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CORRECTED MINUTES
June 2, 2016
Unreinforced Masonry Building Seismic Retrofit Project Policy Committee 
Meeting Summary

[bookmark: _GoBack]Committee Members Present: Peggy Moretti, Reid Zimmerman, Ken Mckinney (for Matthew Eleazer), Carmen Merlo, Margaret Mahoney, Mathew Ilias, Jen Sohm, Walt McMonies, Tom Sjostrom, Javier Mena, Sean Hubert, Jonathan Malsin.  
Committee Members Absent: Sean Hubert, Tom Corollo, Brian Emerick, 
Other attendees: Vik Sabar, Lee Fehernbacher, Ann O’Neill, Jonna Papaefthimiou (PBEM - note taker).  
Welcome and Introductions
Margaret welcomes attendees and everyone introduces self (see attendance list).
Policy Committee Recommendations Discussions
Review and reach consensus on the summary of recommendations from Retrofit Standards and Seismic Support Committees and Affordable Housing and Historic Properties Subcommittees
Section 1: Building standards
Carmen asks if there is general agreement over the building standards.  Reid asks whether the summary provided is intended to replace the retrofit standards committee recommendations or merely summarize them.  Carmen says they are a summary, but the committee recommendations stand.  
There is some discussion over the meaning of “bolts plus”; there is agreement that the standards in the technical committee report are the most precise and should be the final reference.  
Jen asks if the PPS can have a staggered start on the clock or an opportunity to develop a transition plan rather than start with all buildings simultaneously; particularly in cases where the whole building doesn’t need retrofitting but just one load-bearing wall does.  
Discussion moves to definition of URM.  Agreement that the recommendations should clarify how non-load bearing exterior walls or one load-bearing URM walls would be treated, and what portion requires retrofit.  Reid (member of original subcommittee) explains that the intention was the retrofitting was to be only to URM load-bearing walls.  
Discussion comes back to the need for staging for owners of multiple properties; Walt suggests that the group comes back to this when the discuss capacity issues within the entire community.   The problem is both for owners of multiple properties and for the professional community called to serve them. Margaret agrees the group should come back to the issue. 	
Section 2 Financial Incentives
Carmen states that there is more work to be done to identify eligible capital sources.  Brian asks whether the recommendations are intended to be contingent on capital becoming available. It’s up to the committee.  Margaret asks about timing.  Carmen says that she is working but the financial tools are probably years out.  Peggy says that the City has advocated for a state historic tax credit in the past; could 
Suggestion to emphasize the historic tax credit option as a high priority.  25% of the cost on a rehab is often the seismic piece; this is the recommended credit the City has supported.  
Walt asks about non-historic building owners.  Brian says only 25% are historic.  Peggy points out many more are eligible for listing.  Peggy also mentions that designated historic buildings get preference in other programs.  
The federal credit extends 20% to historic register buildings and 10% to old but not-registered buildings.
Senate Finance Committee and Debbi Boone supported this last time.  PERS issues in front of the legislature next session makes any tax credit potentially difficult to promote.  
Tom S. says a policy that favors historic buildings punishes non-historic building owners.  He says the tax credit ought to be available to all owners.  Hermann agrees.  
Margaret summarizes that the historic tax credit should be a high priority.  There is general agreement. 
Walt adds that the tax freeze / special assessment should also be considered; it’s very useful; improves cash flow.  
Jonathan says that using the federal tax credit is really difficult for a small project.  Peggy agrees and says that the state proposal was simpler – a rebate. 
Margaret asks for a copy of what was proposed earlier - SB565.
Sean says even a recommendation of strong support for a credit that’s easily deployable to small owners would be helpful, don’t have to get into the weeds.  
Carmen raises the issue of the concierge; no issues.  
Carmen says that voluntary placarding was not controversial; non-voluntary placarding was not controversial for buildings past the due date.  Non-voluntary placarding before the deadline was an area of disagreement.  
There was a consensus on some public education; Walt held it should be education on all buildings that are dangerous in earthquakes.  Hermann says the committee is focused on URMs so perhaps we ought to focus on URMs; other buildings can be addressed on future dates.  
Tom S. says the general public is unlikely to differentiate between one kind of building and another.  He says it is important to be not alarmist.  Peggy says the goals ought to be clear; e.g. generate support for retrofitting.  Brian says the purpose is to create a market dynamic that supports upgrades.  Peggy agrees; perhaps a campaign to support demand for seismically safe buildings.  Jonathan says this brings us around; fear generates market demand.  Jonathan says he gets more questions about seismic safety than about LEED accreditation lately.  
Carmen says this is encouraging because this seems often not to be incorporated into the market.  Hermann says that for a charming URM it is not hard to create demand and generate financing for seismic retrofit, but for otherwise uninteresting building, it’s hard to raise the rents for seismic-people just leave. 
Jonathan says the positive placarding might work to provide some of the benefit.  There is general agreement on this. 
Carmen suggests the group review the seismic rating system recommendation.  This rating system applies to all buildings (not just URMS).  URMS could hope to achieve 3/5 starts if retrofitted… less if not.  LA recently adopted standard to grade all public buildings. 
Reid says new construction is 3, new schools are 4, and new hospitals are 5.  
Hermann says that 3 is appealing over a 2 for safety and over a 5 for cost.  
Reid says rating could cost a lot but right now there are only a few people doing it; costs still need to shake out.  
Several people ask whether a City asks if a City plans examiner can do the assessment for less cost; unclear.  
Tom S. generally opposes.  Jen says she is concerned parents may not want to send kids to school in a placarded building, and assessment is expensive.  Clarification that the review and placarding is voluntary.  
Since building owners can do the US Resiliency Council review now anyway, suggestion that the City has another placard that says you meet the City standard.  Brian supports; Peggy, Margaret, and others weight in; there is general support.  
There is general agreement on a City-issued voluntary placard for buildings that meet the standard, tied to education program.  
Tenant notification and disclosure at point of sale was another point of contention.  Walt says that tenant notification will impact tenants’ decisions; but legally you probably ought to--hiding it creates liability.  There was a case in California where building owner was held liable for residents’ deaths because the building was deficient, they knew it, and they didn’t tell their tenants. 
Jen asks whether notification extends only to primary tenant or to building users, students, congregants, etc.  Agreement that if all building users must know, it becomes placarding.  There are cascading impacts; agreement group does not want to go down this route.  Online maps also seem to support people being informed if they want to be.
Discussion of the transition plan for affordable housing.  There is general agreement that the proposal is reasonable.    For-profit owners can get the same benefit by making a portion of their units affordable.  
Walt asks what about mid-low market rate housing that is not luxury, new housing, but not affordable?  We need this type too, it meets a significant need for working people.  
Hermann says the city is transitioning to a City of renters rather than owners; Javier agrees.  
There is general agreement on the strategy for affordable housing.  
The group returns to the issue of schools and churches.  Jen speaks of issues facing schools: lack of funding; buildings of many different ages; trying to do incremental work over the summer.  
Discussion of the community capacity; can the city provide flexibility if there is not ability to meet deadlines because of lack of qualified professional services?  Agreement that the City should develop strategies for this but the committee does not have to know what the strategies are, just say that they anticipated and will be useful.  
Opportunity to create efficiencies for design and historic review when doing seismic retrofits, asks Jen?  Example: long process to remove unbraced URM chimney on school because its historic, adds cost and concern for parent.  Margaret suggests, create opportunity administrative review?  Jen agrees and says even education of staff on importance of this is helpful.  Agreement that this has value, may be related to “no piggybacking” rule that says seismic upgrades shouldn’t trigger ADA or stormwater work. 
Carmen asks whether there is agreement that historic resources get preference for funding support.  Tom S. asks who decides a building is historic.  Peggy clarified, the State Historic Preservation Office decides what is historic.  There is agreement.  
Carmen clarifies the document under review is NOT the committee’s report, it’s just the summary of current issues.  
Review URM Seismic Retrofit project timeline and remaining topics to be covered
Review Project Timeline and Confirm Dates of Public Hearings
Carmen asks whether group is ready for public hearing on July 13.  Peggy asks to clarify meeting purpose.  Carmen says to inform recommendations.  Margaret says the public needs a draft report to respond to.  
Walt suggests AIA and SEAO should be engaged.  
Margaret says we need to deal with enforcement, demolition, and appeals, and have public hearings.  She suggests September is a good month, the meetings could be a week or two apart.  
Carmen asks for venues.  White Stag; Vestas; Revolution Hall; Vibrant Table.  Carmen will work to schedule. 
Agreement to meet again on July 14 to review draft report and revisit remaining issues.  
Public Comments 
Gwen Baldwin comments that there are good funding ideas but not enough capital to support them, especially for buildings that are not historic or affordable.  
The City of Portland will make reasonable accommodation for people with disabilities. Please notify us no less than five (5) business days prior to the event by phone at 503-823-4375, by the City’s TTY at 503-823-6868, or by the Oregon Relay Service at 1-800-735-2900.
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