborhood meetings.

To date 39 neighborhood associations have voted to support the
Resolution. They include:

o Alameda

o Arbor Lodge

o Ardenwald-Johnson Creek

o Argay

o Arlington Heights

o Ashcreek

o Beaumont-Wilshire

o Bridlemile

o Brooklyn

o Centennial

o Concordia

o East Columbia



Eastmoreland

Eliot

Grant Park
Hayhurst
Hosford-Abernethy
Humbolt

Irvington

King

Maplewood
Markham

Marshall Park

Mill Park

Mt. Tabor
Multhomah
Northwest District Association
Overlook

Pleasant Valley
Powellhurst-Gilbert
Reed

Richmond
Roseway

Russell

South Burlingame
South Portland
Vernon

West Portland Park

Woodlawn
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We also received qualified endorsements from another half dozen
neighborhood associations.

In many neighborhoods, there were no official meetings during this time
period, that is, their next meeting isn't until January. A few called special
board meetings to be able to vote in advance of this hearing, but many
invited us to present the Resolution in January.

We have been pleasantly surprised by the outpouring of support. It's as
if the Resolution has touched a nerve among Portland residents.

In my opinion, this was an incredible outreach effort in a very short
window of time. Some members of our group, all volunteers, made
three or four presentations a week to meetings that often stretched long
into the night.

The issues surrounding demolitions of Portland homes are not going
away. Unless actions are taken, every day another Portland home will
be torn down.



I'm Margaret Davis, I live at 3617 NE‘ 45th Ave., Portland, OR 97213
It's an honor to be here.

Today you heard recommendations from the Development Review
Advisory Committee, in part prompted by a July 31 hearing in these
chambers in which the Landmarks Commission sounded the alarm
on the epidemic of home demolitions as they entered their second
record-breaking year. Members of United Neighborhoods for Reform
attended the DRAC meetings dedicated to solving this problem;
however, we are disappointed by the recommendations and in at
least two instances, disheartened by proposed code changes that
dramatically reduce neighbors' ability to save affordable housing.

You will hear more from our members about how we agree,
disagree, and even object to the recommendations—my job today is
to tell you about United Neighborhoods for Reform.

Two months before the Landmarks Commission hearing, neighbors
were already at work. In May we convened a citywide summit and
held two others in the fall, drawing activists from 37
neighborhoods. The goal is twofold: save affordable housing, and
ensure more positive development.

United Neighborhoods for Reform grew from these grass roots. Its
steering committee includes teachers, planners, economists, and
attorneys. Full disclosure: I am a recovering journalist and infill
developer.

Many of the ideas generated by the summits formed the basis of a
demolition/development resolution, now endorsed by 38
neighborhood associations. This document represents the boots-on-
the-ground perspective often missing in the discussion over
demolition and development. This [hold up] is the voice of the early
stakeholders in this city.

As hundreds of homes—an average of 87 years old—head to the
landfill, we lose more than quality materials and craftsmanship. We
also lose affordable housing, economic diversity among neighbors,



i
et

mature urban tree canopy, solar access for energy and vegetable
gardens, and neighborhood character and history.

Comp Plan policy 5.33 calls for "preservation of small and
affordable single-family homes." This resolution makes that priority
a reality. In addition, we want to build on Portland's reputation as a
green, sustainable city, one committed to public health and safety.

Local preservationist Cathy Galbraith says, "In Portland, we try to
recycle everything but throw whole houses away." In those
demolitions, toxic clouds of hazardous materials such as asbestos
and lead are released uncontrolled to the environment.

DRAC has done a fine job of eliciting developers' views. Aside from
elimination of the (K)(1) exemption, which we agree with, we are not
convinced that most of the recommendations would better manage
home demolitions, and some may make things worse. In particular,
neighborhoods should not lose protections earned 25 years ago.
And they should not have to ask permission from the developer to
request a demolition delay to save a home from the landfill.

The most effective solution brings all interests to the table. Time
and time again, neighbor involvement has improved developers'
investment in our community. This resolution, and its request for a
task force that equitably represents Portland residents, adds the
voice of those who are most heavily impacted to conversations
about this city's future.

Let’s protect what makes this city great—a range of well-built
affordable housing—and when we build, let’s make a Portland that
makes us proud.
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UNITED NEIGHBORHOODS FOR REFORM DEMOLITION/DEVELOPMENT RESOLUTION

Whereas sustainability, livability, and environmental and public safety are of concern to Portland
residents;

Whereas the preservation of each neighborhood’s historical heritage and character are of prime
concern to Portland residents; and

Whereas the preservation of existing affordable housing is a citywide concern; now, therefore, be it

Resolved, that the United Neighborhoods for Reform requests:

1)

Implementation of changes to the city’s demolition regulations and protocols:

a) Elimination of the (K)(1) exemption and restoration of the automatic 35-day demolition delay for
single-family structures.

b) Definition of “demolition” as removal of 50% or more of the structure.

c) Requirement that applicants for demolition permits comply with all state and federal
environmental and safety regulations including those for lead and asbestos.

d) Retention of existing code providing for a 35-day delay on demolitions with an option for a 120-
day delay available to a recognized neighborhood association or coalition, with the understanding
that a good-faith effort be made to find alternatives to demolition.

e) Notice of proposed demolition will be mailed to residents and property owners within a specified
distance upon acceptance of the demolition application. If permit is approved, a 72-hour notice of
date of demolition will be provided to the same parties.

f) Establishment of a rigorous definition of “deconstruction,” and recommendation of appropriate
incentives, including an increased tip fee for construction debris.

Establishment of a task force composed of 50% neighborhood organizations and 50% city staff and
concerned citizens to determine the distance required for notifications above, as well as:

a) Revision of code to limit the mass, footprint, setbacks, and height of construction to that of the
average of existing homes within a specified distance.

b) Revision of current zoning and lot-splitting policies to protect existing housing and lot size.

c) Recommendations for tree and solar access protections.

Adoption by City Council of:

a) Measures to protect Portland residents from lead, asbestos, and other contaminants resulting from
demolition/development by requiring surveys for these materials and an approved plan for lawful
removal and disposal before issuance of demolition permit.

b) An update of the Historic Resources Inventory, with a waiting period mandated for removal of a
property from the inventory.

c) A user-friendly online system available to the public for tracking demolition activity.



Testimony by Barbara Pierce
City Council Meeting
December 17, 2014
Demolition: 120 day delay

My name is Barbara Pierce. | am here representing the Architectural Heritage Center
where | am the Marketing Manager and also The Save the Markham Home campaign
team. | am a volunteer on the Markham team and helped lead the campaign along with
Jennifer Moffatt, CJ Hurley and Mark Miller. Today, | specifically want to address the
importance of retaining the 120 day demolition delay.

The Markham Home is one of Portland’s rare Mission Revival style homes and sits at
the Glisan Street entrance gates to Laurelhurst. The home was on the Historic
Resources Inventory but was removed at the owner’s request earlier this year. In June,
the home was purchased by Peter Kusyk of Firenze Development. Peter bought the
home with the intention of demolishing it and building two new buildings, one of which
would be a duplex.

Neighbors rallied immediately and asked the Laurelhurst Neighborhood Association to
request the 120 day delay. We soon learned that Peter was planning to use the
available loophole to get around the delay, but we moved ahead, started a petition to
gain community support and developed a social media campaign. After seeing that we
were serious and passionate about our efforts, Peter agreed to meet with us. While he
was unapologetic about his plans, he was also willing to work with us if we could show
him we had a chance at success.

He gave us a very short deadline to find a serious buyer. While our team was dedicated
and felt we had a responsibility to our community and supporters, we started our search
knowing that without the 120 day delay, we had no chance of success. We quickly
connected with contractor John McCulloch who committed to buy and rehab the home,
but there was still a tremendous amount of work to be done by our team, including
raising $35,000 needed to make it feasible for John.

fn the end, our process and ultimate success took about 120 days. But during that time,
we scrambled to meet every deadline set with Peter and had to ask for extensions at
each phase. Peter worked with us, but every time we needed an extension, our focus
had to shift and work was delayed. If we had the 120 day delay period, it would have
freed up our team to focus on our project at hand rather than responding to
repetitive crises each time we needed an extension. Our team believes that most



other developers would not have worked so well with us and the 120 day delay would
have been the only way to have the necessary time to succeed.

We support United Neighborhoods for Reform’s proposal to retain the existing language
in City Code, providing for 120-day residential demolition delay upon request by a
recognized neighborhood association or neighborhood coalition, with the understanding
that a good-faith effort be made by the association to find an alternative to demolition.
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Testimony re: DRAC recommendations, home demolitions, and in support of United
Neighborhoods for Reform, 17 December 2014

I would like to testify today in the name of a single house: a beautiful, century-old Victorian that
stood at the corner of NE Skidmore and 7th Ave. in Portland's King neighborhood. Over the 15
years 1 lived around the corner, it was home to several families, some happy, some not so much.
At some point in its long life, the house had been converted into a duplex and clearly it had long
provided housing for those of modest means. Despite this humble service, the home was
beautiful, with many architectural details still intact, a wide, friendly porch sweeping around the
corner and period moldings milled from old growth Oregon lumber.

A few weeks ago, my wife came home with shocking news. In the course of a few hours, this
neighborhood fixture had been completely demolished. It was shoved to the ground by a back-
hoe, splintered and crushed with mail still in the mailbox. The lawn was still freshly mowed. All
that remained was a pile of smashed lumber, plaster, siding and cement. A red couch sat in the
yard, soaking in the rain. Although we live only two blocks away, we never got any notification
nor saw any sign announcing the violent removal of a home that’s been in this neighborhood
since steam-boats plied the Willamette.

When this house went down, my neighborhood lost something we can never replace, a piece of
history built by skilled laborers whose families may well still live in neighborhood. We also lost
affordable housing, while the degraded character of the neighborhood reduces the value of every
homeowner’s investment. Many homeowners in my neighborhood have nothing else.

When this house went down, it was not just the built environment that suffered. It was also our
natural environment. The demolition was conducted with no visible lead or asbestos containment
procedures. | personally watched the backhoe drive across the piled up remains of the house
multiple times, releasing a dust comprised of old house parts and paint. I have no way of knowing
what poison that dust distributed. None of the high-quality, old-growth fir lumber was salvaged.
All of it was consigned to the landfill, hauled away by a line of dump trucks. There is a healthy
market in Portland for salvaged fir, and with good reason. As I know from restoring my own
home, it makes beautiful stock for trim and cabinetry, while requiring little to no new resource
extraction.

According to a large billboard erected at the corner (now thoroughly vandalized), in its place will
go an immense, lot covering, single-family home that will sell for a price well out of reach of
many of the families who have traditionally lived here.

And what did my neighborhood, my city get in return? We got to further enrich a questionable
developer, one with a history of bankruptcy and permit violations. We got a massive, lot-
sprawling box made of OSB and sheetrock. But we did not get increased density, a duplex is
being replaced by a single-family home. We did not get more, desperately needed affordable
housing, this home will likely sell for over a half million. We likely did not get more stability or
investment in the neighborhood; I’ve seen the many examples of these homes in my
neighborhood turn over again in less than two years.

No. We get only the very worst aspects of gentrification. The profits will go to Renaissance
Homes of Lake Oswego. I hope they do something good with our air, our homes, our history.
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- Portland, Oregon 97201
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December 17,2014 8 -
Commissioner Amanda Fritz 1 ( O l 7
Portland City Hall

1221 SW 4% Avenuve
Portland, OR 97204

RE: Residential demolition and DRAC taskforce outcome

Dear Commissioner Fritz,

We want to thank you for including the Landmarks Commission in the DRAC demolition taskforce meetings. We
were able to send Commissioner Dao and Commissioner Engeman to most meetings as schedules allowed.

City staff should be applauded for their commitment to the demolition conversation. Nancy Thorington was
continuously well-prepared and led attendees through complex, passionate conversations. As a result of
Nancy's leadership, the taskforce successfully agreed to remove the contentious K1 exemption and increased
notification to surrounding neighbors of demolition projects.

However, these successes were not without a serious historic preservation casualty, as the 120-day delay is
slated to be removed in the current DRAC recommendations. DRAC members found this to be an important
offset to the K1 exemption removal. The Landmarks Commission found this compromise to be unacceptable.

The removal of this longtime right of neighborhood associations is of serious concern to the Landmarks
Commission for the following reasons:

1. In Oregon, ORS 197.772 specifies that a historic property cannot be designated against the will of its
owner. Given the owner consent requirement, historically significant properties that have not been
voluntarily designated as a historic or conservation landmark are not protected under the zoning code.
The demolition delay extension is their best hope of being preserved, because it allows time for
preservation-minded neighbors, developers, and organizations to assemble the complex resources and
funding that would be necessary for a preservation option.

2. Because the Historic Resource Inventory has not been interpreted as a formal historic designation, BDS
allows owners to remove their property from the Inventory. Although the City's 120-day “demolition
delay review” (PCC 33.445.810) applies to Inventoried properties, this protection can be circumvented
by a removal request from an owner. The Title 24 demolition delay extension is the best tool to achieve
the intended requirement of Title 33 by delaying demolition on historically significant properties so
other options can be explored.

3. Neighborhood associations will lose an important power that they have held for decades. Without the
threat of a delay extension, there exists no codified incentive for a developer to engage with the
neighborhood early in the process of redeveloping a residential site.

4. City records show that the delay extension is not being abused and is used selectively, as it should be.
In the past 18 months, only eight requests for the delay extension have been made. City records show
that there were 283 demolitions in 2013 alone.

The Historic Landmarks Commission respectfully opposes the outright removal of the 120-day delay.
Furthermore, we do not want to lose sight of the larger issues of demolition we discussed in our State of the City
Preservation report we presented to City Council this summer. To that end, we recommend that a taskforce be
formed in 2015 that is charged with exploring recommendations to refine the zoning code to be more
progressive in terms of balancing preservation, sustainability, and density goals in the future. Not all of our
neighborhoods are Historic with a capital ‘H’, and we believe we need to be more sensitive to maintaining our
history and livable communities going forward. We recommend this task force be led by City staff from the



Bureau of Planning and Sustainability and made up of a broad range of stakeholders that might include
neighborhood leaders, developers, urban planners, sustainability leaders, the preservation community, and other

interested parties.

Sincerely,

Jessica Engeman
Vice-Chair

Caroline Dao
Commissioner
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Deconstruction Incentive Option
December 10, 2014

Incentive: Reduce demolition delay from 35 days to 10 days for projects employing the systematic
disassembly of buildings for the purposes of maximizing reuse of building materials (i.e.,
deconstruction). In order to qualify for the reduced deconstruction delay, the building owner or
owner’s agent must secure written approval from the applicable neighborhood association and
agree to use a qualified deconstruction contractor as specified in a Deconstruction Program Guide.
Additional incentives could be explored including grants and permit review process.

10 days 35 ays

Extension of Delay: Possible extension of the delay would mirror that of the 35-day demolition
delay.

Deconstruction Program: A detailed Deconstruction Program Guide would be developed by Bureau
of Planning and Sustainability, in partnership with the Bureau of Development Services and industry
partners. The Deconstruction Program Guide would include guidelines, specifications, procedures,
and training required to become a qualified deconstruction contractor. The City would maintain a
list of qualified deconstruction contractors that could be used to qualify for the shorter delay.

Site Posting. The site is posted by the contractor once deconstruction activities begin. The site

posting for deconstruction serves to promote the practice and provide marketing for the builder.

The notice will include City contact information for questions or concerns regarding
deconstruction activities.

Inspections. Inspections would be conducted randomly by BPS staff or as required based on
concerns or complaints received from the public.

Penalty. Qualified deconstruction contractors found operating outside of the parameters of the
program when doing work under a deconstruction permit are removed from the qualified
contractor list for a minimum amount of time (e.g., 6 months).

Deconstruction Definition: The systematic dismantling of a structure for the purposes of
maximizing the salvage of materials suitable for reuse. Salvaged material can be sold, donated, or
reused on site as part of new construction. Reusable materials include but are not limited to
cabinetry, doors, hardware, flooring, siding, and framing lumber. Deconstruction is differentiated
from demolition in that materials salvaged from deconstruction activities are not intended for
recycling, burning (biomass), or landfilling. Deconstruction is most often accomplished by hand,
however this definition is not meant to preclude the use of machinery provided the purpose of
maximizing salvage of materials for reuse is maintained. For the purposes of this definition, a
minimum of 75% of the weight of the waste materials generated (excluding concrete) must be
salvaged for reuse.
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Moore-Love, Karla

From: RAHMAN Lidwien <Lidwien RAHMAN@odot. state.or.us>

Sent: Tuesday, December 16, 2014 1:48 PM

To: Moore-Love, Karla

Subject: FW: City Council Testimony, December 17, 2014, item 1331
Attachments: Oregon Walks_Demolition and Development Resolution_121514.pdf

Please include the attached letter from Oregon Walks into the record for the December 17 City Council Agenda Item
1331, Demolition Ordinance, introduced by Commissioner Amanda Fritz. Thank you,

Lidwien Rahman
Chair, Plans and Projects Committee

Oregon Walks
lidwienr@msn.com




December 15%, 2014
PROTECTING YOUR
RIGHT TO ROAM

To Mayor Hales & City Commissioners, Board of Directors
Aaron Brown

President

As the state and region's pedestrian advocacy organization, Oregon Walks is dedicated to %Zﬁfeizgz
making the conditions for walking safe, convenient and attractive for everyone. |.aura Becker
Secretary

We are writing to express concern about the Demolition/Development Resolution proposed Heather Jackson
by the ‘United Neighborhoods for Reform’. We are concerned that this resolution may stifle Treasurer

density in Portland's housing redevelopment. Density and proximity to a mix of daily needs
are essential to Portland’s character as a walkable city, and the many benefits that go along Members at Large

. Steve Bozzone
with that, Derek Ghan
We support the proposed amendments to the City's Demolition Ordinance, and are not Safg‘ﬁo’fﬁﬁijr
opposed to a refinement of development regulations to ensure that 1:1 replacement Lidwien Rahman
housing fits the scale and massing of other houses on the same block, so long as the Kari Schlosshauer
changes do not have unintended consequences limiting permitted density or discouraging
property owners from maintaining and improving their residences. We are, however, Staff
concerned about potential impacts of “revisions of current zoning and lot splitting policies to Noel Mickelberry
protect existing housing and lot size” and “recommendations for tree and solar access Executive Director

protections”. We are also concerned about the proposed composition of a task force to
consist solely of neighborhood associations and city staff, excluding other stakeholders
from the conversation.

Thank you very much for your consideration.

@@M‘T&W

Aaron Brown
Board President

Oregon Walks | P.O. Box 2252 | Portland, OR 97208 | www.oregonwalks.org | 503- 223-1597



Moore-Love, Karla

From: Kalez, Jennifer

Sent: Monday, December 15, 2014 8:37 AM
To: Moore-l.ove, Karla; Parsons, Susan
Subject: FW: UNR support letter

Attachments: UNR support letter.docx; ATT0O0001.htm

Hi Karla and Sue —

This piece of testimony came through our office — Dr. Granshaw has asked that it be placed on the
record.

Thank you!

Jenny

Jennifer Kalez

Constituent Relations Coordinator

Arts & Culture Liaison
Office of Commissioner Nick Fish

From: Frank Granshaw (Artemis) [mailto:frankgranshaw@artemis-science.com]
Sent: Saturday, December 13, 2014 5:49 PM

To: Commissioner Fish
Cc: DeRidder AICP Tamara; Hayes Richard; Hales, Mayor; Carter Annette

Subject: UNR support letter

Dear Nick...

I am sending you this letter to ask that you include it in the bank of testimony for the December 19th meeting to
hear the United Neighborhood for Reform Demolition / Development Resolution. I will unfortunately be away

at a conference at that time.

Thank you

Frank D. Granshaw PhD
Artemis Science
Portland, OR
503-449-4458



Frank D. Granshaw 13 December 2014
3211 NE 50th

Portland, Oregon

97213

Dear Members of the Portland City Council:

I am writing this letter to support the United Neighborhood for Reform Demolition /
Development Resolution. Though | am uncomfortable with the conflict/polarization this proposal
could generate in our communities, | feel that the measures outlined in the resolution are
necessary to curb the waste of resources and the economic inequity resulting from current
trends in local residential development.

The strength of the UNR resolution is that it deals with the full range of issues involved in
the conversion of smaller affordable housing stock to large, expensive single family dwellings.
Chief among these issues being the following...

* The demolition of often times serviceable structures, resulting in large volumes of
construction waste being transported to landfills rather than being recycled or reused.

° The large scale removal of more affordable single family homes from the local housing
market, resulting in increasing gentrification of presently economically diverse
neighborhoods.

* |Impingement on the privacy and solar access of current neighbors because of the
magnitude of these new homes. The latter being a concern and an economic threat to
residents utilizing solar and growing food to reduce their personal environmental impact.

Advocates of the current housing trend argue that the replacement structures are more
energy efficient and are safer due to improved building codes. As an owner of an older home in
the Rose City Park neighborhood, | have personal experience with these issues. Having
weatherized, remodeled, earthquake retrofitted, and solarized our home, | am aware that there
are numerous alternatives for rectifying these problems without the draconian and resource
intensive practice of total demolition. In regards to the energy efficiency argument, while it is
accurate that the new structures when built to current energy codes are more energy efficient
per square foot than their older predecessors, they do not necessarily represent better energy
efficiency per capita. For instance, a new home that takes half the energy per square foot to
heat than the older home it replaces is not more energy efficient per capita if it is three times the
size of the former structure and houses the same number of people (a situation that is not
uncommon). Add to this the question of energy / resource costs of demolition and
reconstruction vs. upgrading the existing structure (a currently unexplored issue) and the
argument that the new structures are more energy efficient becomes highly problematic.

As a city that prides itself on being a leader in sustainable development and the author
of a 2009 Climate Action plan, it is my belief that the measures outlined in the UNR resolution
are critical to helping the city realize its goals of being a culturally diverse, economically sound,
and environmentally sustainable community.

Thank you for this opportunity
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1900 SW Fourth Ave., Suite 5000/ 16

it ' Portland, Oregon 97201
_ _Clty of Portland o Telephone: (603) 823-7300
Historic Landmarks Commission TDD: (503) 823-6868

FAX: (503) 823-5630
www.portlandonline.com/bds

December 17,2014

Commissioner Amanda Fritz
Portland City Hall

1221 SW 4% Avenue
Portland, OR 97204

RE: Residential demolition and DRAC taskforce outcome

Dear Commissioner Fritz,

We want to thank you for including the Landmarks Commission in'the DRAC demolition taskforce meetings. We
were cuble to send Commissioner Dao and Commissioner Engeman to most meetings as schedules allowed.

City: staff :should be" applauded for. their commitment to the demolition: conversation. Nancy: Thorington was
continuously well-prepared and led attendees through complex, passionate conversations. As a result of
Nency's leadership, the taskforce successfully agreed to remove-the. contentious K1 exemption and. increased
notification to surrounding neighbors of demolition projects.

However, these successes were not without a serfous historic preservation casualty, as the 120-day delay is
slated to be: removed in' the current DRAC recommendations. 'DRAC members*found this to be an important
‘offset to the K1 exemption removal. The Landmarks Commission found this:.compromise to be unacceptable.

‘The rémovdl of this longtime right of ne|ghborhood associditions. is of serious concern to the Landmarks
Commission for the following recisons:

1. in Oregon, ORS 197.772 specifies that a historic property:cannot be designated ‘against the will of its
owner. Given the owner consent requirement, historically significant properties that have not been
voluntarily ‘designated as o historic or conservation landmark are not protected under- the zoning code.
The: demolition delay extension: is ‘their best hope of being preserved, because it allows time for
preservation-minded nelghbors, developers, and organizations to: assemble the complex resources and
funding that would be necessary for d preservation option.

2. Because the Historic Resource Inventory has not been interpreted as a formal historic: designation, BDS
allows owners to remove- their property from the Inventory. Although the City's 120-day “demolition
délay review” (PCC 33.:445.810) applies to Inventoried properties; this protection can be circumvented
by a removal request from an-owner. The Title 24 demolition delay.extension is the best tool to achieve
the intended requirement of Title 33 by delaying demolition on historically significant properties: so

other options can be explored. .

3. Neighborhood associations will lose an important power:that they have held for decades. Without the
threat of a delay extension, there exists no codified incentive for a-developer to engage with the
neighborhood early in the process of redeveloping a residential site.

4. City records show that the delay extension is not being abused and is used selectively, as it should be.
In-the past 18 months, only eight requests for the delay extension have been made. City records show
that there were 283 demolitions in 2013 alone.

The Hisforic Landmarks Commission respectfully opposes ‘the outright removal of the: 120-day delay.
Furthermore; we do nof want to lose sight.of the larger issues of demolition we discussed in our Stafe of the City
Preservation report we presented to City Council this summer. To that -end, we recommend that a taskforce be
formed in 2015 ‘that is charged with exploring recommendations to: refine the zoning code to be more
progréssive- in terms of balancing préservation, sustainability, :and ‘density goals in the future. Not-all of our
neighborhoods are Historic with a capital ‘H’, .and we believe we need to be more sensitive to maintaining our
history and ‘livable communities going. forward: We recommend this task force be led by City staff from the




Bureau of Planning and Sustainabifity and made up of « brodd renge of stakeholders that might include
nélghborhood leaders, developers,-urban planders, susrainability leaders, the preservation community, and other
Jriterested parties '

Sincerely,
e

,_Jessfcg Engeman
Vice:Chair

Caroline Dao
Commissioner




Moore-Love, Karla

From: Jim Heuer <jsheuer@easystreet.net>

Sent: Monday, December 15, 2014 10:38 AM

To: mayorhales@portlandoreogon.gov; Commissioner Saltzman; Commissioner Fish;
Commissioner Fritz; Commissioner Novick; Moore-Love, Karla

Subject: Letter on Health Hazards at Demolition Sites

Attachments: HazMatActionletterToPortlandCityCouncil.pdf

Mayor Hales

Commissioner Saltzman

Commissioner Fish

Commissioner Fritz

Commissioner Novick

Attached to this email is a letter from United Neighborhoods for Reform detailing the health risks and suggested
mitigation strategies relating to lead and asbestos exposure from currently all too loosely regulated residential
demolition sites.

Recent studies in other cities have shown that dangerous lead paint dust travels as far as 300 feet from typical
residential demolition sites unless proper procedures for dust containment are followed. Such procedures are
used inconsistently in Portland due to the lack of regulation and oversight. This is NOT exclusively a problem
for the State of Oregon to fix. It is an immediate threat to the health of Portland residents, especially young
children, which the City of Portland has the power to address, as other Oregon cities already have.

UNR representatives will be discussing these issues during our testimony on Wednesday, December 17, relative
to the DRAC recommendations on new demolition code language, but we feel this issue is so urgent we are
sending this material to you now, to alert you to the gravity of this situation.

Respectfully,

Jim Heuer

Member United Neighborhoods for Reform Steering Committee
Acting Chairperson, Portland Coalition for Historic Resources

James S. Heuer

1903 NE Hancock Street
Portland, OR 97212

(503) 284-8481 (Home)
(503) 335-8380 (Work/Cell)
(503) 348-8694 (Text)



December 15, 2014

Via Email Delivery

Mayor Charlie Hales, mayorhales@portlandore gon. gov
Commissioner Dan Saltzman, dan@portlandoregon. gov
Commissioner Nick Fish, Nick@portlandoregon. gov
Commissioner Amanda Fritz, Amanda@portlandore gon.gov
Commissioner Steve Novick, Novick@portlandoregon. gov
Portland City Hall

1221 SW 4th Ave,

Portland, Oregon 97204

Re: Call for Action by United Neighborhoods for Reform for Portland City Council to Address
Hazardous Material Concerns at Residential Demolition Sites

Dear Mayor Hales, Commissioner Dan Saltzman, Commissioner Nick Fish, Commissioner
Amanda Fritz, and Commissioner Steve Novick,

As the number of residential demolitions has increased across the city, so too have resident
complaints about the release of hazardous materials from those sites. These complaints express
deep concern for their personal health and safety and that of their children. The United
Neighborhoods for Reform group will be presenting a Call to Action at the December 17 City
Council meeting which includes a recommendation to form a Task Force to address how the City
should better protect its residents from these hazards. This letter explains why that is important
and provides suggestions for solutions that Task Force should pursue.

As residents of areas with many demolitions, we have often witnessed demolition sites where the
dust clouds of demolition debris drift onto and into neighboring homes, children’s play areas, and
yards —almost certainly carrying toxic lead paint and asbestos dust. Here is video link of what
occurs at a typical demolition site in Portland: https://vimeo.con/109264297.

The health hazards of asbestos and lead based paint are well known. Lead can affect almost
every organ and system in the body. Children six years old and younger are most susceptible to
the effects of lead. Even extremely low levels of lead in the blood of children can result in
behavior and learning problems, lower IQs, and slowed growth. Three of the major health effects
associated with asbestos exposure are lung cancer, mesothelioma, and asbestosis.
http://www2.epa.gov/asbestos, hitp://www2.epa.gov/lead. The older a house, the more certain the
presence of lead paint and asbestos, and with an average age of demolished homes being 87
years, there is a virtual certainty that these materials are present at every demolition site!
Alarmingly, tests conducted in Chicago found that lead paint levels in nearby soils were increased
up to 40 times by unregulated demolition of early 20™ Century residences, and other Federal
Government tests found that lead paint dust travelled as far as 300 feet from a residential
demolition site. (See Exhibit E)

Through many inquiries to the Bureau of Development Services and state agencies, we have been
shocked that Portland city code and regulations do not address hazmat issues at residential
demolition sites. There are no site inspections before a bulldozer arrives, and there is no hazmat
abatement verification. We have also been dismayed to learn that the State of Oregon does not
regulate Jead paint hazards at demolition sites, and only regulates asbestos release at such sites as

UNR Letter to City Council on Hazardous Materials at Demolition Sites Page 1 of 10



it affects employees working at the site. State officials advise us they are aware of these
problems, but have no current authority to correct them. Further, their resources for responding
to citizen complaints about hazardous material release at “major remodel” sites, where state
regulations apply, are extremely limited — with the result that by the time any response may
occur, the demolition process is complete and little evidence of dangerous practices remains.

Accordingly we strongly urge that City Council take corrective actions and implement policies
that ascertain and address these hazmat problems, as has been done in other Oregon cities. We
believe that the City is enabled by its permitting and public safety authority to act to mitigate
lead, asbestos and other hazardous material concerns at permitted residential demolition sites.
We urge that the City to convene a demolition hazmat taskforce to develop detailed
recommendations based on broad stakeholder input and best engineering practices for safe
handling and disposal of these materials at demolition sites. (Please see attached UNR
Resolution- Exhibit A.)

Accompanying this letter is a Fact and Recommendations Sheet on Residential Demolition Toxic
Materials Hazards and Their Mitigation, which we urge you to review. It demonstrates the
inadequacies of Portland’s regulations in this area and how other Oregon cities have moved way
beyond Portland in protecting the public from these hazards.

Every day of delay means another demolition where Portland residents are potentially exposed to
hazardous materials with little or no effective recourse to protect themselves. There is great
urgency to correct this problem which puts the health of our residents and their children at risk.
UNR looks forward to prompt action by City Council. Please contact us for further questions and
discussions.

Sincerely,

Members of United Neighborhoods for Reform Steering Committee
John Sandies, sandiefam@gmail.com

Jim Heuer, jsheuer@easystreet.net

Judy Parsons, judy_parsons65@msn.com

Accompanying this letter are the following attachments:

¢ Fact and Recommendations Sheet on Residential Demolition Toxic Materials Hazards and

their Mitigation

e  Exhibit A — UNR Resolution Approved in Principle by 36 Neighborhood Boards
Exhibit B -- BPS Statistics on Recent Residential De molitions
Exhibit C -~ City of Tualatin Demolition Permit Require ments Including Asbestos Removal
Exhibit D -- City of Hillsboro Demolition Checklist
Exhibit E -- Responsible Demolition Safety Protocols from the East Baltimore Revitalization
Initiative

UNR Letter to City Council on Hazardous Materials at Demolition Sites Page 2 of 10



Fact and Recommendations Sheet on Residential Demolition Toxic
Materials Hazards and Their Mitigation

Current Situation: Portland’s Hazmat Regulations at Residential Demolition Sites Are

Essentially Non-Existent and Fall Well Short of Regulations by Other Oregon Cities

BDS approves residential demolition permits, but has not been given the legal authority by
City Council to require documentation ascertaining potential hazardous materials, such as
asbestos surveys, lab tests, or haz mat abatement plans prior to approving demolition
permits. Other Oregon cities require such abatement plans. For example in Lake Oswego
and Tualatin asbestos documentation is required for demolition permit application. (Please
see attached demolition application documentation for Lake Oswego and Tualatin-Exhibit C.)

The City of Portland provides limited or no educational support to contractors on hazmat
mitigation issues. Such support is provided by Hillsboro for demolition applicants in the form
of a checklist that itemizes what should occur prior to demolition. A DRAC member has said
this Hillsboro checklist is useful and now he uses it in his own building practices (Please see
attached Hillsboro demolition application checklist-Exhibit D)

According to a DEQ staffer in the local DEQ NW Regional asbestos office, the City Council
has the power to authorize BDS fo could create their own hazmat approval criterion requiring
such things as asbestos surveys for demolition applications, which OSHA requires for their
purposes, too. The fact that other Oregon cities have done so confirms the workability of this
approach.

As part of the DRAC-led review of demolition policies the standard demolition permit form
was modified to include a “statement of fact” about hazardous materials that applicants are
expected to initial prior to issuance of the permit. As confirmed by communications we have
received from BDS staff: “The ‘statement of fact’ block on our application is an advisory
message, and is intended to raise awareness and encourage compliance with the regulations
that the State of Oregon is charged with in regards to the safe handling/disposal of lead or
asbestos”. This addition to the permit process is just barely better than nothing, as the
initialing of the block merely indicates that the applicant promises ~ without any legal
recourse — to adhere to the hazmat regulations.

e Here is what the statement block looks like:

| acknowledge that work related to this Building Permit
Application may be subject to regulations governing the
handling, removal and/or disposal of asbestos and/or lead-based
paint. If the work is subject to regulations governing

asbestos and/or lead-based paint, 1will comply with all such
regulations. (initials)

There is a lack of inspections at residential demolition sites. Inspections are required for
many other construction phases, such as plumbing and electrical. Considering the health and
safety concerns at demolition sites, why aren’t regular inspections scheduled? BDS staff
offered this explanation: “... the Director of Inspections is not inclined to expose his
inspectors to potential hazmat and he is concerned inspections might turn into requests for
other things like setbacks, etc”. The result is that it is nearby residents who must take action
when hazardous materials are released from a demolition site, and must equip themselves
with the detection equipment and protective gear to safely establish the potential violations —
or else acquiesce in their exposure to life-threatening materials without complaint.

According to a lead-based paint hazards expert at the Oregon Health Authority, there are no
existing state regulations for lead based paint at residential demolition sites even though
there are strict rules for renovation and painting projects. The result is the absurd situation
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where we have found a house being stripped of paint is completely tented with plastic to
contain the lead waste while a house being demolished across the street by a claw loader
with dust flying in all directions was unregulated. The City should address and fix this
loophole due to the potentially dangerous effects of lead based paint.

Under existing City code there is no verification or certification of hazmat removal prior to
approving demolition permits or prior to a bulldozer arriving at a residential site.

There is no dedicated City office or staff in the City of Portland to oversee, monitor and
troubleshoot hazmat concerns at residential sites. Who does a resident call about these
concerns? For two years, there has not been a dedicated local inspector in the DEQ NW
Regional asbestos office. BDS suggests calling OSHA, when by the time they show up the
demolition has ended. Plus OSHA is primarily charged with worker protections and safety,
not those of surrounding neighbors, houses, yards, and children.

Suggestions for Hazmat Regulation Improvements at Residential Demolition Sites

The City of Portland should require approval criterion for residential demolition applications
including filing an asbestos survey and specific abatement plans before approving the
demolition permit, as is required in other Oregon cities. (See Exhibit C)

The City of Portland should monitor actual demolition sites and report potential problems to
partnering agencies. The “watchdog” onus should not be placed on the average busy citizen
considering the potential dangers. Relying up on a complaint driven system clearly is not
effective or reasonable. A monitoring program could be created to oversee demolition sites
similar to the Portland Parks Rangers monitoring city parks.

OSHA requires asbestos surveys at work sites (which would include demolition sites, too).
Since the survey documents are sufficient and authentic enough for OSHA purposes, the City

- of Portland could rely upon these same documents as authentic for residential demolition

applications.

The City of Portland should create a checklist similar to Hillsboro that provides direction and
expectations of addressing hazmat concerns at residential demolition sites. (See Exhibit D)

BDS should provide notification to partnering agencies, such as OHA, DEQ and OSHA when
issuing demolition permits.

Deconstruction should be strongly incentivized by City Code as a safer and more
environmentally responsible alternative to simple demolition.

Dust suppression systems should be required at demolition sites to mitigate dust and
potential release of unabated hazardous materials as used in other cities. (See Exhibit E-
page 8 of the East Baltimore Revitalization Initiative Responsible Demolition Study)

The City of Portland should create their own rules or protocols for lead-based paint at
residential demolition sites since none exist at the state level.
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EXHIBIT A — UNR Resolution Approved in Principle by 36 Neighborhood
Associations
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' &&mohﬁanf&eveﬁopmm by requiting surveys for. these maxma?s and an a@pmwé pﬁa.ﬁ fm Tamtul
.. removal and disposal before tssuance of demolition | pefmlt
b An ugdat& ofthe Historic: Remms Trwventory, with a waiting period rmandated for mmmi ofa
~propesty from the i mmxozy
oA usaswfuen&iy online systesn available to the public for tracking demolition .wtmty
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EXHIBIT B — BPS Statistics on Recent Residential Demolitions

‘ %‘3;;1;@1‘ i

April 29,2014

BemolitionData

Fermit Applications.

Average Hze Qf H:auﬁ {%ge-dweiimg ﬁfuciures "&996 201 ?3
Demalished F;th Lgs

New houee

2075 EF (size ef all !xbn—s%:ibummgs 5,000 5Ty

Age of }—iausa {Sngle-dwelling :»irucwres 199&29%’8}:‘

Average year built = 1927
Year Buill.  #Demos
1864-1911 429
1912- 1937 658
1938-1954 698
1965-2011 51
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EXHIBIT C - City of Tualatin Demolition Permit Requirements Including Asbestos

Removal

City of Tualatin DEMOLITION PERMIT
Bullding Division " REQUIREMENTS &
18880 SW Marlinazzi A
Toalatin OR 07085 ¢ CONDITIONS OF APPROVAL
Phone: 503:691:3044
Fax: 503-692:0147 Pefit Number:
v, Walatinoregon.gov Date 'ﬁe@éived: ;

Site Address:

Subdivision; . LotNo:

Madez Lot No:

NOTICE: Asbestos Removal, The Department of Environmental Quality {DEQ) requires an
Asbestas Survey before any bmldmg maybe demolished orintentionally burned. A copy-ofithe
DEQ Asbestos Survey must be Included in'the permlt application submittal or: verification from DEQ
that asbestos removal has been ‘completed and approved:by DEQ. Additional information is

avallable at the. DEQ web 'page under "Alr: Quality” ‘atwww.deq. state. of. usor call the Pomand office’
at 503. 229-5364 or 800.452-4011

Conditions of Demo!itnon Permit; .

CASA $oon as actual. demclmon has commenced includmg ;mportation of demolition
equ!pment to the property, the: demolition work shall continue unmterrupted during
:permzﬁed WOrk hours untilall approved demolition work is.completed. inresidential
zones demolition work Is limited tothe: hcurs of7:00 a. m ‘and 6:00 pim. {TMC
6.2 219(4)(!3} Hours of Work].

B, ‘A I debrls shall be promptly | removed from the site'and disposed ofina proper manner.
This includes the removal of all foundation structures.

C. kAH wells, sanitary and storm sewer lines; septsc tanks cmtems vatilts, openpits; or
similar.items shall be capped removed, vrilled in an approved manner and inspected by
the City

= Abandonment of well = Tualatin Basm Watermaster (503) 846-7780
= 'Removal of water meter ~ Tualatin Operations Department {503) 691-3091
« - Electrical, ‘gas, ieiephone cable~ Contactthe appropnate Lt lty provider

o. Producls containing asbeslos must be dispesed of inan approved manner. Contactthe
Department of Environmental Quality at: (503) 229-5696 for rules and regulat[ons ;
pertalning to asbestos abatement. "A copy.of the DEQ. asbestos abaiement reportwill be.
required prior to- issuance of a demolition permit.”

E. Streets shall be kept clear of d;ri and debris at all imes, ‘This lnciudes
= Removing dirt and debris by use of shove! scoop, or similar-mechanical means .
immediately
«  Sweeping the streets as feqmred to keep them clean
% Washing of streets shall not be permlited unless the storm drain inlets aré protected
with a filter system.
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EXHIBIT D - City of Hillsboro Demolition Checklist

City'of Hillsbore
Bemgiztmn Permit -
Cimei‘llst

The following sl;ailii}e a&d;“efs;syed: prior to any dém&iiﬁz}n:

Forl Infor; ‘mation Only
I J%.sc&ﬁam whether the presence of aabcsms exists inside or eutmde the structure. DEG

o AN ha’fmioug materials i in the buﬁémg or on the site must be removed byan mmcmzed

person, mrc}udmﬁ but not limited to, the underground and aboveground flammable and
combustible kqmd tanks (contact the Hillsboro Fire Depariment and The  Department of
-Environmental Quality for %pecafic requirements). Other permiits may be required JFC,
{}Mama Administy ative szmgx i i}A%Z‘ E}a{) DEQ (503) 228-5006.

oo Oﬁ Szte persmmef involved i m ﬁle ;amcm st mmpi}f mth ﬁle Ofegen Safety ;mé
Health Administration stzmé“ﬁi& (OSHA} for s:onstme:ﬁen sﬁe& {e o ?ﬂscmal Prmectwe
, 'Eqmpmmﬂ OR-OSHA

e The area armmd me sﬁe must be adequately pmtecfed from faﬁmg walls or debm {eg
madways sidewalks as well as adjoining or adga{:en? bmidmgx.} OSHA & JFC

e Burning of construction matmaﬁ is prombxted Q & }FC {GRS 478, 960}

0O Sie security purst be esmi}kshect and maintained to abmmage unauthtmzed entey from a
pnbhc safety atmdpamt {e g chain-link fencing). iFCZ o

O Al pubhc and pmate utilities must be properly {iiSt:oimetted {e g. gas, electric, sewer,
septic, stomny, well, water, pi}cme and cable). Buternational Building Code (IBC),
Iﬁwmm.wm? Fire Code (IFCH & Clean I uter 3‘@*’1 ces (CHFS) (503) 681-3600.

; Bmlc‘imcr Beeparfmem {Cos}tqtt ‘SO’&—&SI {’a§44}
3 Does the gmpe:ﬁ} have a sanitary sewer meecncm’? Yesi ‘“sfa
B I}oes uepfz{: tank exist on site? Yts I No Wﬂi the ﬁe;)ﬁc: taak be rentoved? Yes / No

& ﬁ‘ a mzmnermai building: ple’%se attach a sewer f’mtufe tmmf sheet

2 Does the @mpﬁﬁy have a storm sewer conmection? Yes No ,

Water De ar tment {Contact 503-6 1&-6%’*6}
O Thereisan existing. inch water meter on the ;wc};}em’ The “E‘}}C e:rxzém shall be
used by (give lot number or tax fot)

= Thetc: isan existing well on the pr&pem Yes/ No -- If j;eg an ag}g}ro*a ed backflow

vice shall be installed behind the meter unless the well is decommissioned as required
by the Washington Conuty Water Master..
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Ensineering I’&epal tmentt (Contact 3(33-68 1-53%‘3}

O Obﬂm gﬂdmg and erosion pfmm Engincering Daggaﬁmmf {(Lcﬂtacf the Fugineering
Dmsxcm fo éetermme whether a Graémg &Emswn pemnt is required.

o Obtain '% Sensitive Area Prescreen Letter ffom the Eﬂgmemm Dmgmﬁ It the mte is
{ietemzmed to be in a “Sensitive Area” ple"ese contact CWS fora Se.ﬁm:e ?mvzder Letter.
Coam:t (*WS Tecimcai Infmnmtmn ’me at 503—631 510@ ,

Pianmng Depar tment (C‘emact 5{33 68143179}

o Verxfi; the zamng of the propesty.

«. Is the property zoned &ﬂﬁ DNC Station Community Residential ~ Downtown
Nemhbmhead Conservation district or SCR-OTC Station Camxmlmty Residential —
Orenco T' afmﬁe (mmen ation: msmct com*ulf m&h the Planning Deparhnem
Devefepmen‘i Review approval, in accordance with Hillsboro Zoging Ordinance Vi olume

I Section 138 XTH C1&2, and ;}h@t@gx&pﬁi of the structure must be obtained prior to
appmwi af a demohﬁon peﬁmt Demo.  permits in consery atxcm zane& c*an be dented,
esiNo

® I}oeg ﬂle propeity have a Station Community Planning Area designation and mature

frees £l ght mches in damwte: aﬁd hrgef will be TEHoV ed or ﬁamaged asa resuit of ?he

11 Section 137.XIILB 4. This dacumentatmn
rovalofa dmwfx{mu peﬁm Yes /No

8 13 ﬂze : tmciure or sﬁe on ﬂf}é Hﬂlsbam Culﬂmi esource Im*gnmr} - | :

' site is a Cultural Resource, consult with the Plammxg Department about obtaimnv a
Cultural Rfsamce Alfeﬁnaﬁ pf:mm in accordance with Hillsboro Zoning ¢ O:dmmce
Volunie T Sa: on 132.6. Cultural Resource Al femnen appmm} shali %e ehtamed priorto
appmva} ofa és:mammn pemnt Y = f No

1. {wey, do hereby detlare &m the reqmrements and c&mcimom listed:
above Imvf: he&en conmimi with to the bestof my (our} gersanai fnow Iedge

Sigﬂed by _1}:{:{&‘ «

Print Name and Title

?mpmy ,@margsigam%e (if déﬁ‘eszﬁém applicant}

‘Print Name and Title Date
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Exhibit E — Responsible Demolition Safety Protocols from the East Baltimore
Revitalization Initiative

Many eastern cities with dramatically shifting demographics have been forced to
undertake systematic demolition projects to remove abandoned and deteriorated housing
for which there is no longer any economic use. One consequence of these demolitions
has been a marked increase in lead paint hazards in surrounding areas. The East
Baltimore Revitalization Initiative project attempted to address the lead paint hazards
from its proposed demolitions with a specific protocol for Responsible Demolition
Safety:

Implementing these protocols resulted in lead dust increases in surrounding soils of just
33% compared with control sites where no dust mitigation was applied where increases
in lead contamination from 8 to 40 TIMES were observed. The full report is sobering
reading and can be found here:
http://www.eastbaltimorerevitalization.org/wordpress/wp-content/uploads/2011/03/The-
East-Baltimore-Revitalization-Initiative-A-Commitment-to-Economic-Inclusion.pdf
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Parsons, Susan

From: Kalez, Jennifer

Sent: Monday, December 15, 2014 8:37 AM
To: Moore-Love, Karla; Parsons, Susan
Subject: FW: UNR support letter

Attachments: UNR support letter.docx; ATT00001.htm

Hi Karla and Sue —

This piece of testimony came through our office — Dr. Granshaw has asked that it be placed on the
record.

Thank you!

Jenny

Jennifer Kalez

Constituent Relations Coordinator

Arts & Culture Liaison
Office of Commissioner Nick Fish

From: Frank Granshaw (Artemis) [mailto:frankgranshaw@artemis-science.com]
Sent: Saturday, December 13, 2014 5:49 PM

To: Commissioner Fish

Cc: DeRidder AICP Tamara; Hayes Richard; Hales, Mayor; Carter Annette
Subject: UNR support letter

Dear Nick...

I am sending you this letter to ask that you include it in the bank of testimony for the December 19th meeting to
hear the United Neighborhood for Reform Demolition / Development Resolution. I will unfortunately be away
at a conference at that time.

Thank you

Frank D. Granshaw PhD
Artemis Science
Portland, OR
503-449-4458
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Frank D. Granshaw 13 December 2014
3211 NE 50th

Portland, Oregon

97213

Dear Members of the Portland City Council:

I am writing this letter to support the United Neighborhood for Reform Demolition /
Development Resolution. Though | am uncomfortable with the conflict/polarization this proposal
could generate in our communities, | feel that the measures outlined in the resolution are
necessary to curb the waste of resources and the economic inequity resulting from current
trends in local residential development.

The strength of the UNR resolution is that it deals with the full range of issues involved in
the conversion of smaller affordable housing stock to large, expensive single family dwellings.
Chief among these issues being the following...

* The demolition of often times serviceable structures, resulting in large volumes of
construction waste being transported to landfills rather than being recycled or reused.

* The large scale removal of more affordable single family homes from the local housing
market, resulting in increasing gentrification of presently economically diverse
neighborhoods.

* Impingement on the privacy and solar access of current neighbors because of the
magnitude of these new homes. The latter being a concern and an economic threat to
residents utilizing solar and growing food to reduce their personal environmental impact.

Advocates of the current housing trend argue that the replacement structures are more
energy efficient and are safer due to improved building codes. As an owner of an older home in
the Rose City Park neighborhood, | have personal experience with these issues. Having
weatherized, remodeled, earthquake retrofitted, and solarized our home, | am aware that there
are numerous alternatives for rectifying these problems without the draconian and resource
intensive practice of total demolition. In regards to the energy efficiency argument, while it is
accurate that the new structures when built to current energy codes are more energy efficient
per square foot than their older predecessors, they do not necessarily represent better energy
efficiency per capita. For instance, a new home that takes half the energy per square foot to
heat than the older home it replaces is not more energy efficient per capita if it is three times the
size of the former structure and houses the same number of people (a situation that is not
uncommon). Add to this the question of energy / resource costs of demolition and
reconstruction vs. upgrading the existing structure (a currently unexplored issue) and the
argument that the new structures are more energy efficient becomes highly problematic.

As a city that prides itself on being a leader in sustainable development and the author
of a 2009 Climate Action plan, it is my belief that the measures outlined in the UNR resolution
are critical to helping the city realize its goals of being a culturally diverse, economically sound,
and environmentally sustainable community.

Thank you for this opportunity




Moore-Love, Karla

From: Sharon Whitney <sjwhit@aol.com>
Sent: Friday, December 12, 2014 4:25 PM
To: Moore-Love, Karla

Subject: Historic Districts and Places

To: Portland City Council
From: Sharon Whitney, 1221 SW 10th Ave, #1206, Portland 97205

Please consider the value to residents and visitors alike of one aspect of the much lauded Portland
brand: our Historic District and Historic Places. We must stop the demolition of these buildings. I

urge you to think in terms of preservation and renovation.

Great cities large and small don't cast away their patrimony.

Thank you.



Moore-Love, Karla

From: Lori Rielly <Irielly@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, December 12, 2014 9:44 AM

To: Moore-Love, Karla

Subject: No more demolition of historic buildings in Portland

Dear Portland City Council,

The historic buildings in our city are part of what makes Portland, Portland. Most developers care nothing of
our city's history-They are focused solely on profit. A city that allows genuine pieces of our past to be bulldozed
to the highest bidder is truly a city that has no respect for its past, or what it means for a city to have character. I
see this character quickly being destroyed all over the city-Even in my own neighborhood (originally built in
the early 1900's). Please, I urge you to protect historic buildings from rampant development. Please don't sell

our city out!

Thank you for your time,
Lori Rielly
Portland resident



Moore-Love, Karla

From: Constance Kirk <conniekirk@me.com>

Sent: Friday, December 12, 2014 9:38 AM
To: Moore-Love, Karla
Subject: Save the historic Ballow and Wright Building

Karla, see below my letter to Mayor Hales and Members of the City Council.

Best regards,
Connie

Dear Mayor Hales and Members of the City Council:

I oppose the demolition of the historic Ballow and Wright building. Please do not allow demolitions of historic

buildings at the community's expense.
A four hour hearing with numbers of those in opposition to demolition greater than developers for is a powerful

statement by the polity committed to preservation.
Thank you for your time.

Respectfully submitted,

Constance Kirk

1132 SW 19th Avenue
Portland, OR 97205



Moore-l.ove, Karla

From: Alice Duff <aliceduff3@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, December 12, 2014 8:20 AM
To: Moore-Love, Karla

Subject: City Council

As has been said: "It isn't the National Register of Beautiful Places. It's the National Register of
HISTORIC Places and Historic Districts are made up of individually listed buildings, contributing
buildings and non-contributing buildings that need to be protected as part of the fabric of the district."

"No more demolitions of historic buildings to maximize private profit at the community's
expense!" ‘

Alice Duff
SE Portland
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