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NOISE REVIEW BOARD MEETING MINUTES

Date of meeting: 4/16/2025
Start time: 6:00 PM
End Time: 7:56 PM
Location: Zoom - Meeting ID: 880 2876 6900
. Meeting Attendees
Participants Attendance
Mary Sipe — Chair XPresent [] Absent
Derek Trost - Community Member At-Large XIPresent [] Absent
Board Members Alex Marine - Professional in Acoustics KPresent [] Absent
Michael Diltz - Community Member At-Large UPresent X Absent
Reeder Rice - Professional in Construction KPresent [] Absent
Paul Van Orden - Noise Control Officer — Non-Voting Member XPresent [] Absent
City Staff Beth Benton — Manager Property Compliance Division XPresent [] Absent
Juliette Olivella — Noise Program Coordinator UlPresent X Absent
L. Introductions

The Noise Review Board Chair, Mary Sipe, started the meeting by introducing herself and conducting a
roll call of board members. Mary read the City Attorney's statement on conduct during meetings,
emphasizing decorum, public testimony limits (3 minutes per person), and rules against disruptive
conduct.

1l. Review and approval of previous minutes

Mary stated that draft minutes for January, February, and March had been distributed with her suggested
edits.

Regarding January minutes, Derek indicated he had not yet reviewed them. Mary deferred approval of
January minutes to the May meeting and stated that edits must be submitted by then, or the Board would
proceed with the edits currently on file.

For February and March minutes, Mary asked if there were additional edits beyond her own. No
objections or additional edits were noted. Mary confirmed these minutes were approved as edited.

V. Public comments

Mary opened the floor for public comments on non-agenda items. No members of the public raised their
hands to speak

1900 SW 4th Avenue, Suite # 5000, Portland, OR 97201



1 David Kuhnhausen, Interim Director
City of Portland, Oregon o) Ba 30

Portland Permitting & Development TTY: 711
. www.portland.gov/ppd
Noise Program
Page 2 0f 13

Variance Application: ODOT Nighttime Construction Project: ROW Powell Boulevard and
McLoughlin Boulevard ADA Sidewalk Curb Ramp Upgrades. 09/12/25 - 06/04/27. IVR#
5134875

Mary introduced the agenda item concerning ODOT’s noise variance application for nighttime ADA
sidewalk curb ramp upgrades, scheduled from September 2025 to June 2027. She explained the variance
hearing process following Roberts Rules of Order and the City Council’s standard hearing process.

ODOT Presentation:

Jay Davenport introduced himself as Resident Engineer for Consultant Projects with ODOT’s ADA Program.
He also introduced his team members: Lily Borkhart (Public Outreach), Robert Schiavone (Noise Variance
Permit Specialist), and Paul Tapana (Consultant with David Evans and Associates).

Jay described the project scope:

The project, titled Portland Metro Area 24-27 ADA Curb Ramps Phase 3, is part of a large ADA
remediation program under a 15-year settlement agreement from November 2016.

The settlement requires ODOT to remediate or install curb ramps on state highways to improve
accessibility for people with disabilities.

The program includes removing substandard ramps, constructing new ramps, installing truncated
dome warning strips, and making minor alterations to street conditions.

Jay explained that for this specific Phase 3 project:

The variance request covers nighttime construction on Powell Boulevard and MclLoughlin
Boulevard.

A map was presented showing the project locations.
The project includes 276 curb ramps at both signalized and non-signalized intersections.

Night work is necessary due to traffic impacts. Traffic control analysis indicated that daytime lane
closures would cause excessive traffic backups, requiring work during nighttime hours to minimize
disruption.

Paul Tapana is responsible for traffic control planning as part of his consulting work with David
Evans and Associates.

This Phase 3 project is part of several ongoing and upcoming construction packages addressing
ADA curb ramps in the Portland Metro area.
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Jay noted that ODOT has approximately 5,000 to 6,000 curb ramps to remediate in the Portland Metro
area alone.

Jay then turned the presentation over to Lily Borkhart to continue.
Lili presented outreach & communication details:
e ODOT has conducted outreach for the Powell & McLoughlin ADA project, including:
o Mailing ~3,300 postcards to residents within 500 feet of the work areas.

o Information provided included project overview, city noise office contacts, and website
links for further details.

o Website includes specific work locations and background info.

e  Future outreach will include:
o Collaboration with City of Portland and other Powell Boulevard project teams.
o Second mailer before construction with a 24/7 noise hotline.

o Hotline is staffed by an answering service with the ability to reach project staff during off-
hours.

e Only a few complaints were received in response to the initial mailer, forwarded by the city noise
office.

Robert Schiavone presented details regarding the Construction Equipment & Noise

Equipment to be used includes: Chainsaws (minimal use, mainly for trees or roots), ground & air
compactors, concrete mixers, saws, dump trucks, excavators, jackhammers, pavers, generators,
pneumatic tools, vibratory mixers, rollers, and pickup trucks.

Expected noise levels at 50 feet:
e Max levels: up to 90 dBA (comparable to a blender at close distance)
e lLeq (average sustained noise): up to 89 dBA
e Noise will be loud and fairly continuous during work periods.
Mitigation measures include:
e Equipment with factory-installed noise controls; no unmuffled exhaust.
e Compliance with EPA noise standards.

e Potential use of temporary barriers for stationary equipment.
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e Idling equipment turned off when not in use.

e Decisions on additional mitigation depend on specific equipment and work location.

Noise Board Discussion & Concerns
Mary Sipe, NRB Chair, asked the Board if they had any questions and started with Alex Marine.

Alex inquired about the noise mitigation methods that might be used to reduce the impact on the
residential side, specifically asking if portable barriers like plywood with sound-dampening blankets would
be used.

Robert Schiavone from ODOT clarified that their provisions were not specific to those types of mitigation
measures but noted that they generally maintain good communication with inspectors. He added that if
complaints are received, they are usually addressed and efforts are made to be proactive.

Derek expressed concern about the 90 dB readings at 50 feet, emphasizing how loud that is, especially
since some residences are located much closer. He argued that relying on noise barriers after complaints
are made is insufficient and that the situation posed a significant public health issue. Derek emphasized
the potential for permanent hearing damage for people near the work sites.

Robert acknowledged Derek’s concerns and explained that while barriers could be provided for stationary
equipment like jackhammers and concrete saws, mobile equipment such as pavers would be more
challenging to mitigate. He added that since they do not yet have a contractor, these decisions would
depend on discussions with the contractor once selected.

Jay Davenport confirmed that they have not yet selected a contractor. He stated that their specifications
require contractors to implement a variety of mitigation measures if ordered by the engineer, including
locating stationary equipment as far from noise receptors as possible, shutting off idling equipment, and
rescheduling work if necessary, based on complaints.

Derek highlighted that nighttime work specially makes residents captive audiences to the noise, and that
in some commercial areas this might not be as big of an issue, but in residential areas it remains a serious
concern. He noted that chainsaw work might be less problematic due to its limited duration but
emphasized the need for clear data showing the typical distance of the equipment from residences to
better assess the risks.

Robert responded that the application includes information on the nearest noise-sensitive receptors for
each site, some being less than 50 feet away, including distances of 20, 25, 30, and 40 feet, with specific
mention of the Shamrock Apartments at 20 feet.

Derek pointed out that the data demonstrating sound levels may not accurately represent the actual
conditions, emphasizing that every 10 dB increase doubles the perceived loudness. He stressed the
importance of this when distances decrease from 50 feet to as close as 10 feet.
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Robert agreed and elaborated on the increases in loudness at shorter distances, explaining that at 25 feet,
the sound levels could reach 96 dB and at 20 feet could be approximately 98 dB. He then asked Derek for
suggestions on how to approach this situation, mentioning that individually contacting all affected
residents may not be feasible.

Derek suggested that the actual data reflecting the real distances be used rather than relying on generic
numbers like 50 feet.

Robert confirmed that he included those detailed measurements in the application, noting the closest
impacted locations and corresponding sound levels.

Paul van Orden, NRB Noise Officer, added that it was typical for the Board to address such situations by
recommending earlier work hours for locations close to residential areas where noise-sensitive receivers
are present. He asked Robert if they had any plans in place for managing work at these close locations,
indicating that the Board could set conditions if necessary but was interested in hearing if ODOT had a
plan already.

Mary interjected to ask how long work would last at each location, specifically where residences are within
20 to 50 feet.

Jay responded that the contract allows 21 days to complete work at each corner. However, he clarified
that while the contract permits this duration, the actual high-impact work typically occurs over 3 to 5
nights per corner. This includes initial saw cutting, demolition, grading, concrete pouring, and then quieter
periods for curing, after which final paving occurs.

Robert added that ODOT typically does not create formal noise control plans like traffic control plans.
Instead, they include relevant instructions in the contract’s special provisions, which direct contractors to
comply with the noise variance permits issued by each jurisdiction. He explained that since no contractor
has been selected yet, they must be cautious in specifying legal responsibilities in advance. Robert
emphasized that any conditions included in the variance would be enforced.

Mary asked about the project's start date. Jay clarified that the project was scheduled to bid in September
and the construction would likely start in the fall of this year. He explained they applied for a period from
September through June 2027. Jay added that phase one, which did not require a Board hearing, involved
sites on Inner Powell , and that construction would begin in earnest during the summer. He noted the
challenge of coordinating multiple contracts simultaneously due to the requirement of building many curb
ramps within a short period, meaning different contractors might work in the same sections concurrently.

Derek then suggested that mitigation should be required to confidently meet 90 dB at the receiver
location, proposing clear language understandable to both contractors and Board members.

Robert pointed out that mitigation has physical limits; if someone is 20 feet away from a jackhammer, it
might not be possible to reduce the noise level to 90 dB. He emphasized that there is only so much that
can be done from a sound mitigation standpoint.
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Derek agreed but stressed the Board's responsibility to balance public good with public health,
highlighting that 90 dB is very loud, and at 20 feet, levels could reach 104 dB, which is dangerously loud.
He stated that it should be the applicant’s responsibility to find solutions rather than accept that 90 dB
might not be achievable.

Robert asked if there was an acoustics engineer present.

Reeder explained that, practically, if he were an applicant, he would focus on containing the loudest
equipment like concrete saws and jackhammers with plywood barriers and sound blankets. He
emphasized that contractors should proactively mitigate noise at the site and then respond to any
complaints from neighbors. He added that sound barriers would direct noise upwards rather than
outwards, which would help but not eliminate the problem. He mentioned that restrictions on equipment
might not be feasible as alternative equipment might not exist.

Derek suggested combining Reeder’s ideas with Paul’s earlier suggestion to consider the timing of work
relative to specific locations, to help reduce impact.

Reeder agreed and reiterated that effective barriers could significantly reduce noise directed at neighbors.
He said that while residents might still be unhappy, sound barriers are currently the most practical
solution.

Mary interjected with additional thoughts. She acknowledged that sound barriers, which she had seen
used in her neighborhood during pile driving, could be effective for single-dwelling homes or ground level
condo and apartment residents but less so for higher floors. She suggested offering hotel vouchers for
residents extremely close to the work who may need temporary relocation. Mary also proposed providing
noise-canceling earbuds for nighttime use, noting t that the use of earplugs at night while sleeping is more
feasible that the use of earplugs during the day. She emphasized the importance of attempting multiple
solutions and suggested identifying how long noisy work would occur at specific locations and whether
some of it could be shifted to daytime hours.

Alex added it was important to keep affected residents well-informed about what to expect. Mary agreed
and emphasized the importance of communication.

Derek expressed concern that current informational materials did not clearly convey to residents what
they would actually hear, compared to the data being reviewed by the Board.

Alex said it was ODOT'’s responsibility to ensure residents received this information. Robert agreed and
explained that in the application, he included information about the worst impact to the nearest noise-
sensitive receptor but did not list every distance in the chart.

Derek asked what information residents had received so far. Lili Borkhart responded that residents had
received a general postcard that was not location-specific but provided an estimate of how many nights
construction might occur at each corner. She said that as construction approached, ODOT would directly
contact residents who were closest and most affected, ensuring they were better informed about what
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to expect. She emphasized that surprises tend to worsen issues, and the goal was to avoid that by ensuring
residents knew both the expected impacts and how to reach ODOT if necessary.

Alex suggested that, in addition to informing residents of expected impacts, ODOT should also
communicate how they planned to mitigate noise. Lili agreed and thanked Alex.

Derek then asked Mary if there were any members of the public present who wished to comment. Mary
confirmed that this was the next step if Board members were finished asking questions. There being no
further Board questions, Maryasked if anyone from the public was attending for the variance review who
wished to comment

Michael McGale, a nearby resident who lives approximately 20 feet from the work site, expressed his
support for the necessary construction but shared serious concerns about the disruption it would cause if
conducted overnight. He explained that the information he had initially received about the project was
vague, lacking specific dates and durations, which made it difficult for him and his family to plan
accordingly. Since he only has one bedroom situated directly adjacent to the construction area, he
highlighted that even temporary relocation would be challenging without advance notice. Michael
McGale, who has professional experience in construction and architecture, also acknowledged that while
some mitigation measures are possible, he understands that practical limitations exist.

Another member of the public, Tamara Olcott, described her own experience with a similar curb project
in Northeast Portland. Although the work near her home occurred during daytime hours, it was so loud
and intense that it shook her house and caused significant distress over an extended period of about 20
days. She emphasized how disruptive such noise can be for residents, particularly those who are lower
income or have pets sensitive to noise, and expressed sympathy for those who would have to endure
similar disturbances at night.

Following public comments, the Noise Review Board shifted their discussion toward potential solutions
and the current state of the variance request. Chair Mary Sipe noted that the board did not appear ready
to approve the variance that evening.

Derek requested that ODOT provide more specific information before a decision could be made. He asked
for examples of the types of noise barriers that might be used, along with estimates of how much noise
reduction (in decibels) each barrier would provide, particularly in worst-case scenarios at actual distances
from affected residences. Derek stressed that such information should come from qualified acoustical
engineers to ensure that the board has the necessary technical basis to make an informed decision.

Robert from ODOT responded that while they are open to defining mitigation measures, specifying a hard
decibel limit in the contract could be problematic if it turns out that such limits are not technically feasible.
He suggested that ODOT could include conditions in the contract requiring noise barriers within 50 feet
of the work and making every effort to perform the noisiest work during daytime hours. Schiavone also
noted that overly rigid specifications might discourage contractors from bidding on the project altogether,
which could delay necessary work.
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Paul proposed that ODOT work directly with the Noise Office to develop more detailed conditions, which
could then be brought back to the board for consideration at the next meeting. He emphasized the
importance of providing clear timelines to residents like Michael so they know exactly when disruptive
work would occur and can plan accordingly.

Jay Davenport from ODOT elaborated on the department’s existing contractual tools for noise
management, explaining that while they have the authority to impose certain noise control measures,
they prefer to use performance-based specifications rather than dictate the exact methods contractors
must use. He stressed the importance of balancing enforceability and practicality, ensuring that noise
controls are effective while remaining feasible for contractors.

Derek suggested involving an acoustical engineer who is familiar with the industry and can propose
practical, precedent-based solutions that contractors are likely to bid on. He emphasized that such
professionals could provide data on achievable outcomes.

Mary asked the Board members if they were comfortable with Paul’s earlier outline. Paul explained that
ODOT would meet with the Noise Office to develop more specific approaches, not prescribing exact
methods but rather setting target decibel levels and distances to address nighttime noise issues. He added
that part of the work would also include identifying locations where traffic concerns might delay the start
of noisy work, allowing the Board to have a clear understanding of which locations have these constraints.

Paul further clarified that while they would avoid dictating specific means and methods to contractors,
they would still establish approaches to ensure contractors reach acceptable noise levels. This approach
would allow contractors flexibility while ensuring compliance with required noise standards.

Derek inquired whether ODOT should retain a professional acoustical engineer, emphasizing the project's
significant budget and the value of expert input. Paul agreed with Derek, stating that engaging an
acoustical professional would expedite discussions and provide ODOT and the Noise Office with better
initial information to refine approaches before returning to the Board for finalization.

Paul also mentioned the importance of ensuring that affected residents, including Michael and others, are
informed about when they would experience noise impacts, even if noise levels are successfully
minimized. Robert Schiavone referred to Lili to address how scheduling information is typically
communicated.

Lili explained that while contractors provide a general plan through a standard three-week look-ahead,
plans can change unexpectedly. However, for locations closest to residential properties, extra vigilance
would be applied to provide more stable and predictable schedules so that residents know what to expect.

Mary asked whether a formal motion was needed. She offered Derek the opportunity to propose one but
also suggested that if he was comfortable with the record reflecting their discussion and the plan for ODOT
and the Noise Office to collaborate and return with updates, then no motion was necessary. Derek
expressed his comfort with the record reflecting that understanding.
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Mary noted that the next Board meeting was scheduled for May 21st and asked if all the work could be
completed by then. Robert responded that he would need to coordinate with others and get back to the
Board. Mary concluded that ODOT will return at a a future meeting for the Board to finalize their decision
and that she would rely on Paul to keep her informed to ensure timely scheduling.

VI. City Staff Reports & Updates
DEMO: New City’s Noise Complaint Portal (Smart form)

Paul started the presentation explaining that Noise Office is now using the Smart Sheet system, which is
much more automated and had significantly reduced the workload for Nicholas.

Beth explained that that the forward-facing part of the application portal that 311 is using is located on
the main City website and is much more user-friendly than the version the Board was seeing. She clarified
that what they were viewing was the back-end system used internally for data collection, which the
customers never see.

Paul mentioned that they had discussed briefly before the meeting that Board members could go into the
website and submit fake noise complaints labeled as “NRB test” to see how the system flows. Beth added
that she would send everyone a link to the portal.

Paul continued explaining that the website guides users through the necessary questions to open a case,
automating much of what Nicholas previously managed manually. Now, people receive quicker responses,
sometimes automated, requesting additional information if needed. He provided examples, such as when
a complaint lacks sufficient details like addresses or times, prompting an immediate automated message,
followed by Nicholas reaching out for the missing information.

Paul further explained that if a complaint involved issues like noise between apartments within the same
property, an automated message would inform the complainant that this falls outside of the Noise Office’s
jurisdiction, as it is a landlord-tenant or police matter. He emphasized that the new system allows Nicholas
to handle cases more promptly, reducing backlogs that sometimes reached three to four weeks during
the busy summer months. The goal was to bring that down to a few days to a week, improving response
times significantly.

Paul highlighted that approximately 80% of cases are resolved after sending out the warning letters, as
most people address the issue without needing further contact. The quicker dispatch of these letters helps
resolve many situations earlier.

Paul also noted that the system helps Nicholas correlate new complaints with existing cases more
efficiently. Complainants receive confirmation that their report has been added to an existing case, which
further streamlines the process. This automation significantly reduces the time spent manually checking
records.

1900 SW 4th Avenue, Suite # 5000, Portland, OR 97201



1 David Kuhnhausen, Interim Director
City of Portland, Oregon o) Ba 30

Portland Permitting & Development TTY: 711
NOiSE Program www.portland.gov/ppd

Page 10 of 13
Paul acknowledged that while improvements could still be made in categorizing types of music
complaints, the system was already successfully sorting data into useful categories like "music, including
stereos, musicians, or bands" and "construction tools or industrial equipment.” He expressed optimism
that these categories could be fine-tuned over time to better serve the Noise Office and Board’s needs.
He added that having all the data in a spreadsheet format allowed easier reporting back to the Board.
Paul praised Beth, Juliette, and PPD for achieving a transformation that would have been difficult at Civic
Life due to resource limitations.

Beth responded by stating she was not taking credit for the accomplishment, attributing the work to
Juliette who pulled everything together, while Beth’s role was to help remove barriers and connect Juliette
with the necessary contacts. She explained that with SmartSheet, they no longer needed to manually pull
data for reports. The data could be sorted, filtered, and exported easily. She also shared plans to create a
public dashboard on the website, offering real-time updates on noise complaints, which would allow
anyone to see complaint statuses by month or year.

Derek congratulated everyone on the accomplishment, emphasizing that it was a phenomenal team effort
with significant public benefit. He noted improvements in staff time efficiency, quicker processing of
complaints, and overall better service. Derek raised a question regarding the categorization of music
complaints, specifically about distinguishing between recorded and live music.

Beth answered that within the portal, there is a dropdown box where complainants can select the type of
music when submitting a complaint. She suggested that the absence of data in certain categories could
be because the system had only recently gone live. Derek clarified that his main concern was about the
opportunity for collecting and separating the data for analysis.

Paul added that one way they differentiate is by identifying the venue when complaints are related to
specific locations versus residential areas. However, he acknowledged that they had not yet reached the
level of granularity Derek mentioned, as their initial priority was to get the system functioning. Paul invited
Nicholas to add more details.

Nicholas Carroll from the Noise Office/PPD explained that when submitting an online complaint, users
select a noise category from about ten options, with an additional "other" category available. He said that
some people used "other" to bypass restrictions, especially when the Noise Office could not open a case,
such as for barking dogs. When such complaints were filed, complainants received a notification stating
that the Noise Office did not handle that type of noise. Nicholas said that in some cases, people would
submit the complaint again using the "other" category. He clarified that the system did not ask specifically
whether it was recorded music or band instruments, but simply classified it under music. He explained
that after selecting the category music, a dropdown menu would appear in the next screen for more
specifics.

Derek suggested testing the system to see how it worked.

Nicholas confirmed that there was a two-step process for categorization.
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Paul stated that they would continue improving the system’s granularity and highlighted the collaborative

effort between city staff and Juliette's team. Nicholas added that one of the time-saving aspects was the
system called Track It, which previously did not allow reports based on specific noise categories. During
the pandemic, he had to manually transfer data from Tracklt into Excel, which was time-consuming. Now,
with the new system, data appeared directly in SmartSheet, making the process much faster. Nicholas
explained that when receiving numerous complaints, he could now easily categorize and send form emails
to complainants, reducing his workload from two weeks to one week.

Beth added that another improvement involved address verification. Previously, people could enter any
address, even ones outside city limits. The new system used GIS data, requiring users to select valid
locations from a map. This change also ensured that users provided all necessary information before
submitting, eliminating the need for Nicholas to spend days following up for missing details. She explained
that dropdown menus guided users through relevant options, ensuring accurate categorization.

Derek acknowledged the team’s work.

Paul added that the processing time was now displayed, showing significant improvements like responses
within two to six days. Nicholas noted that the system measured calendar days, not business days, but
emphasized that their goal remained two to ten business days. He explained that during peak summer
months, processing times could stretch to six weeks, which led to complainants following up.

Nicholas expressed hope to maintain the shorter response time throughout the summer with the new
system.

Paul emphasized the complexity of noise cases and credited Nicholas for managing a high volume of cases
single-handedly. He noted that the system’s structured questions helped obtain necessary information
upfront, reducing back-and-forth communications with complainants who often resisted providing
details.

Paul suggested that members review the website independently to better understand the system’s flow
and provide feedback.

VII. Discussion Title 18 Amendments: Maximum Permissible Sound Levels Chart
Maximum Permissible Sound Levels Chart.

Mary Sipe suggested moving the Title 18 discussion as there was not much time left for the meeting. She
proposed moving the item to the top of the agenda for the next meeting.

Marty Leima, member from the public, stated that Title 18 was also on the previous month’s agenda, but
was not discussed, and requested that it be prioritized for the next. Mary agreed and apologized.
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VIII.  Work Plan Updates

Mary had no subcommittee updates.

Derek shared he had a productive meeting with professors from the University of Oregon regarding
acoustical zoning and prescriptive path approaches. The professors were impressed with the Board’s work
and offered to provide consulting feedback, which motivated him to continue his efforts.

Derek also recounted a conversation with a Portland architect who was addressing adjacent residential
and commercial noise issues by hiring an acoustical engineer and performing post-occupancy evaluations.
The architect's work led to better tenant relationships and even prevented potential construction issues.
Derek expressed hope to bring some of that data to the Board.

Mary encouraged him to reach out when ready to present the material so it could be added to a future
agenda and reminded all Board members to contact her if they wished to discuss items at meetings.

Mary then shared her experience attending a recent City Council Committee meeting concerning Title 14
amendments, which she had previously emailed the Board about. She explained that although the news
presented it as a noise code amendment, it was actually a proposal to amend a section of Title 14 Public
Order & Police to repeal sections 14A.30.010 and 14A.30.020, which allow police to cite noise deemed
plainly audible, regardless of context or existing permits. This change would shift enforcement to the
more objective Title 18 noise code, which uses decibel levels and other measurable criteria. This was
presented to a committee meeting where Councilor Jamie Dunphy introduced the proposal and asked the
Committee to refer the proposal to the full City Council and recommend approval. Mary attended to
provide testimony in support of the proposal and to highlight the lack of funding and staffing for the Noise
Office, as she often does during such opportunities.

Mary noted that Councilor Dunphy apologized for not notifying her and Paul in advance, and she planned
to meet with him to seek assistance in connecting with other City Council members. She described how
the committee members seemed supportive, nodding in agreement as she spoke about funding issues.
After her testimony, Committee Chair Councilor Kanal asked about budget provisions in the proposal.
Councilor Dunphy clarified there were no direct budget asks but acknowledged the timing was
appropriate for discussing Noise Office funding. The committee voted to approve the recommendation,
which involved removing noise references from Title 14 and consolidating them under Title 18 to avoid
confusion between plainly audible standards and decibel level enforcement.

Derek added that the proposal was the result of over three years of coordinated efforts by Music Portland,
involving police, the Noise Office, community members, and venue owners. He clarified that the plainly
audible language still exists in Title 18 but is redundant in the nuisance code. He emphasized that
eliminating Title 14 provisions must be coupled with increased staffing for the Noise Office, which is the
policy Councilor Dunphy is advocating.

Mary agreed with Derek, affirming that this was exactly why she had attended the meeting and provided
testimony.
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Beth thanked Mary and Derek for their continued support and gave an update on leaf blower regulations.
She explained that the County has been leading efforts to phase out gas-powered leaf blowers, with
enforcement falling under Chapter 17 handled by the Planning and PBOT groups, not the Noise Office.
Beth and Paul had met with County representatives to discuss collaboration. The County would offer
educational outreach and buyback programs to help small contractors transition to electric equipment,
funded through grants from the PCEF fund.

Beth also informed the group that an amended version of House Bill 2067 had been introduced at the
Oregon Legislature, establishing a $2 million Commercial Landscape Equipment Rebate Fund to assist
small businesses in purchasing battery-operated equipment. She noted that while the County was facing
budget challenges that might affect enforcement, they planned to reconvene after the budget cycle to
collaborate on joint educational materials.

IX. Adjournment

As there was no further discussion, Mary moved to adjourn the meeting at 7:56 p.m.
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