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Case No. 10319 REPORT OF AUDIT Executive Summary

I. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

On October 25, 2015, The Philadelphia Inquirer published an article titled “What new building
inspection guidelines?” that reported deficiencies in the demolition inspection process at the Department
of Licenses + Inspections (L+I). According to the article, several anonymous L+I building inspectors
reviewed a selection of demolition permit information from HANSEN, the department’s central database.
The inspectors’ analysis resulted in two primary conclusions. First, L+I “failed to follow new inspection
guidelines in more than 80 percent of private demolitions” performed between January 1 and October 8,
2015. Second, “the agency’s database appears to have been altered to show that demolition inspections
occurred when they had not.” The article also referenced high numbers of: (i) permits with no recorded
inspections during demolition; (ii) work that began prior to a recorded initial inspection; and (iii) permits
with several “passed” inspection entries on the same day.

In response to these claims, the Mayor directed the Office of the Inspector General (OIG) to audit and
review L+I’s inspection activity. The OIG was tasked with addressing the merits of the anonymous
inspectors’ conclusions, as presented in the Inquirer article. The OIG audit was also focused on
clarifying L+I’s administration of the inspection process and identifying potential opportunities for
improvement.

The OIG audit proceeded in two phases. Phase 1 was focused on assembling the relevant background
information and understanding how L+I’s fundamental guidance on demolition inspections was
operationally applied to the process in the field. Phase 1 included interviews of relevant L+1 supervisors,
managers and administrators. In Phase 2, the OIG obtained every private demolition permit that L+I
issued and closed between January 1 and October 8, 2015.! The OIG collected all HANSEN data
associated with these permits, including the recorded inspection outcomes and corresponding comments.?
Then, OIG personnel interviewed every available inspector who made a permit inspection entry in
HANSEN.? Each inspector was questioned about each entry, as well as any underlying departmental
issues that may have impacted the demolition inspection process.

This audit determined that the first of the article’s conclusions — that L+I is not following its own
inspection guidelines — is generally correct. According to the OIG’s analysis, L+I properly administered
the demolition inspection process in approximately 22% of sampled permits. The remaining 78%
displayed one or more of the following characteristics: (i) at least one improperly “passed” inspection
entry; (if) no recorded inspections during demolition; and/or (iii) demolition that began before the initial
inspection without a corresponding enforcement action or sufficient emergency justification.

The second of the article’s conclusions — that HANSEN was somehow altered to show that demolition
inspections occurred when they had not — is incorrect. The OIG uncovered no evidence of intentional
misrepresentations, data manipulation or attempts to conceal inspection activity on the part of anyone at
the Department of Licenses + Inspections.

The article’s unfounded claim about HANSEN is most likely the result of the inspectors’ widespread
misunderstanding and misapplication of the “passed” designation for inspection entries. In 57% of the

! This set of exactly 100 permits included the full set of permits analyzed in the Philadelphia Inquirer article.
2 The OIG also requested the inspectors’ route sheets and any available photographs. L+I, however, does not
reliably maintain these records, so they are not directly addressed in this report.

3 Two out of 19 inspectors were not available.
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Case No. 10319 REPORT OF AUDIT Executive Summary

sampled permits, the assigned inspector improperly “passed” at least one inspection that should have been
“waived.” Most of these “pass” errors were due to inconsistent guidance about how to record impossible
and/or inapplicable inspections that could not be performed as a result of the building type or problems
with inspection scheduling. Rather than waive these inspection entries in HANSEN, most inspectors
passed them in an effort to administratively close the permit.

In addition to these findings, the OIG identified a number of other informative trends that are presented in
the table below. Later sections address these trends in greater detail.

Inspection Trends — OIG Analysis

Inspection Trend Number of Permits (%)

HANSEN Entries for All Work Instruction Inspections 3(%)

No Recorded Inspections During Demolition 55(%)
Demolition Started Before Initial Inspection 53(%)
Reported Inspections Not Entered in HANSEN 24(%)
Two or More Inspections Passed Same Day 72(%)
Three or More Inspections Passed Same Day 45(%)
Inspections by 2 or More CSU Inspectors 35(%)
Inspections by 3 or More CSU Inspectors 5(%)

One or More Improperly “Passed” Inspections 57(%)
Citation / Violation Issued 23(%)
No Inspection Issues 22(%)

Overall, this review determined that deficiencies in the demolition inspection process are the apparent
result of: (i) misaligned internal standards; (i) an inadequate method of scheduling inspections; (iii) poor
distribution of work; and (iv) inconsistent and faulty use of HANSEN.

Part II of this report presents necessary background information on the demolition process and the
department’s general inspection practice. Part II also identifies a series of issues that help frame the
statistical findings and provide important context. Part III presents the specific data and statistical trends,
along with applicable examples of permit inspection records from HANSEN. Part IV outlines the OIG’s
recommendations to improve the demolition inspection process: (i) a revised Work Instruction; (i)
programming changes to HANSEN; (iii) guidelines and training for the inspectors on the appropriate use
of HANSEN; (iv) an enhanced inspection-scheduling mechanism; and (v) more organizational stability
within the unit that inspects private demolition permits. Part V concludes.

Page 3 of 26
OFFICIAL USE ONLY






Case No. 10319 REPORT OF AUDIT Background & Issues

II. BACKGROUND & RELATED ISSUES

Before examining the underlying inspection data, this section presents the relevant background, including:
(i) a basic explanation of the demolition process; (i) applicable L+I regulations and types of demolition
inspections; (iii) the inspection scheduling process; (iv) departmental organization and history; and (v) the
HANSEN database. Where appropriate, this section also identifies different issues that provide needed
context and help frame later sections of this report and accompanying findings.

A. Demolition & Inspection Basics
Demolitions are highly technical and widely varied, depending on the character and condition of the
building. But, there are some fundamental procedures and general practices that are helpful to understand

before moving on to more technical aspects of L+I’s inspection activity.*

Most of L+I’s written inspection procedure contemplates the demolition of a typical Philadelphia
rowhome. Figure 1, below, depicts the standard residential row prior to the demolition of building B:

Figure 1: Typical Residential Row Prior to Demolition

As shown, building B is a three-story rowhome built upon a below-ground foundation or cellar. Building
B shares party walls with similar adjoining properties on both sides, buildings A and C.

Before any work can begin, a licensed contractor must first submit a site safety plan and obtain a permit
from L+I. The site safety plan will detail the exact manner of demolition, along with specific protections

for pedestrians and adjoining properties. As a general rule, all safe demolitions will proceed from the top
down.’

First, a licensed contractor will remove the roof and then move floor-by-floor to the ground level,
removing the front and rear walls of the building as demolition progresses. After successfully
demolishing the above-ground portions of the structure, the contractor will crack the cellar floor to ensure
proper drainage, then backfill the exposed cavity with clean material. The adjoining walls remain, and
the contractor will thoroughly seal and waterproof the exposed walls to protect the neighboring
properties. Finally, the contractor will grade the site to level ground. Figure 2, below, shows the
residential row after a safe demolition of the central building.

4 The technical science of structural demolition is beyond the scope of this inquiry. This basic summary is intended
for laypersons without backgrounds in construction and/or demolition. There are many additions, variations and
exceptions to this process that are not included to ease explanation.

3 See Philadelphia Code, Title 4 (Building Code) § B-3303.10.
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Figure 2: Residential Row After Demolition of Center Building

water-
proofing

clean fill

A qualified and experienced contractor could complete a typical demolition like this in a matter of days —
sometimes in a single day. In fact, safe demolitions should move quite swiftly because the process itself
compromises structural integrity. Partially demolished buildings are generally more at risk of collapse,
making efficiency one of the most important safety considerations. Unlike construction, where the
project can be postponed to wait for inspections, delaying a demolition in-progress can be quite risky.

As demolition moves forward, L+ inspectors should visit the site at different times, looking for some of
the issues described in the above example and generally checking that the contractor is following the
building-specific site safety plan that was approved with the permit. Timing is of the essence, because all
evidence of the demolition process is quickly erased as the building comes down.

In a typical rowhome demolition like the example here, the application of waterproofing sealant, often
stucco, to the adjoining walls is obviously a crucial measure of protection for the neighboring properties.
Also, the cellar cavity must be carefully addressed — improper fill material and/or a failure to allow
drainage could cause serious structural issues for the adjoining buildings.

But, with some slight variations to the example, these otherwise critical steps in demolition safety become
unnecessary and/or impossible. For example, if the property to be demolished is wholly unattached to
any other building, there would be no need for the contractor to waterproof party walls. And, many
buildings are not constructed on below-ground foundations,® eliminating the backfill process altogether.
Similarly, if the contractor is planning to build a new building at the same site, he or she will likely use
the same cellar cavity or base, again eliminating the need to backfill an open hole.

These are only some of the basic deviations that can greatly affect the scope of the contractor’s work and
L+I’s corresponding inspection duties. Because of the variety and complexity in the demolition process,
L+I inspections should appropriately be focused on different things, depending on the type and condition
of the building to be demolished as well as the contractor’s timing. The department’s written procedure,
therefore, must be equally flexible to account for the different situations that an inspector could encounter
in the field.

B. Applicable L+I Regulations — Work Instruction CS 1314
Following the Market Street building collapse in June 2013, the City’s demolition inspection process

dramatically changed. In accordance with Executive Order 4-13, L+I immediately enacted Code Bulletin
of Information B-1302,” “Demolition Standards and Activity Controls” (Code Bulletin) and Work

6 L+I inspectors and demolition professionals refer to this construction feature as “slab-on-grade.”
7 Now Code Bulletin of Information B-1302R, after subsequent revisions in April 2015.
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Instruction CS 1314, “Demolition Permit Inspections” (Work Instruction).®? These two documents outline
a robust series of demolition inspections, which the City has largely codified in The Philadelphia Code,
Title 4, Subcode A.°

The Code Bulletin was intended for the private contracting community, while the Work Instruction was
written for internal L+I personnel — the inspectors themselves. To date, these sources remain the
controlling authority for L+I’s demolition inspection process. Although there are some slight
differences,'” both the Code Bulletin and Work Instruction consistently describe a series of five (5)
categorical inspections to be conducted for each permitted demolition, summarized below.

Table 1: Demolition Inspections by Type — Work Instruction CS 1314

Inspection Title Description
Before the start of demolition, the inspector is to visit the site and review the site
Initial safety plan with the contractor. The inspector will verify: (i) the contractor has taken

the appropriate steps to protect pedestrians and adjoining structures; and (ii) the
contractor has adequate technical plans to demolish the building in accordance with
the Building Code.

After demolition begins, the inspector is to visit the site and ensure that the contractor
Under-Slab / Floor is progressing in a safe manner and following the site safety plan. According to the
Work Instruction, one of these inspections is to be performed for each floor of the
building, with a minimum of two (2) per permit — and/or one to ensure proper
cracking of the cellar floor.

Prior to backfilling the cellar cavity, the inspector is to visit the site and confirm that
Framing / Close-In an application of parging and waterproofing is applied to adjacent foundation walls.
The inspector is also to ensure that the contractor has sealed any openings in exposed
party walls and capped chimneys.

Also prior to backfilling, the inspector is to verify: (i) any/all improper fill has been
Prefinal / Wallboard | removed from the cellar cavity; and (ii) the site is generally ready for the final
inspection.

Final After demolition is fully completed, the inspector is to confirm that the contractor has
followed all steps, removed debris and properly graded the site.

As evident above, the detailed series of inspections in the Work Instruction closely tracks the basic
demolition model for a multi-story attached rowhome. There are clear and specific instructions for
inspections that examine waterproofing/parging of party walls and the proper backfilling of cellar
cavities. The concept of specific under-slab or floor-by-floor inspections is also well suited to multi-story
buildings that must proceed from the roof down in a segmented fashion.

But, the language of the instruction is also very narrow. As demolitions deviate from the traditional
rowhome model, the Work Instruction becomes less relevant. Without alternatives and more flexible
guidance on the inspectors’ use of discretion, it is difficult for inspectors to interpret the strict series of
inspections.

8 Work Instruction CS 1314 was first issued on June 12, 2013 and has not yet been revised.

9 Philadelphia Administrative Code § A-402.10.6 sets forth the specific inspections required of every permitted
demolition, “as applicable to the scope of work.” The Code provisions generally mirror the Work Instruction, but
they are not identical.

10 Because the Work Instruction is an internal document, it contains slightly different language directed toward the
L+I inspectors. For example, the Work Instruction states, “At a MINIMUM, two (2) under-slab/floor inspections
shall be performed on each demolition permit,” and it directs the inspectors to photograph every inspection.
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ISSUE 1: Lack of Clear Guidance

At the outset, it is clear that the precise series of inspections in the Work Instruction cannot
be conducted uniformly in the field. Except for the initial and final inspections, which
should always be applicable to demolition in any context, the remaining three inspections
are very specific to certain types of projects. If there are no adjoining buildings, and/or if
there is no backfilling of a cellar cavity, the framing/close-in and prefinal/wallboard
inspections have limited utility. Furthermore, the Work Instruction is very clear that, “At
a MINIMUM, two (2) under-slab/floor inspections shall be performed on each demolition
permit.” But, inspectors cannot follow this firm directive in demolitions of one or two
story buildings where the project ceaselessly progresses to the ground-level.

C. Inspection Scheduling & Contractor Violations

The legal structure of this series of inspections places some requirements on L+I inspectors and some
requirements on the demolition contractors — both parties share responsibility to ensure that the required
inspections are performed for each project. L+I is required to conduct final inspections in every case,
regardless of the specific demolition project.!! But, the contracting community is responsible for all of
the remaining inspections. The demolition contractor must “provide for” these inspections during the
project and make the site available for L+I inspectors to view.!? Failure to do so could result in a Code
Violation Notice (CVN) and $500 fine.!* This is the inspectors’ primary tool to enforce compliance with
inspection requirements.'*

Each of the Work Instruction inspections
is designed to take place at different
points in the demolition process: the
initial inspection must occur prior to any

Figure 3: Timing of Work Instruction Inspections

before
demo

{[ INITIAL INSPECTION }

work; the under-slab/floor inspections are cf;r’;nog [ UNDER-SLAB / FLOOR ]
to be conducted as demolition progresses

from the roof down; the framing/close-in [ FRAMING / CLOSE-IN ]
and prefinal/wallboard inspections are to oo

be conducted prior to backfilling the bacifil { PREFINAL / }
cellar cavity; and the final inspection WALLBOARD

takes place after all 'other steps have been after' { [ FINAL INSPECTION }
completed and the site has been completion

successfully graded.

Because it is the contractor’s responsibility to call L+I and schedule the different inspections at the
appropriate times during the project,'’ the entire process is dependent on closely coordinated timing. If

11 PA Uniform Construction Code §§ 403.45, 403.64.

12 See Philadelphia Administrative Code §§ A-402.1, A-402.8.

13 Philadelphia Administrative Code §§ A-506.1, A-506.2.

4 Of course, inspectors can cite the contractor for a variety of other violations related to the condition of the
property and manner/means of demolition. However, this CVN and corresponding fine are the only violations
directly applicable to the contractor’s compliance with the inspection process.

15 See Philadelphia Administrative Code §§ A-402.1, A-402.8.
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the contractor fails to schedule an inspection and continues the project without notifying the assigned
inspector, demolition work could progress to a point when certain inspections become impossible for the
inspector to perform.

For example, if the contractor removes all floors of the building in a matter of hours after the initial
inspection, without sufficient notice the inspector cannot complete the floor-by-floor inspections that the
Work Instruction requires. Or, if the contractor backfills the cellar cavity before the inspector has an
opportunity to examine the fill, there is no way to complete the framing/close-in or prefinal inspections in
the manner that the Work Instruction describes.!®

Ideally, at the initial inspection, the contractor and the inspector will go through the site safety plan and
the schedule of demolition. At that time, the inspector should have a basic understanding of the timing of
subsequent inspections. But, the inspector must still rely on the contractor to adhere to that schedule and
contact him or her directly. And, the department has no specific inspection-scheduling system or
automated feature that assists with this task. Currently, contractors and inspectors must reach one-another
by phone and work through their respective schedules.

ISSUE 2: Inadequate Process for Scheduling Inspections

More than anything else, the ability for inspectors to properly review demolition work
depends heavily on timing. Inspectors carry significant City-wide workloads and they must
closely coordinate their own schedules with many different contractors and projects.
Although this is not an impossible task, there are many factors that could severely hamper
an inspector’s ability to manage this process on his own. Missed calls, days away from
work, reassignments, rogue contractors, emergency and complaint-response
responsibilities could easily cause an inspector to miss a very small window in any given
private demolition job. And if the inspector misses that window, key inspections could be
lost because there is no way to revisit prior steps in the demolition process.

D. Other Demolition Inspections

In addition to the five Work Instruction inspections, there are several other types of inspections that L+I
inspectors can perform. There is no written guidance on these inspections and they do not appear in the
Work Instruction, but inspectors frequently use these different designations when addressing private
demolition permits. Table 2, below, presents some of the alternative demolition inspections:

16 If the contractor fails to notify the inspector, as described in these examples, the inspector may issue a Code
Violation Notice and fine the contractor $500 per occurrence. Philadelphia Administrative Code § A-506.2 (“failure
to provide for required demolition inspections™). In the narrow context of demolition inspections, this citation is the
primary enforcement method for L+I inspectors. Without corresponding Code Violation Notices, there is no clear
way for inspectors to exercise control over the private demolition sector.
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Table 2: Other Demolition Inspections by Type

Inspection Title Description
L+I's Construction Site Task Force visits demolition sites and
Construction | inspects for safety issues unrelated to the technical manner
Site Task and means of demolition. These inspections typically focus
Force (CSTF) | on: (i) proper posting of permits; (ii) adequate up-to-date
contractor insurance; (iii) garbage and/or construction debris;
and/or (iv) other non-structural issues related to the project
that relate to site safety.
After the contractor has backfilled an exposed cavity, the
Test Pit inspector may require a partial excavation of the site in order
to determine if the contractor buried any improper fill
material.
Inspectors may visit the demolition site at any other time and
Discretionary | make corresponding entries in HANEN using this inspection
code.

After the Market Street collapse, L+I created the Construction Site Task Force (CSTF) — a specialized
group of inspectors who conduct spot-checks at all demolition sites throughout the City. These
inspections are critical to site safety, but they are not typically focused on technical or structural issues
related to the manner and means of demolition.

Test pit inspections are widely used by the inspectors. In the event that the inspector was not present to
view the exposed cellar cavity and/or the actual backfilling process, the inspector will require the
contractor to dig one or more pits at the demolition site. This technique allows the inspector to verify that
the contractor backfilled the cavity in accordance with the Building Code. And, unlike the categorical
framing and wallboard inspections from the Work Instruction, test pit inspections do not require precise
coordination between the inspector and the contractor — they can be performed at any point after
backfilling. Of course, like all inspections that address backfilling, test pits are often inapplicable. They

would not be necessary if the building has no below-ground foundation or if new construction is planned
at the site.

Lastly, discretionary inspections have no specified categorical rules or regulations. Inspectors can
perform these inspections at any point during the project and for any reason associated with their official
responsibilities.

E. Departmental Organization

Until April 2014, two divisions of L+I shared the responsibilities of demolition inspections: the
Construction Services Division (Construction Services) and the Contractual Services Unit (CSU).
Construction Services has approximately 40 inspectors, divided between five (5) different geographical
districts of the City. These inspectors used to perform the bulk of L+I’s inspection work associated with
private permits — both construction and demolition.

CSU has a wide variety of duties. The unit is basically responsible for all decayed/damaged properties
that have been classified “Imminently Dangerous” (ID) or “Unsafe.” CSU administers the City’s Master
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Demo Program and performs the associated inspections with these so-called “public” demolitions.!” CSU
also inspects private-permitted demolitions of ID and Unsafe properties.'?

In April 2014, L+I changed this bifurcated approach and assigned a/l demolition inspections to CSU. L+I
leadership believed that CSU inspectors had far more experience with demolition because of their work
with the Master Demo Program and ID properties. So, centralizing all demolition inspections — both
public and private — within CSU would theoretically take advantage of these inspectors’ expertise.

At that time, however, CSU only had approximately six (6) inspectors. And, there were approximately
200 open private demolition permits that CSU immediately assumed. This City-wide work, previously
spread between the 40 district inspectors, was now assigned to only six people.

Since April 2014, CSU has grown significantly, with approximately 20 inspectors currently assigned to
the unit. But the unit was still understaffed for a significant period of time, and most of the inspectors
were hired within the last year. There were also significant reassignments within the unit in the last year,
due to lapses in inspector certifications and training duties.'” CSU has also lacked continuity in the
supervisor ranks; the unit’s had four (4) different supervisors between January and October 2015.

Furthermore, there was a significant amount of discord between Construction Services and CSU about the
relevant Work Instruction and the use of HANSEN. Because CSU primarily worked on public-side
demolitions, the inspectors had a very different practice. Technically, these demolition jobs had no issued
permit, so CSU inspection activity was much more informal and unregulated.?’ The Construction
Services group of inspectors, however, followed the more formal Work Instruction. Both groups, CSU
and Construction Services, felt that their respective inspection process was superior.

When CSU took over all private demolition inspections, the Work Instruction was provided to the six
CSU inspectors. But, according to those in the unit at the time, there was never any training or thorough
explanation of the Work Instruction’s series of inspections. Many supervisors felt strongly that the Work
Instruction was too cumbersome and unsuited for demolition, so they placed very little emphasis on this
document.

Most of the CSU inspectors also reported significant confusion about the Work Instruction?! — mainly
because they received no explanation and the titles of the inspections in the Work Instruction were

17 Some ID and/or Unsafe properties are at severe risk of collapse and require demolition as a matter of public
safety. If the owner is either unavailable or unwilling to perform a needed demolition, the City will hire its own
contractor to conduct the demolition in the interest of protecting the community. Because these demolitions are
performed by City contractors, L+1 has taken the position that they do not require actual permits. These demolitions
are, however, still inspected by L+I personnel assigned to CSU.

18 In addition, CSU inspectors have emergency and complaint response duties, and they are responsible for all
“Make Safe” permits.

19 Many CSU inspectors had inactive or absent UCC certifications. Before April 2014, CSU conducted relatively
few inspections associated with open permits. Because the CSU inspectors were not working on permit matters
prior to April 2014, L+ asserted that UCC certifications were not required for this group of inspectors.

20 This is not to say that CSU inspections of public demos were insufficient and/or less thorough. Rather, L+ took
the position that, because there were no permits, the technical demolition inspection regulations were not strictly
applicable in the context of the Master Demo Program.

2 During OIG interviews for this audit, some CSU inspectors stated that they never read and/or saw the Work
Instruction at any time prior.

Page 10 of 26
OFFICIAL USE ONLY



Case No. 10319 REPORT OF AUDIT Background & Issues

somewhat misleading.?2 As a result, CSU inspectors and supervisors generally continued to inspect
private-permitted demolitions in the same manner that they did for public demolitions, disregarding the
Work Instruction’s rigid approach.

ISSUE 3: Detrimental Changes to Organizational Structure

There was an apparently sound substantive rationale to centralize all demolition inspections
within CSU - the inspectors in that unit had more relevant experience in the field. But,
there were at least two operational issues that had negative effects on the demolition
inspection process overall. First, CSU was not in a position to assume the additional
workload at that time. There were too few inspectors to cover the new permit work, and
the current CSU inspectors had unanticipated UCC certification issues. The influx of new
inspectors helped, but it also eradicated the policy rationale behind the change in the first
place. Second, because Construction Services had different inspection practices than CSU,
the Work Instruction was devalued to such an extent that it became almost irrelevant to
fieldwork. There was no apparent explanation, no training and no attempt to ensure
consistency as the private demolition work transferred from Construction Services to CSU.

F. HANSEN & Inspection Entries

Finally, no analysis of L+I’s inspection activity can be complete without a thorough discussion of
HANSEN, the department’s central database. L+I employees use this system to issue permits and
licenses, monitor individual cases, issue violations and track a wide variety of departmental data.
Essentially, all L+I activity requires HANSEN and should be documented in the system.

With regard to demolition permitting and inspection, HANSEN operates along a specific thread. When a
contractor is granted a demolition permit for a private project, L+I Plans Examiners create a permit thread
in HANSEN associated with the address of the property. Automatically, HANSEN generates different
inspection entries that are tied to the permit. The permit is assigned to an inspector in CSU, who then
must address each of the different pre-generated inspection entries.

Initially, for all demolition permits, HANSEN automatically generated entries for the exact Work
Instruction inspections: initial; under-slab/floor; framing/close-in; prefinal/wallboard; and final. When
the Work Instruction was first issued, HANSEN was programmed in precise alignment.?

After the reassignment of all demolition inspections to CSU in April 2014, HANSEN was apparently re-
programmed.?* Now, for some private demolition permits, HANSEN generates a series of inspection
entries that is quite different from the Work Instruction: “initial, prefinal, test-pit, final.”

22 For example, there are no technical “framing”, “under-slab” or “wallboard” processes in demolition.

2 This is the reason for the misleading titles of the Work Instruction inspections. After the Market Street collapse,
HANSEN had to be re-programmed to match the new demolition inspection process. The programmers borrowed
titles from existing HANSEN inspection entries used in the construction context: “under-slab;” “framing;” etc.

24 1t is unclear who initiated this change, but it is most likely related to CSU’s rejection of the Work Instruction.
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Strangely, for some demolition permits associated with “Imminently Dangerous” or “Unsafe” buildings,
the Work Instruction inspection entries appear. But for others, HANSEN generates different inspections
altogether, as shown in Table 3.

This idiosyncrasy is extremely Table 3: HANSEN-Generated Demo Permit Inspections
important when evaluating the by Building Type

inspectors’ activity in the field Select ID/Unsafe Properties® Other Properties
pecause H{\N.SEN is the CSU INITIA PRI INITIA
inspectors’ primary source of cSU SLAB PRI PREFIN
direction with regard to the CSU FRAME PRI TSTPIT
particular set of inspections that CSU PREFIN PRI FINAL

are “required” for each permit. CSU FINAL -

Inspectors can add their own inspection entries, like discretionary inspections, as the project progresses.
But they generally follow the pre-generated series tied to the permit in HANSEN. The way the system
operates, the inspectors are tasked with responding to the inspection entries that HANSEN calls for.
Before the permit can be closed or “finaled,” each of these pre-generated inspections must be resolved in
HANSEN. Otherwise, the permit will remain open and impact other threads or workflows associated
with the same property address.?

For each inspection entry on the permit, the inspector can select one of the following resolutions: passed,
failed, waived, or closed. Generally, a “passed” or “failed” entry reflects that the inspection was
performed with the corresponding outcome. A “waived” entry can be used to reflect that the inspection
was not performed because it was not necessary or impossible. And, a “closed” entry is intended to
reflect that the inspection was scheduled but never performed. In addition to the resolution, inspectors
can enter text comments to provide a specific narrative for any given inspection entry.

Unfortunately, there has been significant confusion about the proper use of these designations —
particularly with regard to difference between a “passed” and “waived” inspection entry. Most of the
inspectors reported that, at some point, L+I supervision instructed them to avoid “waived” entries
altogether.?’ Inspectors, then, would simply mark “passed” for a wide variety of HANSEN inspection
entries that never actually took place, either because they were impossible to perform or inapplicable to
the project.®

For example, if the permit called for the demolition of a small, freestanding one-story garage with no
underground foundation, the inspector would “pass” all of the inspections that were inapplicable to the
project, like those associated with an unnecessary backfilling process (test-pit and/or prefinal).

5 These inspection entries do not appear for all ID or Unsafe properties.

26 For example, HANSEN will not allow Certificates of Occupancy to be issued for new construction unless all of
the other open permits — like demolition — have been properly completed and closed.

27 This was apparently the department’s response to a number of public reports that were critical of the high
percentage of “waived” inspection entries. See, e.g., Office of the Controller, L+I Performance Audit of Oversight
for Private Property Demolitions (May 2014).

28 Some inspectors would add substantive comments to clarify.
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This practice, known as “stacking inspections,” also makes it appear as if many inspections were
conducted on the same day. HANSEN records the date that the inspector entered a resolution in the
system, not necessarily the date the inspection was performed.

In recent months, new CSU supervision has made an attempt to gain consistency in the inspectors’ use of
HANSEN. But, as demonstrated in later sections of this report, it is clear that the inspectors have had
very little uniform guidance on the proper use of the system.

ISSUE 4: Inconsistent Use of the HANSEN Database

Without question, HANSEN is an older system that is rather complicated and difficult to
use. HANSEN’s functionality also obscures the analysis of L+I’s actual inspection
activity. But, it must be used consistently across the department, otherwise the demolition
inspection process is compromised. Right now, there are two serious issues with the
department’s use of HANSEN: (i) it is misaligned with L+I’s underlying guidance on
demolition inspections; and (i) the inspectors are not using the system in a standardized
manner. HANSEN erratically populates inspection entries, which the inspectors
incorrectly address.
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II1. FINDINGS

The OIG examined all private demolition permits®® that L+I issued and closed between January 1, 2015
and October 8, 2015. According to HANSEN, exactly 100 demolition permits fit this criteria.*® For each
of the 100 permits, the OIG obtained all HANSEN records,*' including the inspection details and
comments. OIG personnel assembled this information and then interviewed the available CSU inspectors
who made entries.>? Each inspector was questioned about every inspection entry that he made.

This section presents the findings of the OIG’s review in two parts. Part A outlines the overall inspection
data, noting the numbers, types and outcomes of all inspections conducted. Part B presents ten (10)
trends that emerged from the data and the inspectors’ statements, including high numbers of permits with:
(i) no recorded inspections during demolition (55%); (ii) work that began prior to the initial inspection
(53%); and (iii) one or more improperly passed entries (57%). Ultimately, this audit determined that L+I
properly administered the inspection process in a total of 22 out of 100 permits.

A. Overall Inspection Data
In total, L+I inspectors recorded 585 inspections*® across the set of 100 permits — an average of 5.85
inspection entries per demolition. Table 4, below, presents the inspectors’ collective activity by

inspection type and outcome.

Table 4: Inspection Qutcome by Type

Inspection Type* Count Passed Failed Waived Closed? No Comments
Initial 115 113 2 0 0 36
Under-Slab/Floor 3 3 0 0 0 1
Framing/Close-In 5 5 0 0 0 1
Prefinal 116 105 2 9 0 34

Test Pit 76 68 0 8 0 21

CSTF 145 105 10 3 27 21
Discretionary 22 21 0 1 0 4

Final 103 103 0 0 0 41

Total 585 523 (89.4%) 14 (2.4%) 21 (3.6%) 27 (4.6%) 159 (27.2%)

Before moving on to a more detailed analysis, the simple snapshot data in Table 4 is illustrative of at least
three noteworthy issues in L+I’s inspection practice.

» For complete demolition, not partial or interior demolition.
30 All of the demolition permits referenced in the Philadelphia Inquirer article were included in this set.

31 This review did not include HANSEN data from other threads associated with the same address, such as case (ID)
activity and/or service requests, etc. The OIG limited its inquiry to demolition permit inspections only.

32 The OIG interviewed 17 of the 19 CSU inspectors who made entries — two were unavailable for interviews.

3 This figure is limited to inspection activity associated with the HANSEN demolition permit thread. It does not
include inspections and/or site visits that may have been recorded under alternate threads for the same property, such
as violations/cases, service requests, etc. Also, the total number of inspection entries does not include demo-posting
or permit expiration reminders recorded in HANSEN.
34 According to HANSEN’s categorization.
35 And/or partially passed inspections.

3 And/or no entry.
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First, there are strikingly few under-slab/floor and framing/close-in inspections (3 and 5 respectively).
Without any deeper analysis, these figures clearly show that the department’s general practice is not fully
consistent with the Work Instruction’s series of demolition inspections. HANSEN is generating these
inspection entries for a very small subset of permits and inspectors are, therefore, conducting a different
process in the field. This fact is further evidenced by the relatively high numbers of test pit, CSTF and
discretionary inspections — all of which are not addressed in the department’s formal guidance on

demolition inspections.

Second, over 27% of the inspection entries did not have corresponding comments in the HANSEN
database. Although inspectors are not required to enter a narrative for every inspection, comments are
essential to protect the integrity of the official record. Without corresponding comments, it is very
difficult for supervisors, administrators and others who review this data to get a complete picture of the
inspector’s activity. A very brief substantive explanation in HANSEN can eliminate confusion and any
suggestion of error or wrongdoing.

Third, the overall rate of passed inspections (89.4%) is very high. The following subsection addresses
this issue in greater detail, but after speaking with the inspectors it is clear that this figure is not reflective
of the actual percentage of inspections that were performed in the field with positive results. The
disproportionate number of passed inspections is mostly due to inconsistent guidance and the inspectors’
widespread misunderstanding of the designation. For a large number of properties, inspectors passed
inspections that should have been waived or failed.

B. Inspection Trends & Issues

This audit identified a set of
ten (10) different
characteristics, trends and/or
issues associated with the
inspectors’ activity. All of
these trends are not
necessarily negative, but they
are included to provide clear
context and an accurate
picture of L+I’s true
inspection practice. Table 5
presents each trend and the
corresponding number (%)
of permits that displayed that
trend.

Table 5: Inspection Trends

Inspection Trend

Number of Permits (%)’

All Work Instruction Inspections®® 3(%)

No Recorded Inspections During Demolition 55(%)
Demolition Started Before Initial Inspection 53(%)
Reported Inspections Not Entered in HANSEN* 24(%)
Two or More Inspections Passed Same Day*! 72(%)
Three or More Inspections Passed Same Day*? 45(%)
Inspections by 2 or More CSU Inspectors 35(%)
Inspections by 3 or More CSU Inspectors 5(%)

One or More Improperly “Passed” Inspections 57(%)
Citation / Violation Issued®? 23(%)
No Inspection Issues 22(%)

37 Any given permit could fall into one or more of the categories.
38 Initial, Under-Slab/Floor, Framing/Close-In, Prefinal, Final.

3 CSU demolition inspections only, not including CSTF.

0 Inspector reported visiting the demolition site without making a corresponding entry in HANSEN.
41 CSU demolition inspections only, not including CSTF.,
42 CSU demolition inspections only, not including CSTF.
43 Including failed demolition permit inspections, CSTF citations/violations and other Building Code violations.
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For selected statistics, the following subsections address: (i) the basic method of calculation; (ii) other
statistics that may impact or help frame interpretation; (iii) the general significance; and (iv) potential
causes. Some related statistics are grouped together, and where helpful, specific examples are also
included.

1 Permits with All Work Instruction Inspections: 3%

Only three of the 100 permits had completed HANSEN entries for all five Work Instruction inspections:
initial; under-slab/floor; framing/close-in; prefinal; and final. Of these three demolitions, two were
previously classified as “Unsafe” and one was classified as “Imminently Dangerous” (249 S. 52™ Street,
“The Ice House”).

As noted earlier, HANSEN only generates these inspection entries in a very small number of demolition
permits. Therefore, this statistic is only a measure of HANSEN’s inconsistent instructions to the
inspectors — it is not necessarily indicative of permits that had no inspection issues whatsoever.* The low
number of Work Instruction inspections is important to demonstrate a severe misalignment in the
inspection process overall. The Work Instruction is the department’s only formal guidance on the
demolition inspection process. In fact, each and every demolition permit specifically references these
inspections as “required.” But as demonstrated here, L+I is following the precise letter of that instruction
in an astoundingly low percentage of private demolitions.

This is consistent with the inspectors’ OIG statements. Very few CSU inspectors conveyed a clear
understanding of the Work Instruction, and some even stated that they had never read or seen the
document prior to this inquiry. The few inspectors who were assigned to CSU in April 2014, when the
unit assumed all private demolition permits, reported that the department never held any substantive
training and never explained the underlying process. As a result, CSU’s general inspection practice is
very different.

Most inspectors described their process as follows: an initial inspection prior to demolition to go through
the site safety plan; then one or more unstructured and often undocumented site visits to check on the
project; then a final visit to view waterproofing measures, perform a test pit (if applicable) and ensure
proper grading — all at the same time. Inspectors would sporadically update HANSEN and often finalize
all entries after everything was completed — “passing” inapplicable or impossible inspections as an
administrative step just to close the permit.

The data trends in Tables 4 and 5 confirm this general practice. Test pit inspections were performed at a
significant rate, despite their absence from the Work Instruction. In 24% of permits, the inspectors
reported site visits that were not recorded in HANSEN. Most permits had two or more inspection entries
completed on the same day (72%) and many had three or more completed on the same day (45%).* And,
over half of the permits (57%) had at least one inspection entry that was mischaracterized as “passed.”

# In fact, the two “Unsafe” properties had significant other inspection issues, including one or more improperly
passed inspections.

45 These figures are not necessarily indicative of a problem, it is certainly possible to conduct more than one
inspection in a single day. This data is significant, however, to the extent that it demonstrates how the inspectors
actually use HANSEN to complete inspection entries.
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2, Permits with No Recorded Inspections During Demolition: 55%

In 55 of the 100 demolition permits CSU inspectors recorded no HANSEN entries simultaneous to the
contractor’s work. For each of these properties, the contractor completed full demolition of the building
between L+I’s recorded site visits or prior to the assigned inspector’s first inspection.

It is important to note that for at least 20 of these demolitions, there was nothing that the inspector could
have done to be present during the project. These demolitions were conducted prior, or simultaneous, to
the issuance of the permit, including five emergency demolitions of “Imminently Dangerous” or ‘“Unsafe”
properties. And, in 18 out of these 55 buildings (33%), inspectors reportedly conducted site visits without
making official entries in HANSEN. Many of these inspectors claimed to have observed significant
portions of demolition without documenting their actions in the system.

This statistic is still, however, indicative of a larger problem — poor timing. If the inspector and
contractor are not closely coordinated, it is very difficult for the inspector to actually observe the
contractor at work, especially if the building is relatively small and the demolition can be completed in a
day or less. CSU’s heavy workload and the high number of reassignments (35%) further impede the
inspectors’ ability to observe every private demolition in progress, as shown in the examples below.

Example 1 — Permit No. 586372

Inspector | Date of Entry | Inspection Type | Outcome | Comments
INS 1 3/10/2015 PRI_INITIA Passed [N/A]
INS 2 9/14/2015 PRI_TSTPIT Passed The property is slab on grade, no fill

was used. There is no basement.

INS 2 9/14/2015 PRI_FINAL Passed Demolition complete prior to permit
being assigned to me

INS 2 9/15/2015 PRI_PREFIN Passed Demolition complete prior to permit
being assigned to me

In Example 1, the permit was initially assigned to Inspector 1, who conducted an initial inspection on
3/10/2015. At that time, the contractor had not yet started demolition of the property. Then, after the
permit was reassigned to Inspector 2, there was no recorded inspection until six months later. By that
time, the project was fully completed. Inspector 2 performed the final inspection and passed the
remaining HANSEN entries in order to close the permit.*s

Example 2 — Permit No. 595186

Inspector | Date of Entry | Inspection Type | Outcome | Comments

INS 1 5/18/2015 PRI_INITIA Passed site safety plan meeting(...]

INS 2 7/8/2015 PRI_TSTPIT Passed Test pit dug. Located sewer lateral.
Notified contractor to cement and cap.

INS 2 7/30/2015 PRI_FINAL Passed [N/A]

INS 2 7/30/2015 PRI_PREFIN Passed Demolition completed and lot graded[..]

46 Notably, Inspector 2 also passed a test pit inspection that was never performed, commenting that the property was
“slab on grade.” And, Inspector 2 also disposed of the prefinal inspection, which was impossible to perform at that
time, afier the recorded final inspection.
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Again, in Example 2 the reassignment of the permit to Inspector 2 hampered L+I’s ability to view
demolition in progress. By the time Inspector 2 arrived at the site, demolition was already completed and
there was no opportunity to observe previous steps. Given the scheduling problem, this example shows
the importance of test pit inspections. Test pits do not depend as heavily on timing; they can be
performed after demolition to verify that the contractor used appropriate fill material. After the test pit,
Inspector 2 passed the remaining inspections to finalize and close the permit.

3. Permits with Demolition Started Before Initial Inspection: 53%

In 53 of the 100 permits, the OIG analysis determined that the contractor began demolition prior to the
initial inspection. Again, there were a significant number of demolitions that were conducted prior, or

simultaneous, to the issuance of the permit, including several emergency demolitions that demanded
immediate action.

In the remaining cases, the contractor did not wait for an initial inspection with L+I before beginning
work. In 17 of these, L+I issued some form of a citation/violation to the contractor for doing so,
including 9 cases where the contractor was suspended. Still, there were a significant number of
demolitions (at least 15) where the project began without an appropriate inspection and the contractor was
not held accountable. This is a problem if L+] is to exercise control over the private demolition sector.

When questioned about this issue, most of the inspectors pointed to internal reassignment as the primary
reason that the contractor was not cited for failure to schedule an initial inspection.*’ In several cases,
demolition permits were reassigned to new inspectors who had very little familiarity with the specific
project. So, when they learned that the contractor began demolition before the initial inspection, they
were uncertain if the prior inspector had been notified. Example 3, below, is one such case.

Example 3 — Permit No. 576535

Inspector | Date of Entry | Inspection Type | Outcome | Comments
INS 1 4/16/2015 PRI_POSTDE Passed [N/A]
INS 2 5/13/2015 PRI_INITIA Passed Site is fenced and secure. Demo is under

way[..] Appears work is being completed
in a workmanlike manner.

INS 2 5/21/2015 PRI_PREFIN Passed [N/A)
INS 2 5/26/2015 PRI_TSTPIT Passed [N/R]
INS 2 5/26/2015 PRI_FINAL Passed [N/A]

In Example 3, Inspector 1 was initially assigned the permit and visited the site on 4/16/2015 to post the
required notices of demolition. One month later, after the permit was reassigned to Inspector 2, he passed
the initial inspection even though the contractor was already in the process of demolishing the building.
Inspector 2 chose not to cite the contractor because he was unsure if Inspector 1 permitted work to

proceed. Inspector 2 saw the job in progress and believed it to be in accordance with the site safety plan,
s0 he took no enforcement action.

4T In five cases the inspector gave the contractor permission to begin prior to a formal initial inspection. The
projects were small and the inspector was familiar with both the site and the contractor. In an effort to save time, the
inspector allowed the contractor to begin work until he/she could arrive for a walk-through at the site.
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4. Permits with Citations / Violations Issued: 23%

Closely related to the previous statistic, in 23 out of 100 permits inspectors issued at least one citation.
Interestingly, however, CSU inspectors failed only four (4) inspections out of the total 585 conducted.*®
This is not necessarily a problem, as long as all violations of the Building Code are addressed. But, given
the number of other citations, it seems that the rate of failed inspections is disproportionately low.

As it is currently designed, the demolition contractors carry the bulk of the responsibility to ensure that
the inspection process is conducted properly.* Timing is important, and if contractors fail to alert L+I as
their projects progress, many inspections will be missed. This is true even if the contractor is
professional, upright and in complete compliance with the Building Code. With such dependence on
inspection scheduling, failed inspections are an important enforcement tool to ensure that contractors are
actually respecting the inspectors’ need to view the project at different stages.

Most of the inspectors were somewhat reluctant to fail an inspection, citing problems with the scheduling
mechanism and a certain level of comfort with the project and the contractor.”® In cases where an

inspector identified an issue with the project, he generally chose to issue an independent citation but pass
the demolition permit inspection, as in Example 4.

Example 4 — Permit No. 603397

Inspector | Date of Entry | Inspection Type | Outcome | Comments
INS 1 4/28/2015 PRI_INITIA Passed {N/A]
INS 2 5/26/2015 PRI_PREFIN Passed Site is secure and joist pockets are

filled but slab must [be] broken, water
proofing [must be] completed along with
stucco and barge board

INS 2 6/11/2015 PRI_TSTPIT Passed Site has been left as request by
owner{..] I am closing demolition permit
INS 2 6/11/2015 PRI_FINAL Passed [N/A]

In Example 4, Inspector 2 passed three different inspections but noted that the site was not properly
waterproofed. Rather than fail one or more inspections until the appropriate steps were taken, the
inspector chose to write an independent “Unsafe” violation for the property to account for the lack of
waterproofing/stucco. Then, he passed all of the inspections associated with the demolition permit thread
in HANSEN. Ultimately, the issue was addressed, but the permit record was inconsistent with other
HANSEN threads.

5. Permits with One or More Improperly Passed Inspections: 57%
In 57 out of 100 permits, the assigned inspector improperly passed at least one inspection that should

have been either waived or failed. This is by far the most significant finding of this audit, and this
discrepancy is likely the underlying cause of any suggestion of wrongdoing on the part of L+I personnel.

8 This figure does not include the 10 failed CSTF inspections. See Table 4, p. 11.

49 See Philadelphia Administrative Code §§ A-402.1, A-402.8.

50 In the City of Philadelphia, there are relatively few demolition contractors. CSU inspectors quickly become
familiar with the different companies and their reputations for safe workmanship.
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Example 4, above, is one such case. When Inspector 2 conducted his prefinal inspection, the necessary
waterproofing was not in place. The “Unsafe” violation may have been appropriate, but at least one
demolition permit inspection should have been failed as well because the building was not in compliance.

Most of the “pass” errors, however, were due to impossible and/or inapplicable inspections that the
inspector could not perform as a result of the building type or timing problems. Rather than waive these

inspections, most inspectors passed them in an effort to move the permit forward. Some used comments
to clarify their decisions, others did not.

Example 5 — Permit No. 573349

Inspector | Date of Entry | Inspection Type | Outcome l Comments

INS 1 1/21/2015 PRI_INITIA Passed

INS 1 2/5/2015 PRI_TSTPIT Passed slab no test required
INS 1 2/9/2015 PRI_PREFIN Passed

INS 2 5/11/2015 PRI_FINAL Passed [N/A]

Inspector 1 in the above example passed the test pit inspection on 2/5/2015. But, he also noted that the
building had no below-ground foundation (“slab”). A test pit would be wholly inapplicable to such a
project, where the contractor did not backfill an exposed cellar cavity. Rather than pass the entry, which
would indicate that a test pit was actually performed with acceptable results, Inspector 1 should have
waived this inspection entry in HANSEN to properly document that it was not necessary.

Example 6 — Permit No. 578676

Inspector | Date of Entry | Inspection Type | Outcome | Comments

INS 1 5/12/2015 PRI_INITIA Passed All demolition work completed by a
licensed and insured contractor in
compliance with all codes and
regulations. New Construction is

underway.
INS 1 5/12/2015 PRI_PREFIN Passed [same comment]
INS 1 5/12/2015 PRI_TSTPIT Passed [same comment]
INS 1 5/12/2015 PRI_FINAL Passed {same comment]

In Example 6, the assigned inspector passed all inspections, noting that demolition was already complete
upon his arrival. During his interview, Inspector 1 stated that by the time he was able to first visit the
property, the contractor had already completed the entire demolition project.’! Because of this poor
timing, the inspector was unable to conduct any inspections other than the final.*> But, he had to address
the remaining HANSEN entries and chose to use the pass designation for each.

3! This inspector further stated that he was unable to address this permit in a timely manner because he was assigned
to court duties shortly after the permit was issued.

52 The final inspection — to ensure proper grading at the site — is always applicable and always able to be completed
regardless of inspection scheduling.
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The bulk of these inspections should have been waived — they were impossible to conduct given the
inspector’s timing. The “passed” entries may be misleading, but there is no apparent intent to conceal
anything given Inspector 1’s comments and CSU’s general practice at the time.

Example 6 also demonstrates why there was such a high rate of permits with multiple inspection entries
completed on the same day (72%). Inspectors generally address multiple HANSEN entries all at once.
And, when inspections were inapplicable, the inspectors simply passed or “stacked” the remaining

inspections. This practice gives the outward impression that multiple inspections were performed at the
same time.

Example 7 — Permit No. 579918

Inspector | Date of Entry | Inspection Type ] Outcome | Comments

INS 1 5/12/2015 PRI_INITIA Passed All demolition work complete.
INS 1 5/12/2015 PRI_PREFIN Passed [same]

INS 1 5/12/2015 PRI_TSTPIT Passed [same}

INS 1 5/12/2015 PRI_FINAL Passed [same])

In Example 7, the demolition contractor completed all the work without a permit. The contractor was
cited and later suspended as a result. But, Inspector 1 still had to address the HANSEN entries associated
with a retroactively-issued permit. So, he “stacked” all of his entries — passing everything on the same
day. Without additional context, an examination of HANSEN’s permit thread suggests error or
wrongdoing — it would be impossible to actually perform all of these demolitions in one day. But other
than the final, none of these inspections actually took place in the field. Inspector 1 should have used the
waived designation and added more clarifying comments about the project.

When OIG personnel questioned CSU inspectors about the proper use of the “passed” and “waived”
designations, most reported inconsistent guidance from supervisors and managers at L+I. In fact, a
significant number of CSU inspectors stated that, at one time, they were given specific instructions “never

to waive anything.” Apparently, this was the department’s reaction to some negative reports about high
rates of waived inspections.*?

Furthermore, between January and October 2015 CSU had four different supervisors. Each had a
different position on the use of “pass” and/or “waive,” so the inspectors were highly inconsistent across
the unit. In recent months, the current CSU supervisor has addressed this practice and attempted to
clarify the appropriate use of HANSEN.

6. Permits with No Inspection Issues: 22%

With all of the different issues and discrepancies uncovered in this review, it is very difficult to gain an
accurate picture of the inspectors’ collective activity in the field. First, HANSEN does not properly track
the Work Instruction, so the department’s formal guidance on the so-called “required” inspections cannot
be effectively applied to this sample. Second, the inspectors’ widespread misuse of the “passed”
designation makes it very difficult to determine what inspection steps were actually performed. Third,

33 See, e.g., Office of the Controller, L+I Performance Audit of Oversight for Private Property Demolitions (May
2014).
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proper administration of the demolition process depends heavily on close timing and the inspection
scheduling mechanism. With so many personnel shifts and inaccurate records, it is not possible to
determine which scheduling problems were due to L+I’s personnel decisions and which were due to the
contractor’s failure to schedule an inspection.

But, in an effort to provide clarity to a muddled problem, this audit has determined that the overall rate of
properly inspected private demolition permits is roughly 22%.

To calculate this figure, a qualifying permit must have had no improperly passed inspection entries,
leaving a possible 43. Then a qualifying permit must have fallen into one of the following two sub-
categories: (i) at least one inspection was conducted during demolition and demolition did not begin prior
to the initial inspection (12 permits); or (ii) demolition began prior to the initial inspection but the
contractor was appropriately cited or it was an emergency demolition of an ID or Unsafe building (10
permits).

22 o/ Total Percentage of Demolition Permits with
0 , Properly Administered Inspection Process

The remaining 78% of permits, therefore, displayed one or more of the following characteristics: (i) at
least one misclassified inspection entry; (ii) no recorded inspections during demolition; and/or (iii)
demolition that began before the initial inspection without a corresponding enforcement action or
sufficient emergency justification.

It is important to note that this figure is not evidence of any misconduct or wrongdoing on the part of
anyone at the Department of Licenses + Inspections. This audit did not uncover any suggestion of
intentional misrepresentations or altered information, as the Philadelphia Inquirer article inferred.

Rather, this low percentage of properly administered demolition inspections is more indicative of a failure
to meet the organizational challenges presented by the demolition inspection task. It is the apparent result
of: (i) misaligned internal standards; (i) an inadequate method of scheduling inspections; (iii) poor
distribution of work; and (iv) inconsistent and faulty use of HANSEN. These issues must be addressed
before the department can effectively use the new inspection process to better control the private
demolition sector.
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IV. RECOMMENDATIONS

Moving forward, to be in a stronger position to administer the demolition inspection process, L+I must
retrace the sequence of events that caused the current deficiencies.

First, the Work Instruction is not cleanly suited to a/l demolition inspections. It is rigorous and well-
conceived in certain contexts, but it leaves too many facets unaddressed and open to interpretation.
Specifically, it is not flexible enough to account for the great variety in demolition and the unique timing
challenges that inspections present. This confuses those who are tasked with carrying out the process —
the inspectors need more standardized guidance and training on what to do when the Work Instruction
does not fit.

Second, HANSEN is not programmed to be consistent with official guidance, likely because of infighting
between CSU and Construction Services. Even if the Work Instruction has interpretive questions, it
makes little sense to have any formal guidance on the “required” demolition inspections if HANSEN
itself is going to deviate. By pre-generating a different set of inspection entries, HANSEN virtually
ensures capricious application of the inspection process. Thus, anyone who attempts to take the Work
Instruction and apply it to the data in HANSEN will be severely deceived.

Then, when this information is filtered down to the CSU inspectors through HANSEN, they use the
system incorrectly. The inspectors misclassify inspections as “passed” at a troubling rate, often do not
enter substantive comments, fail to document inspection activity and complete most of their HANSEN
entries after-the-fact. From inspector to inspector, HANSEN practices are wildly inconsistent as a result
of disjointed supervision and no apparent emphasis on standardized record-keeping.

Finally, the CSU inspectors are left on their own to manage a heavy workload and inspection scheduling
that requires intricate coordination. The unit was severely understaffed when it first assumed all private
demolition permits, and it underwent several personnel shifts in the inspector and supervisor ranks during
the time period at issue in this audit. Obviously, some demolition permit inspections were going to suffer
as a result.

Together, these factors created the current inspection environment at L+I — a low rate of acceptable
permit inspections (22%), and high rates of pass/waive errors (57%) and missed demolitions (55%). To
reverse this trend, the department must: (i) update the Work Instruction; (ii) re-program HANSEN to
align with the revised regulations; (iii) standardize the inspectors’ use of HANSEN; (iv) improve the
inspection-scheduling mechanism; and (v) evaluate the current workload and available personnel in order
to gain organizational consistency.

RECOMMENDATION 1: Revise the Work Instruction and Align HANSEN.

It is important to note that Work Instruction CS 1314 was issued immediately following the Market Street
collapse and has not been updated since. Without a doubt, it has made the demolition landscape far safer,
but it must evolve as the department learns more about its application in practice. In general, the
department’s written procedure should be revised to provide L+I personnel with more specific guidance
about how demolition inspection duties may change depending on the type of structure, the condition of
the structure and the contractor’s project timing. At a minimum, inspectors should have clear instructions
on how to conduct the inspection process for: (i) small one-story buildings; (ii) unattached structures;
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(iii) buildings with no below-ground foundation; (iv) planned new construction; and (v) projects where the
inspector may have missed certain steps in the contractor’s work. A revised Work Instruction can be
flexible enough to help inspectors apply the process to a larger set of demolitions, while still being
consistent with the underlying provisions of The Philadelphia Code.

Once the department has a process that can be more widely applied, HANSEN should be programmed to
mirror that process. For each and every demolition, both public and private, HANSEN should call for the
exact same set of inspections in accordance with the revised Work Instruction. Of course, inspectors will
still have to waive certain entries at times, but HANSEN should offer the same underlying framework for
every project. Then, inspectors can address HANSEN in a more uniform manner.

RECOMMENDATION 2: Standardize the Inspectors’ Use of HANSEN.

The inspectors’ highly inconsistent use of HANSEN is one of the most significant problems with the
inspection process at this time. As a group, they do not document their activity in a standardized manner.
This audit has shown that many inspectors misapply the “passed” designation, fail to enter narrative
comments, “stack” inspection entries and do not update the system to accurately reflect field activity.
These issues make it extremely difficult to interpret the information in HANSEN without additional
context.

The department must gain consistency in this area. L+I supervisors and managers should issue formal
guidance on the use of HANSEN and thoroughly train all inspectors to use the system in the same way.
This training should include specific instructions on the different inspection designations (passed, failed,
waived, closed). The department should also emphasize the importance of comments and the inspectors’
need to regularly update the system (for a/l field activity) in a timely manner as demolition projects
progress.

RECOMMENDATION 3: Improve the Inspection Scheduling Mechanism.

Even with more robust guidelines in place, L+I’s ability to execute demolition inspections is still heavily
dependent on the scheduling process. Unlike construction, demolitions present a unique timing challenge.
CSU inspectors must, therefore, be extremely organized and closely coordinated with the contracting
community. It is somewhat ambitious to expect individual inspectors with City-wide workloads to
manage this delicate process on their own.

Understanding that L+I has limited resources, the department needs to address this issue in some manner.
An automated or online scheduling tool would be ideal — contractors could use the site to “call” for
inspections. The new eClipse system, which is planned to replace HANSEN in the coming year,
apparently has such a mechanism. But in the interim, the department should explore other suitable
options to help normalize inspection scheduling. With better control over scheduling, the inspectors can
use Code Violation Notices more aggressively to enforce compliance with the entire demolition
inspection procedure.

RECOMMENDATION 4: Evaluate the Workload and Assign Consistent Personnel.

The decision to reassign all private demolition permits from Construction Services to CSU in April 2014
had a profound impact on the department’s inspection practice. The Work Instruction clearly did not
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survive this organizational move, and the unit’s instability had negative effects on the department’s
administration of the inspection process.

Now, CSU may be in a far better position to administer all private demolition permits, with many newly
hired inspectors. But, this audit has highlighted a clear need for more permanency in personnel and
supervision. Given CSU’s additional responsibilities, like emergency response duty and the Master
Demo Program, L+I should evaluate the unit’s ability to effectively perform inspections for private
demolitions as well. After such an evaluation, it may prove sensible to move the private demolition
permits back to Construction Services where the work can be spread across a greater number of inspectors
with smaller geographical territories.

V. CONCLUSION

The Philadelphia Inquirer article reported some significant findings about L+I’s inspection of private
demolitions. According the OIG audit, it is true that the department is not closely following its own
guidelines — only 22% of sampled private demolition permits had an inspection process that was
administered in accordance with L+I’s internal written procedure. Importantly, however, this is not due
to intentional wrongdoing on the part of L+I personnel. The OIG uncovered no evidence of altered data
or deliberate misrepresentations. Rather, despite HANSEN’s problems, the department-wide use of the
system has proven to be erratic and unreliable.

The conclusions of the anonymous building inspectors who were interviewed for the Inguirer article,
however, also demonstrate a misunderstanding of L+1I’s role in the overall demolition landscape. One
cannot simply look at the Work Instruction’s set of “required” inspections, compare that to the inspectors’
recorded activity in HANSEN, and expect to see the same exact series of inspections performed in the
field without variation. The demolition inspection process is the department’s method of policing the
private demolition sector — it is an enforcement scheme that is designed to identify and deter wrongdoing
on the contractors’ part. L+I’s execution of this scheme is, therefore, only one half of the broader picture.
The independent actions of demolition contractors have a profound impact on L+I’s ability to actually
carry out some inspections.

Certainly, the OIG audit has shown that the department must be far more consistent in its administration
of the inspection scheme. L+I has to implement a more standardized system that the inspectors can
execute in the field with greater uniformity, and this report has identified some of the necessary steps to
make this improvement. But moving forward, the City of Philadelphia also has to focus more attention
on the other half of the inquiry — the resultant effect on the private demolition community. Hopefully, the
media, L+I and our City at-large can address this issue as well, in an effort to more broadly evaluate the
state of demolition in Philadelphia. Understanding the complete environment is the only way to correct
deficiencies and move forward.

It should be noted that the entire Department of Licenses + Inspections was extremely cooperative and
committed to an honest and independent OIG review process. This audit would not have been possible
without such a resolute effort. L+ is constantly working to improve the quality of services that it
provides to the City of Philadelphia, and the OIG will remain available to assist the department in any
way possible.
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APPENDIX

Table Al: Documents & Legal Authority

®  Lubrano, Alfred, “What new building inspection guidelines?” Philadelphia Inquirer, October
25,2015

= PA Uniform Construction Code §§ 403.45, 403.64

= The Philadelphia Code, Title 4, Subcode “A”, Chapter 4 — Inspections
®  The Philadelphia Code, Title 4, Subcode “A”, Chapter 5 — Violations
» The Philadelphia Code, Title 4, Subcode “B” §§ B-3303, B-3307

= Executive Order 4-13 (June 7, 2013)

= L+I Code Bulletin B-1302R (June 10, 2013; April 1, 2015)

=  L+I Work Instruction CS 1314 (June 12, 2013)

= OIG Excel Spreadsheet No. 1 — Permit Detail

»  QOIG Excel Spreadsheet No. 2 — Analysis of Inspection Activity by Permit
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The demalition contractor, Griffin Campbell, was found guiity
Monday of involuntary manslaughter for his role in the
collapse. The operator of an excavator on the job previously
pleaded guilty to involuntary manslaughter. Twenty civil
lawsuits have been filed, with all of them consolidated into a
single case scheduled to go to trial next year.
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Commissioner Cariton Williams declined to be interviewed for
this article, deferring to his chief of staff, Beth Grossman, and
Mark McDonald, spokesman for Mayor Nutter.

The Inquirer obtained L&| records of 82 private demolitions for
which permits had been issued and finalized between Jan. 1
and Oct. 8, 2015. Of those, 83 percent were not inspected
properly, according to two veteran L&! inspectors who
examined the records. The inspectors asked not to be
identified because they feared reprisal.

Informed of those findings, McDonald said that the inspectors’
conclusions were flawed and that they provided "subjective
and incomplete information” in an effort to discredit L&I's
efforts to improve public safety.

James Dollard, a member of a mayoral commission appointed
to examine the agency's handling of the botched demolition
that caused the Center City building collapse, decried the
missed demolition inspections, saying, "If this occurred in any
other city, legal action would have taken place."

Dollard, the safety coordinator for International Brotherhood of

Electrical Workers Union Local 98, fauited the agency for
what he called its lax oversight of demolitions. "The
management mentality of L& is to bend and break your own
rules at will," he said, "and when someone guestions it or
something goes wrong, just fix it in the computer.

McDonald repiied: "If he had concemns regarding the
department's operations, those concems should have been
voiced" when he served on the commission.

Asked to comment on the newly discovered problems with
demolition inspections, City Controller Alan Butkovitz wrote in
an email, "Two years after the deadly collapse, the mayor has
not followed through on his promise to put a system in place
to make the city safer for demolitions There are still too many
holes and not enough teeth."

Deputy Mayor for Public Safety Everett Gillison called
Butkovitz's conclusion "superficial." He added that the city is
"safer now than ever before," in part because L&l staffing has
increased and workers are "holding property owners
accountable for blight.”

According to the L&l inspectors who reviewed city records for
The Inquirer, just 14 demolitions (around 17 percent) were
correctly inspected following new guidelines.

Grossman said she disputed those numbers, but she
provided no details.

In 41 cases, no inspections were performed during
demolitions, the inspectors' analysis showed in seven cases

they said, only & partial number of required inspections took
nlace
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In 12 cases, demolitions were started before an initial
inspection and a review of a site-safety plan, as required by
new regulations put in place after the fatal collapse, they said.
Contractors are required to alert L&I before demolition work Report suspected
begins. When that does not happen, L&l is supposed to issue ; h_alilassment toc HR
stop-work orders and hold administrative hearings to right away
determine why contractors failed to follow rules, inspectors
said. That did not happen, they said.

Wi NEWSLETTER

In eight cases, the inspectors said, records show there were . a ]
technical violations of new demolition inspection regulatioris. n:},‘;,‘;fjf‘?;ﬁ’;‘:&,ﬁ";ﬂ? gn:iéglg:;

up now!
In addition, new regulations put in place after the collapse

called for photos of inspections to be included in the L&I Email SIGN UP
database. The L&! inspectors said they could find no pictures
of any of the work - even among the 14 inspections that were
inspected correctly.

Aleady have a pitiy.com account? Dyves T o

Grossman declined to address the missing photos.

She said 90 percent of all city demolitions in 2015 - the bulk of
them public - had been inspected in accordance with the new
demolition standards in the Philadelphia code. According to
L& inspectors, there were 321 public demolitions during the
time the 82 private demolitions occurred. They disputed
Grossman's assessment that only 10 percent had not been
properly inspected.

For public demolitions, which far outnumber private ones, the
city hires contractors to take down buildings using taxpayer
funds. In those cases, the buildings being razed are

considered unsafe, often from long-term neglect, inspectors
said.

The Inquirer examined private demolitions in an effort to
determine whether new rules put in place after the fatal 2013
collapse during a private demolition were being followed.

The 82 buildings being demolished ranged from one-story
garages to a four-story brownstone in neighborhoods
throughout the city, inspectors said.

Among the list of job sites where inspectors did not check on
demolitions while they occurred was 131 Shurs Lane in
Manayunk, where a VFW hall and a parking lot were taken
apart, the inspectors said.

L&l records show that a permit to demolish the building was
issued on Jan. 5. The demolition occurred later that month or
in early February, according to William Pecarsky, owner of

Gama Wrecking Inc., the Queen Village company that did the
woark.

Pecarsky said in an interview that he called for inspections
and that he believed an inspector had been on the job during
some part of the demolition. He said he believed the agency
later "switched inspectors and it [the job] got lost somewhere.”

According to city records, no L&! inspector recorded an
inspection during the demolition, as the new guidelines
require. No pictures were available to be examined in the
database, as the guidelines require.

The L&! database shows that five demolition inspections are
listed as having been done on May 12, however, nearly five
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months after the demolition was completed, and after new
construction started.

"Ali demolition work was completed by a licensed and insured
contractor in compliance with all codes and regulations.” one
notation reads. "New construction is underway."

These notations were meant to represent that inspections had
occurred during demolition - as city regulations require - and
not after its completion, inspectors said.

"This is a cleanup,” one of the inspectors said. He suggested
that the inspector overseeing the project had made those
computer entries months after the building was already down
to make it appear as if inspections had been done during
demolition.

"There is no record of an inspector being there during the
demolition,” he said.

A former L&1 inspector who reviewed the records at The
Inquirer's request said that the person assigned to inspect
that property, which records show was Shane McNulty,
indicated in the record that both the initial inspection and final
inspection were done on the same day.

That would not be possible if the inspections were done
properly, the former inspector said, since city regulations
require an initial inspection to be performed before demolition
and a final inspection to be completed after the building is
down.

“When you improperly report that you did an initial inspection
the same day as a final, you've falsified the record,” he said

Reached by phone, McNulty declined to comment, saying L&I
inspectors are not permitted {o speak to reporters

Asked to comment, Grossman did not respond

New city regulations require an inspection after every floor of
a multi-story building is taken down. There are no notations in
the record that floor-by-floor inspections were made during
the demolition at the three-story 131 Shurs Lane building.

"I don't believe they did those inspections," Pecarsky, the
Shurs Lane contractor, said. He said that was not unusual. As
with other projects he has worked on, he said, floor-by-fioor
inspections were not performed by L&! inspectors, as
required "It doesn't happen,” he said

Asked about 131 Shurs Lane, Grossman wrote that certain
demolition inspections, such as checking to see whether a
site was graded or a remaining wall stuccoed, are not
required when new construction begins immediately after
demolition.

While that is true for the few less important inspections,
technical safety inspections must still be undertaken while the
demolition is in progress to make sure no one gets hurt while
walls are coming down, according to five inspectors.

L&l records list McNuity as having performed demolition
inspections on other sites, several of them in May, many of
them months after the actual demolitions occurred.

For a demolition of a one-story garage at 345 Front St |
McNulty wrote four inspection entries on May 5 for a
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demolition that inspectors said had been done five months
earlier. In a comment, records show, McNulty wrote, "All

demolition complete. New construction has started OK to
close permit."

That indicates that the initial inspection occurred on the same
day demolition was compiete, an L&l inspector said.

Without offering specifics, Grossman wrote that the demolition
job, fike the one on Shurs Lane, was immediately followed by
new construction, allowing inspectors to waive certain
demolition inspections.

Inspectors familiar with the Front Street demolition said that
even the razing of a simple one-story garage requires at least
four inspections:: the initial, two during demolition, then the
final. City records contain no notations showing separate
dates for those required inspections, inspectors said.

Other inspectors registered similar pattems. Records show
that one inspector, Mike Farley, completed numerous
inspections at each of four demalition sites on May 12, the
same day McNulty's Shurs Lane demolition inspections are
listed as having taken place. Farley indicated that he had
inspected 1215 Bainbridge St., 600 N. Fourth St., 613 N. Fifth
St., and 1203 S. Clarion St. that day, records show.

Inspectors who examined Farley's records said his notations
described a physical impossibility, since the jobs required at
least two or more inspections on different days - one before
and one after demolition. 1t would not have been possible,
then, for the initial and final inspections to have been done on
May 12, they said. And they questioned how he could have
done the same inspections at four different sites on May 12

Farley could not be reached by phone or email for comment
Questioned about his work, Grossman said the properties
Farley inspected were one-story buildings, and "this naturally
limits the amount of inspections to be performed.”
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§ 403.45. Inspections.

(a) A construction code official shall perform inspections to insure that the construction
complies with the approved permit and the Uniform Construction Code.

(b) Before issuing a permit, a building code official may examine, or cause to be
examined, buildings, structures, facilities or sites related to the permit application.

(c) The permit holder or an authorized agent shall notify the construction code official
when work is ready for inspection and provide access for the inspection. The work shall
remain accessible and exposed for inspection. A construction code official may inspect
the construction and equipment only during normal hours at the construction site unless
the permit holder or agent requests or agrees to another time. Inspections may be
conducted under § 403.86 (relating to right of entry to inspect).

(d) A construction code official shall notify a permit holder if construction complies
with the Uniform Construction Code or fails to comply with the Uniform Construction
Code.

(e) A construction code official shall conduct a final inspection of the completed
construction work and file a final inspection report, which indicates that all of the
following areas met Uniform Construction Code requirements after a final inspection of
the completed construction work:

(1) General building under § 401.7(6) (relating to certification category specification
for building inspector).

(2) Electrical under § 401.7(7).

(3) Plumbing under § 401.7(9).

(4) Accessibility under § 401.7(11).

(5) Fire protection under § 401.7(6).

(6) Mechanical under § 401.7(8).

(7) Energy conservation under § 401.7(10)
(f) A code administrator may act in place of a lumber grading or inspection agency to
satisfy the requirements under section 2303.1.1 of the *‘International Building Code’’ or

its successor code.

Source
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The provisions of this § 403.45 amended December 15, 2006, effective December 31,

2006, 36 Pa.B. 7548. Immediately preceding text appears at serial pages (302344) to
(302345).

Cross References

This section cited in 34 Pa. Code § 403.102 (relating to municipalities electing to
enforce the Uniform Construction Code).

No part of the information on this site may be reproduced for profit or sold for profit

This material has been drawn directly from the official Pennsylvania Code full text database. Due to the limitations of HTML or differences in
display capabilities of different browsers, this version may differ slightly from the official printed version
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§ 403.64. Inspections.

(a) A construction code official shall inspect all construction for which a permit was
issued. The permit holder shall insure that the construction is accessible for inspection.

An inspection does not bar prosecution or other legal action for violation of the Uniform
Construction Code.

(b) The permit holder or an authorized agent shall notify the construction code official
when work is ready for inspection and provide access for the inspection.

(c) The construction code official shall notify a permit holder if construction complies

with the Uniform Construction Code or fails to comply with the Uniform Construction
Code.

(d) A construction code official shall make the following inspections and file inspection
reports relating to Uniform Construction Code compliance in all of the following areas:

(1) Foundation inspection.

(2) Plumbing, mechanical and electrical system inspection.
(3) Frame and masonry inspection.

(4) Wallboard inspection.

(e) The construction code official may conduct other inspections to ascertain
compliance with the Uniform Construction Code or municipal ordinances.

(f) A construction code official shall conduct a final inspection of the completed

construction work and file a final inspection report that indicates compliance with the
Uniform Construction Code.

(g) A third-party agency under contract with a permit holder shall submit a copy of the

final inspection report to the property owner, builder and the lender designated by the
builder.

Cross References

This section cited in 34 Pa. Code § 403.61 (relating to residential buildings); 34 Pa.
Code § 403.102 (relating to municipalities electing to enforce the Uniform Construction
Code); and 34 Pa. Code § 403.103 (relating to municipalities electing not to enforce the
Uniform Construction Code).
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The Philadelphia Code

CHAPTER 4
INSPECTIONS

SECTION A-401 RIGHT OF ENTRY

A-401.1 Permit inspections: Pursuant to Section 5-1004 of the City Charter, the code official
shall have the authority to enter at any reasonable time any structure or premises for which a
permit has been issued to inspect for compliance with the permit, any construction documents
pertinent thereto and the applicable provisions of this code and the technical codes.

A-401.2 Existing premises: The code official shall have the authority to enter at any reasonable
time any structure or premises to inspect, conduct investigations or survey:

1. To determine compliance with the provisions of this code or the technical codes applicable
to the continuing occupancy of premises;

2. When there is reasonable cause to believe that a code violation exists; or

3. To ascertain and cause to be corrected any conditions liable to cause fire, contribute to the
spread of fire, interfere with fire-fighting operations, endanger life or any violations of the
provisions or intent of this code, the technical codes or any other ordinance affecting fire safety.

A-401.2.1 Non-public spaces: 33 Prior to entering into a space not otherwise open to the
general public, the code official shall make a reasonable effort to locate the owner or other
person having charge or control of the space or premises, present proper identification and
request entry. Failure or refusal by the owner or other person in charge of the space or premises

to permit such entry shall constitute a basis for the code official to apply to a court of competent
jurisdiction for proper orders authorizing entry.

A-401.2.2 Access by owner or operator: Every occupant of a structure or premises shall give
the owner or operator thereof, or agent or employee, access to any part of such structure or
premises at reasonable times for the purpose of making such inspection, maintenance, repairs or

alterations as are necessary to comply with the provisions of this code and the technical codes
and with any notice or orders issued pursuant thereto.

SECTION A-402 PERMIT INSPECTIONS 34

A-402.1 General: The code official shall conduct inspections as provided in this Section and the
technical codes. Approval as a result of an inspection shall not be construed to be an approval of
a violation of the provisions of this code, the technical codes, or of other ordinances. Inspections
presuming to give authority to violate or cancel the provisions of The Philadelphia Code shall
not be valid. It shall be the duty of the permit applitant to cause the work to remain accessible
and exposed for inspection purposes until approved. Neither the code official nor the City of
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Philadelphia shall be liable for expense entailed in the removal or replacement of any material to
allow inspection.

A-402.1.1 Concealed work. Where any installation subject to inspection prior to use is covered
or concealed without having first been inspected, the code official shall have the authority to
require that such work be exposed for inspection.

A-402.2 Preliminary inspection: Before issuing a permit, the code official is authorized to

examine or cause to be examined buildings, structures and sites for which an application has
been filed.

A-402.3 Record: A record of all inspections and violations of this code or the technical codes
shall be maintained by the code official.

A-402.4 Special inspections: The owner shall provide for special inspections in accordance with
the Building Code.

A-402.5 Final inspection: Upon completion of the work authorized by the permit and before
issuance of the certificate of occupancy or final approval, a final inspection shall be made. All
violations of the permit and approved construction documents shall be noted and the holder of
the permit shall be notified of the violations. A re- inspection shall be conducted to confirm
compliance with all such violations prior to issuance of the certificate of occupancy or final
approval. The final inspection shall be performed by persons who are certified in accordance
with the regulations of the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania in the categories appropriate for the
scope of work to be inspected.

A-402.6 Approved inspection agencies: The Department is authorized to accept reports of

approved inspection agencies provided such agencies satisfy the Department's requirements as to
qualifications and reliability. )

A-402.7 Plant inspection: Where required by the provisions of the technical codes or

regulations, materials or assemblies shall be inspected at the point of manufacture or fabrication
in accordance with applicable provisions of the technical codes.

A-402.8 Inspection requests: It shall be the duty of the holder of the permit or their duly
authorized agent to notify the code official when work is ready for inspection. It shall be the duty
of the permit holder to provide access to and means for inspection of such work for any
inspections that are required by this code or the technical codes.

A-402.9 Approval required: Work shall not be done beyond the point indicated in each
successive inspection without first obtaining the approval of the code official. The code official,
upon notification, shall make the requested inspections and shall either indicate the portion of the
construction that is satisfactory as completed, or shail notify the permit holder or an agent of the
permit holder wherein the same fails to comply with the code. Any portions that do not comply

shall be corrected and such portion shall not be covered or concealed until authorized by the code
official.

A-402.10 Required inspections. Required inspections shall include the following items as they
relate to the technical codes. The Department is authorized to conduct additional inspections as
determined by conditions and the scope of work.

A-402.10.1 Building Code. Specific Building Code inspections include the items included in
A-402.10.1.1 through A-402.10.1.9 as applicable to the scope of work.
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A-402.10.1.1 Footing and foundation inspection. Footing and foundation inspections shall
be made after excavations for footings are complete and any required reinforcing steel is in
place. For concrete foundations, any required forms shall be in place prior to inspection.
Materials for the foundation shall be on the job, except where concrete is ready mixed in
accordance with ASTM C 94, the concrete need not be on the job.

A-402.10.1.2 Concrete slab or under-floor inspection. Concrete slab and under-floor
inspections shall be made after in-slab or under-floor reinforcing steel and building service
equipment, conduit, piping accessories and other ancillary equipment items are in place, but
before any concrete is placed or floor sheathing installed, including subfloor.

A-402.10.1.3 Lowest floor elevation. In flood hazard areas, upon placement of the lowest
floor, including the basement, and prior to further vertical construction, the elevation

certification required in Section B-1612.5 of the Building Code shall be submitted to the building
official.

A-402.10.1.4 Frame inspection. Framing inspections shall be made after the roof deck or
sheathing, all framing, fire blocking and bracing are in place and pipes, chimneys and vents to be

concealed are complete and the rough electrical, plumbing, heating wires, pipes and ducts are
approved.

A-402.10.1.5 Lath or gypsum board inspection. Lath and gypsum board inspections shall
be made after lathing and gypsum board, interior and exterior, is in place, but before any
plastering is applied or gypsum board joints and fasteners are taped and finished.

Exception: Gypsum board that is not part of a fire-resistive assembly or a shear assembly.

A-402.10.1.6 Fire-resistant penetrations. Protection of joints and penetrations in fire-
resistance-rated assemblies shall not be concealed from view until inspected and approved.

A-402.10.1.7 Energy efficiency inspections. Inspections shall be made to determine
compliance with Chapter 13 of the Building Code and shall include, but not be limited to,
inspections for: envelope insulation R and U values, fenestration U value, duct system R value,
and HVAC and water heating equipment efficiency.

A-402.10.1.8 Other inspections. In addition to the inspections specified above, the code
official is authorized to make or require other inspections of any construction work to ascertain
compliance with the provisions of this code and other laws that are enforced by the Department.

A-402.10.1.9 Special Inspections. For special inspections, see Section B-1704 of the
Building Code.

A-402.10.2 Existing Building Code. The required inspections for compliance with the Existing
Building Code are those listed in Sections A-402.10.1.1 through A-402.10.1.9 as applicable to
the scope of work. ‘

A-402.10.3 Fuel Gas Code. The code official, upon notification from the permit holder or the
permit holder's agent, shall make the following inspections as applicable to the scope of work,
and other such inspections as necessary, and shall either release that portion of the construction
or notify the permit holder or the permit holder's agent of violations that are required to be
corrected. The holder of the permit shall be responsible for the scheduling of such inspections.
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1. Underground inspection shall be made after trenches or ditches are excavated and
bedded, piping is installed and before backfill is put in place. When excavated soil contains

rocks, broken concrete, frozen chunks and other rubble that would damage or break the piping or
cause corrosive action, clean backfill shall be on the job site.

2. Rough-in inspection shall be made after the roof, framing, fireblocking and bracing are in
place and all components to be concealed are complete, and prior to the installation of wall or
ceiling membranes.

3. Final inspection shall be made upon completion of the installation.

A-402.10.4 Mechanical Code. The inspections required for Mechanical Code compliance are

the same as those listed for the Fuel Gas Code in Section A-402.10.3 as applicable to the scope
of work. .

Exception: Ground-source heat pump loop systems tested in accordance with Section
M-1208.1.1 of the Mechanical Code shall be permitted to be backfilled prior to inspection.

A-402.10.5 Residential Code. For onsite construction, from time to time the code official, upon
notification from the permit holder or the permit holder's agent, shall make or cause to be made
any necessary inspections and shall either approve that portion of the construction as completed
or shall notify the permit holder or the permit holder's agent wherein the same fails to comply

with the code. Specific required inspections includé those in Sections A-402.10.5.1 through
A-402.10.5.5.1 as applicable to the scope of work.

A-402.10.5.1 Foundation inspection. Inspection of the foundation shall be made after poles
or piers are set or trenches or basement areas are excavated and any required forms erected and
any required reinforcing steel is in place and prior to the placing of concrete. The foundation
inspection shall include excavations for thickened slabs intended for the support of bearing walls,
partitions, structural supports, or equipment and special requirements for wood foundations.

A-402.10.5.2 Plumbing, mechanical, gas and electrical systems inspection. Rough
inspection of plumbing, mechanical, gas and electrical systems shall be made prior to covering or
concealment, before fixtures or appliances are set or installed, and prior to framing inspection.

Exception: Ground-source heat pump loop systems tested in accordance with Section
R-M2105.1 of the Residential Code shall be permitted to be backfilled prior to inspection.

A-402.10.5.3 Floodplain inspections. For construction in areas prone to flooding as
established by Table R-R301.2(1) of the Residential Code, upon placement of the lowest floor,
including basement, and prior to further vertical construction, the code official shall require
submission of documentation, prepared and sealed by a registered design professional, of the

elevation of the lowest floor, including basement, required in Section R-R323 of the Residential
Code.

A-402.10.5.4 Frame and masonry inspection. Inspection of framing and masonry
construction shall be made after the roof, masonry, all framing, firestopping, draftstopping and

bracing are in place and after the plumbing, mechanical and electrical rough inspections are
approved.

A-402.10.5.5 Other inspections. In addition to the called inspections above, the code official
may make or require any other inspections to ascertain compliance with the Residential Code
and other laws, rules and regulations enforced by the code official.
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A-402.10.5.5.1 Fire-resistance-rated construction inspection. Where fire-resistance-
rated construction is required between dwelling units or due to location on property, the code
official shall require an inspection of such construction after all lathing and/or wallboard is in

place, but before any plaster is applied, or before wallboard joints and fasteners are taped and
finished.

A-402.10.6 Demolition. 34.1 Specific demolition inspections are included in Sections
A-402.10.6.1 through A-402.10.6.5, as applicable to the scope of work.

A-402.10.6.1 Initial inspection. The contractor shall schedule an initial inspection with the
Department a minimum of 48 hours prior to the start of work. During the initial on-site
inspection, the contractor shall be present and conduct a review of the site safety demolition plan
with the code official prior to the start of any demolition activity. The contractor shall provide
the code official with proof of all utility disconnections. Pedestrian protection required by the
Building Code must be in place before the start of work. If adequate pedestrian protection is not
in place and any work has commenced, the Department shall issue a Stop Work order which will

remain in effect until the necessary pedestrian protections are put in place, inspected and
approved by a code official.

A-402.10.6.2 Floor inspection. An inspection is required to ensure that the contractor is
maintaining all safety measures detailed in the site safety demolition plan and using the means
and methods detailed in the plan in a safe and workmanlike manner. A review of the submitted
schedule shall be performed on-site by the code official. An inspection shall be required for each
floor of the building being demolished. When necessary, an additional inspection may be

required to ensure proper drainage of the cellar cavity has been achieved by breaking up the
cellar floor.

A-402.10.6.3 Close-in inspection. An inspection is required to ensure that any adjacent
foundation walls have been properly treated prior to backfilling of any areas below the finished
grade. Additionally, the code official shall confirm that the contractor has completed the closing
of all openings in any exposed party walls prior to finished treatment.

A-402.10.6.4 Pre-final inspection. The pre-final inspection is required to ensure that all
improper fill has been removed from the site prior to the backfilling of the cellar cavity.

A-402.10.6.5 Final inspection. A final inspection is required to determine compliance of the

permitted demolition, and when necessary, to confirm proper grading of the site has been
achieved upon completion of the demolition.

SECTION A-403 COORDINATION OF INSPECTIONS

A-403.1 Multiple responsibility: Whenever in the-enforcement of this code or another code or
ordinance, the responsibility of more than one official or department is involved, it shall be the
duty of the officials involved to coordinate their inspections and administrative orders as fully as
practicable so that the owners and occupants of the premises shall not be subjected to visits by
numerous inspectors or multiple or conflicting orders. Whenever an inspector from any agency
or department observes an apparent or actual violation of some provision of a law, ordinance or
code not within the inspector's authority to enforce, the inspector shall report the findings to the

code official having jurisdiction. A department shall not, however, delay the issuance of any
emergency orders. i
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A-403.2 Jurisdictional cooperation: The assistance and cooperation of Licenses and

Inspections, Fire, Police, Health and all other officials shall be available as required in the
performance of duties.

SECTION A-404 SERVICE UTILITIES 35

A-404.1 Connection of service utilities. No person shall make connections from a utility, source

of energy, fuel or power to any building or system that is regulated by this code or the technical
codes for which a permit is required, until released by the code official.

A-404.2 Temporary connection. The building official shall have the authority to authorize the
temporary connection of the building or system to the utility source of energy, fuel or power.

A-404.3 Authority to disconnect service utilities. The code official shall have the authority to
authorize disconnection of utility services or energy sources to a building, structure or system
regulated by the Philadelphia Building Construction and Occupancy Code where it is necessary
to eliminate an immediate hazard to life or property. The code official shall notify the serving
utility, and wherever possible, the owner and occupant of the building, structure or service
system of the decision to disconnect prior to taking such action. If not notified prior to

disconnecting, the owner or occupant of the building, structure or service system shall be notified
in writing as soon as practical thereafter.

A-404.3.1 Connection after order to disconnect. A person shall not make utility service or
energy source connections to systems regulated by the Philadelphia Building Construction and
Occupancy Code, which have been disconnected or ordered to be disconnected by the code
official, or the use of which has been ordered to be discontinued by the code official until the
code official authorizes the reconnection and use of such systems.

SECTION A-405 IDENTIFICATION

A-405.1 Credentials: The department's employees shall carry proper identification when

inspecting structures or premises in the official performance of their duties under this code and
the technical codes.

Notes

33 Amended, Bill No. 030780 (approved December 31, 2003).

34 Amended, Bill No. 030780 (approved December 31, 2003).

34.1 Added, Bill No. 130691-A (approved February 19, 2014). See note 23 for effective

date provisions.

fad
L

Added, Bill No. 030780 (approved December 31, 2003).
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The Philadelphia Code

CHAPTER 5
VIOLATIONS

SECTION A-501 GENERAL

-

A-501.1 Unlawful acts: It shall be unlawful for any person, firm or corporation to erect,
construct, alter, extend, repair, remove, demolish, maintain, fail to maintain, provide, fail to
provide, occupy, let to another to occupy or permit another person to occupy any structure or
equipment regulated by this code or the technical codes, or cause same to be done, contrary to or
in conflict with or in violation of any of the provisions of this code or the technical codes, or to
fail to obey a lawful order of the code official, or to remove or deface a placard or notice posted
under the provisions of this code or the technical codes.

SECTION A-502 NOTICES AND ORDERS

A-502.1 Notice of violation: 36 Whenever the code official observes an apparent or actual
violation of a provision of this code or the technical codes or of a permit, certificate or
construction document issued thereunder, the code official shall prepare a written notice of
violation describing the condition of violation and specifying time limitations not to exceed 30
days for the required correction, discontinuance of illegal action or condition, repairs,
improvements or abatement of violation. Where the code official determines that a condition
exists which creates a hazard to life or property requiring immediate action, an immediate oral

order to repair or otherwise immediately remove the hazard shall have the full effect of the
required subsequent written notice of violation.

A-502.2 Form: 37 1he written notice prescribed ig Section A-502.1 shall:

1. Include the address of the premises in violation;

2. Include a description of the violation(s);

3. Include a correction order to eliminate the violation(s); and
4. Include a time limitation for correction of the violation(s).

A-502.3 Service of notice: The written notice of violation shall be served upon the owner,
owner's agent, occupant or other person responsible for the erection, construction, installation,
alteration, extension, repair, removal, demolition, operation or occupancy of a building,
structure, equipment or system under violation. If such person is not the owner of the premises
where the violation is deemed to exist or to have occurred, a copy of the notice shall be sent by
first class mail to the last registered owner of the premises. The failure of the code official to
serve any person required herein to be served shall not invalidate any proceedings hereunder as
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to any other person duly served or relieve any such person from any duty or obligation imposed
by the provisions of this code or the technical codes.

A-502.4 Method of service: A notice of violation shall be deemed to be properly served if a

copy thereof is delivered to such persons prescribed in Section A-502.3 by one or more of the
following;:

1. Personally;

2. By first class mail to the last known residence or business address;

3. By certified or registered mail to the last known residence or business address, return
receipt requested;

4. By leaving it in the possession of an adult member of the person's family;

5. By leaving it in the possession of an adult in charge of the premises or persons place of
business; or

6. If no address is known or the mail is returned indicating no delivery, a copy of the notice
shall be posted in a conspicuous place at the entrance or avenue of access to the premises in
violation and such procedure shall be deemed the equivalent of personal notice.

A-502.5 Date of service: The date of service shall be the date of personal service, the date of
posting, or the date of mailing by first class, registered or certified mail.

-

SECTION A-503 PROSECUTION

A-503.1 Failure to correct: After the expiration of the time for compliance as stated on the
notice of violation, a reinspection shall be made by the code official to determine compliance. If
the violation has not been corrected and no appeal is pending, the code official shall institute the

appropriate legal proceedings to apply penalties as provided for in this code or for the purpose of
ordering the responsible person:

1. To restrain, correct or remove the violation or refrain from any further execution of work;

2. To restrain or correct the erection, construction, conversion, installation, maintenance,
repair or alteration of the structure in violation;

3. To require the removal of work in violation; or

4. To prevent the use or occupancy of the premises or structure that is not in compliance with
the provisions of this code or the technical codes.

A-503.1.1 Immediate hazard: Notwithstanding the provisions of Section A-503.1, nothing shall

prevent the code official from instituting appropriate remedies to protect occupants or the public
from conditions which pose an immediate threat to health or safety.

A-503.2 Abatement of violation: 37.1 Whenever any violation of this code or the technical
codes or any order issued pursuant thereto is not corrected, the department, in addition to
invoking any other sanction or penalty shall be authorized to, itself or by contract, correct the

violation. charge the costs (including administrative costs) thereof to the violator, and with the
approval of the Law Department collect the costs by lien or otherwise.
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A-503.2.1 Lack of heat: The department is authorized to purchase and supply fuel on an

emergency basis to tenants in dwellings between the months of October and May where the
following conditions exist:

1. The owner or operator is required to supply heat under the provisions of the Property
Maintenance Code;

2. The heat in the dwelling does not conform to the minimum requirements of the Property
Maintenance Code;

3. The owner or operator of the dwelling knows or has reason to know that the heat in the
dwelling does not conform to the minimum requirements of the Property Maintenance Code; and

4. The absence of heat creates extreme discomfort, hardship and an imminent peril to health
to the tenants which will continue unless fuel is supplied.

If the department purchases fuel on an emergency basis for dwellings, the Law Department is
authorized to take appropriate action, in law or equity, to collect the sums expended by the
department from the owners or operators. This procedure shall be in addition to any fine, penalty,

costs, or other remedy which may be invoked against any owner or operator who violates the
minimum heat requirements of the Property Maintenance Code.

A-503.2.2 Vacant lots: 37.2 Where a vacant lot is enclosed by fencing and secured by a lock
that prevents the code official from entering upon the lot for the purpose of correcting a

violation, the code official may gain access to the lot by all legal means, including obtaining an
administrative warrant.

SECTION A-504 STOP WORK ORDER

A-504.1 General: 37.3 The Department and, to the extent permitted under the PA Construction
Code Act and Uniform Construction Code, any Philadelphia Fire Department Battalion Chief is
authorized to issue Stop Work Orders directing that erection, construction, alterations,
installation, repairs, removal, demolition and other activities cease immediately and that the
premises be vacated pending compliance with such orders whenever:

1. Any structure or part thereof, including any adjoining or abutting structures, is found to be
in a dangerous or unsafe condition due to inadequate maintenance, deterioration, damage by
natural causes, fire, or faulty construction that it is likely to cause imminent injury to persons or
property.

2. Any erection, construction, alterations, installation, repairs, removal, demolition or other
activity is being performed in or on any structure or premises, or part thereof, contrary to
accepted construction practices or in a dangerous or unsafe manner which imperils life, safety or
property, constitutes a fire or health hazard, or will interfere with a required inspection. 38

3. Any erection, construction, alterations, installation, repairs, removal, demolition or other

activity is being performed in or on any structure or premises, or any part thereof, without
required permits.

4. In cases of demolition activity, there is a failure to provide for a site safety review as
required by Chapter 4 of this Code. Upon the issuance of a stop work order under this
subsection, the work shall be stopped for a minimum of three (3) business days. The Department
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shall take any other appropriate actions necessary, including revoking any permits, and shall not

allow work to begin until the code official is satisfied that the demolition will proceed in a safe
manner.

5. A contractor is found performing construction without a license required by Chapter
9-1000.

A-504.2 Orders by the Department: The Stop Work Order shall be in writing and shall
describe the nature of the dangerous or unsafe condition, the manner of correction and the
conditions under which work can be resumed. Where the department observes a condition which

creates a hazard to life or property requiring immediate action, an immediate oral order shall
have the full effect of the subsequent written order.

A-504.3 Service: The Stop Work Order shall be served on the person from whom action,
forbearance or compliance is required and the owner of the premises. Upon notice of the Stop
Work Order, all work shall stop immediately and the premises shall be vacated and closed to the
public until there has been compliance with the terms of the Stop Work Order.

A-504.4 Posting: The Stop Work Order shall be posted at every entrance to the premises in
conspicuous places clearly visible to the public. The Stop Work Order shall remain posted on the

premises until the required repairs have been made, the dangerous and unsafe conditions
eliminated and required permits obtained.

A-504.5 Police assistance: The department shall promptly notify the Police of the issuance of
every Stop Work Order. The Police, upon the request of the department, shall render assistance
in the enforcement of any Stop Work Order and shall have the right to enter the premises for
such purpose and to arrest anyone violating any Stop Work Order as provided in this Section.

A-504.6 Permit revocation: The department, in addition to issuing a Stop Work Order, shall
have the option to revoke any permits which have been previously issued. Revoked permits shall

not be reinstated except upon compliance with the terms of the Stop Work Order and payment of
required fees.

A-504.7 Prohibited conduct: It shall be a violation of this Section for any person with
knowledge of a Stop Work Order to:

1. Continue any work in or about any structure or premises, or part thereof, after a Stop Work

Order has been issued, except work required to correct the dangerous or unsafe conditions
described in the Stop Work Order;

2. Enter any structure or premises, or part thereof, on which a Stop Work Order has been

posted, except for the purpose of correcting the dangerous or unsafe conditions described in the
Stop Work Order;

-~

3. Permit any structure or premises, or part thereof, to be occupied by the public until the Stop
Work Order has been lifted by the department;

4. Remove, damage, alter or deface any Stop Work Order;

5. Resist or interfere with any inspector or other official in the performance of their duties or
the enforcement of any provision of this Section.

A-504.8 Penalties: Notwithstanding the provisions of Chapter 6 of this code, a violation of this
Section shall be punishable as follows:
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1. Any violation of this Section shall constitute a summary offense and any person upon
conviction shall have committed a Class I1I offense and be subject to the fines set forth in
subsection 1-109(3) of The Philadelphia Code for gach offense. 39

2. Any person who violates Section A-504.7 shall be subject to immediate arrest by Police

and issued a citation and summons in such a manner as provided by the Pennsylvania Rules of
Criminal Procedure applicable in Philadelphia to summary offenses.

3. Each day of violation shall constitute a separate offense for which the violator is subject to
arrest, citation and summons; and fine.

SECTION A-505 CEASE OPERATIONS ORDER

A-505.1 General: The department and the Fire Department are authorized to issue Cease

Operations Orders directing that use and other activities cease immediately and that the premises
be vacated pending compliance with such orders whenever:

1. Any occupancy, use or other activity is being performed in or on any building, structure or

land, or any part thereof, without required Zoning and/or Use Registration permits, Certificate of
Occupancy or other permits;

2. There is actual or potential danger to the building occupants or those in the proximity of
any structure or premises because of explosives, explosive fumes or vapors or the presence of
toxic fumes, gases or materials, or operation of defective or dangerous equipment;

3. Any structure or part thereof is found to be in a dangerous or unsafe condition due to
inadequate maintenance, deterioration, damage by natural causes, fire or faulty construction that
it is likely to cause imminent injury to persons or property.

4. Any condition is observed which presents an immediate danger to life or property,
including any danger to life or property of adjoining or abutting structures. 39.1

5. Any unsafe or unsanitary condition is observed which presents an immediate danger to the

health of the occupants of any abutting premises due to the presence of raw sewage, garbage,
rubbish or infestation. 40

A-505.2 Orders: The Cease Operations Order shall be in writing and shall describe the
occupancy, use or other activity that is being performed without required permits or certificates
or which presents a danger, the manner of correction and the conditions under which occupancy
use or other activity can be resumed. If the code official observes a condition which requires

immediate action, an immediate oral order shall have the full effect of the subsequent written
order.

b

A-505.3 Service: The Cease Operations Order shall be served on the person from whom action,
forbearance or compliance is required and the owner of the premises. Upon notice of the Cease
Operations Order all occupancy, use or other activity shall stop immediately and the premises

shall be vacated of all employees, patrons and occupants until there has been compliance with
the terms of the Cease Operations Order.

A-505.4 Posting: The Cease Operations Order shall be posted at every entrance to the premises
in conspicuous places clearly visible to the public. The Cease Operations Order shall remain
posted on the premises until removal by the code official upon compliance with its terms.
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A-505.5 Additional violations upon reinspection: If upon reinspection, the code official
discovers additional violations which present an immediate danger to life or property, a new
Cease Operations Order shall be issued which shall include the additional violations as well as
the previously stated violations which are not in compliance.

A-505.6 Police assistance: The code official shall promptly notify the Police of the issuance of
every Cease Operations Order. The Police, upon the request of the code official, shall render
assistance in the enforcement of any Cease Operations Order and shall have the right to enter the

premises for such purpose and to arrest anyone violating any Cease Operations Order as
provided in this Section.

A-505.7 Permit revocation: The department, in addition to issuing a Cease Operations Order,
shall have the option to revoke any permits which have been previously issued. Revoked permits

shall not be reinstated except upon compliance with the terms of the Cease Operations Order and
payment of required fees.

A-505.8 Prohibited conduct: No person with knowledge of a Cease Operations Order shall:

1. Continue any occupancy, use or other activity in or about any structure or land or part

thereof after a Cease Operations Order has been issued, except work required to comply with the
Cease Operations Order;

2. Enter any structure or land, or part thereof on which a Cease Operations Order has been
posted, except for the purpose of complying with the Cease Operations Order;

3. Permit any structure or land, or part thereof to be occupied by the public until the Cease
Operations Order has been lifted by the code official;

4. Remove, damage, alter or deface any Cease Operations Order;

5. Resist or interfere with any inspector or other official in the performance of their duties or
the enforcement of any provision of this Section.

6. Refuse to leave, interfere with the evacuation’of other occupants or continue any operation
after having been given an evacuation order except such work as that person is directed to
perform to remove a violation or unsafe condition.

A-505.9 Penalties: Notwithstanding the provisions of Chapter 6 of this code, a violation of this
Section shall be punishable as follows:

1. Any violation of this Section shall constitute a summary offense and any person upon
conviction shall have committed a Class III offense and be subject to the fines set forth in
subsection 1-109(3) of The Philadelphia Code for each offense. 41

2. Any person who violates Section A-505.8 shall be subject to immediate arrest by the Police
and issued a citation and summons in such a manner as provided by the Pennsylvania Rules of
Criminal Procedure applicable in Philadelphia to summary offenses;

3. Each day of violation shall constitute a separate offense for which the violator is subject to
arrest, citation and summons, and fine.

-

SECTION A-506 CODE VIOLATION NOTICES (CVN) 42
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A-506.1 General. The code official is authorized to issue notices of violation for any violation of

any provision of this code or the technical codes, pursuant to the procedures set forth in Section
1-112 of The Philadelphia Code.

A-506.2 Remittance amount. 43 The amount required to be remitted in response to a notice of

violation is the amount indicated in Section 1-112 of The Philadelphia Code unless otherwise
specified.

Exceptions: The amount required to be remitted shall be as follows for violation of the
following provisions:

1. Section F-1008.1.8 (door operations). . . .. One hundred dollars ($100.00)
2. Section F-1027 (egress). . . .. One hundred dollars ($100.00)
3. Section F-401.3 (notice of fire or fire alarm). .. .. Three hundred dollars ($300.00)

4. Section F-1004.3 (lawful occupancy signs). . ... One hundred dollars ($100.00) per missing
sign

5. Section 9-3902(6)(c) 43.1 (notification of license changes). . . .. Seventy-five dollars
($75.00) .

6. Section 9-3902(6)(e) 44 (managing agents and property managers). . . . . One hundred fifty
dollars ($150.00)

7. Section PM-902 45 (Foreclosed Vacant Residential Properties)

..... Three hundred dollars
($300.00)

8. Section A-504.7 45.1 (Prohibited conduct during a Stop Work Order). . . .. Five hundred
dollars ($500.00)

9. Section A-402.10.6 45.2 (Failure to provide for required demolition inspections). . . . . Five
hundred dollars ($500.00)

Notes

36 Amended, Bill No. 030780 (approved December 31, 2003).

37 Amended, Bill No. 030780 (approved December 31, 2003).

37.1 Amended, Bill No. 130721 (approved January 8, 2014).

37.2 Added, Bill No. 130721 (approved January 8, 2014).

373 Amended, Bill No. 130691-A (approved February 19, 2014). See note 23 for effective
date provisions.

38 Amended, Bill No. 030780 (approved December 31, 2003).

39 Amended, Bill No. 041079 (approved May 12, 2005).
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39.1 Amended, Bill No. 130691-A (approved February 19, 2014). See note 23 for effective
date provisions.

40 Added, Bill No. 980646 (approved December 30, 1998).

41 Amended, Bill No. 041079 (approved May 12, 2005).

42 Added, Bill No. 030780 (approved December 31, 2003).

43 Amended, Bill No. 040998 (approved January 25, 2005).

43.1 Amended, Bill No. 140856 (approved December 19, 2014), effective July 1, 2015.

44 Added, Bill No. 090834 (approved April 28, 2010); amended, Bill No. 140856

(approved December 19, 2014), effective July 1, 2015.

45 Added, Bill No. 100749 (approved January 26, 2011). Section 2 of Bill No. 100749
provides that the ordinance shall become effective 90 days after it becomes law.
Amended, Bill No. 140856 (approved December 19, 2014), effective July 1, 2015.

45.1 Added, Bill No. 130691-A (approved February 19, 2014). See note 23 for effective
date provisions.

45.2 Added, Bill No. 130691-A (approved February 19, 2014). See note 23 for effective
date provisions.
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Print ‘
The Philadelphia Code

SECTION B-3303 DEMOLITION 162.3

* * *

[B-3303.3 Means of egress. A party wall balcony or horizontal exit shall not be destroyed unless
and until a substitute means of egress has been provided and approved.}

B-3303.3 Means of egress. A horizontal exit shall not be destroyed unless and until a substitute
means of egress has been provided and approved.

B-3303.4 Vacant lot. Where a structure has been demolished or removed, the vacant lot shall be

filled and maintained to the existing grade or in accordance with the ordinances of the
jurisdiction having authority. >

B-3303.4.1 Site grading after demolition. Where a structure is demolished or removed and no
new construction is contemplated, the vacant lot shall be graded in accordance with the Building
Code. The following demolition material shall not to be used as backfill: combustible and fibrous
material including metal, reinforcing steel, wood, plastic, plaster, ceramic, roofing materials,
trash, household garbage or ash, and any other such debris. The fill shall be covered with a
uniform layer of clean, inert, granular material 4 inches or more in depth. A layer of asphalt or
concrete paving may be substituted as a covering. The owner and/or the general contractor for
the demolition shall be responsible for compliance with this regulation.

* * *

B-3303.7 Fire safety during demolition. Fire safety during demolition shall comply with the

applicable requirements of this code and the applicable provisions of the Philadelphia Fire
Code.

B-3303.8 Protection of adjoining property during-demolition. Demolition operations shall not

commence until the applicable adjoining property protection is in place as required by Sections
B-3303 and B-3307. 162.4

B-3303.8.1 Safety zone. A safety zone shall be maintained around all demolition areas to
prevent non-authorized persons from entering such zone. Where mechanical demolition
equipment, other than handheld devices, is to be used for the demolition of a building, the safety
zone shall be equal to or greater than half the height of the building to be demolished. Such
safety zone may be reduced at a rate in ratio to the-extent of demolition, as demolition occurs.

For example, at the time 50% of the demolition is complete, the safety zone may be reduced by
30%.

B-3303.9 Mechanical demolition equipment. Mechanical demolition equipment shall not be
used where a building or portion thereof occupied by one or more persons is located within the
safety zone. In no case shall mechanical demolition equipment be used where the structure
undergoing demolition is physically connected to a structure not being demolished.
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Exception: When the use of mechanical demolition is recommended and endorsed in writing by

a professional structural engineer licensed in the Commonwealth of Pennsylvania and Special
Inspections are performed pursuant to Section B-1704.15.2.

B-3303.10 Demolition sequence. Any structural member that is being dismembered shall not
support any load other than its own weight. No wall, chimney, or other structural part shall be
left at any time in such condition that it may collapse or be toppled by wind, vibration or any
other cause. The method of removal of any structural member shall not destabilize remaining

members. All handling and movement of material or debris shall be controlled such that it will
not develop unaccounted impact loads on the structure.

B-3303.10.1 Structural steel, reinforced concrete, and heavy timber buildings. Structural
steel, reinforced concrete, and heavy timber buildings, or portions thereof, shall be demolished
column length-by-column length and tier-by-tier. Structural members shall be chained or lashed
in place to prevent any uncontrolled swing or drop. In buildings of "skeleton-steel” construction,
the steel framing may be left in place during the demolition of masonry. Where this is done, all

steel beams, girders, and similar structural supports shall be cleared of all loose material as the
masonry demolition progresses downward.

Exception: Where the design applicant has demonstrated the adequacy of alternate means of
demolition through plans, calculations, or the establishment of safety zones, as appropriate, the
Department may accept such alternative means of demolition.

B-3303.10.2 Masonry buildings with wooden floors. Demolition of masonry buildings with
wooden floors shall comply with the following requirements:

1. Demolition of walls and partitions shall proceed in a systematic manner, and all work

above each tier of floor beams shall be completed before any of the supporting structural
members are disturbed.

2. Masonry walls, or other sections of masonry, shall not be loosened or permilted to fall
upon the floors of the building in such masses as to exceed the safe carrying capacities of the
floors or the stability of structural supports.

3. Nowall section, which is more than one story or 12 feet (3658 mm) in height, shall be
permitted to stand alone without lateral bracing designed by a registered design professional,
unless such wall was originally designed and constructed to stand without such lateral support,

and is in a condition safe enough to be self-supporting. All walls shall be left in a stable
condition at the end of each shifft.

4. Structural or load-supporting members on any floor shall not be cut or removed until all
stories above such a floor have been demolished and removed. This provision shall not prohibit
the cutting of floor beams for the disposal of materials or for the installation of equipment
necessary to safely complete the demolition, so long as the cutting does not negatively impact the
safety of the floor system being cut.

B-3303.11 Hazards to be removed. Prior to the commencement of demolition operations,
hazards shall be removed, in accordance with Sections B-3303.11.1 through B-3303.11.2. 162.5

B-3303.11.1 Dust. Dust producing operations shall be wetted down to the extent necessary to
control the dust.



CHAPTER 33 SAFEGUARDS DURING CONSTRUCTION Page 3 of 6

B-3303.11.2 Fuel. Prior to the commencement of demolition operations, all pipes, tanks,

boilers, or similar devices containing fuel and located in the area authorized to be demolished by
the permit shall be purged of such fuel.

Exception: Pipes, tanks, boilers, or similar devices containing fuel located in the area
authorized to be demolished by the permit and which will not be disturbed during the course of

the demolition operation may, in lieu of being purged, be safeguarded so as to prevent damage
to such devices during the course of demolition operations.

B-3303.12 Removal of foundations and slabs. Where a building, or any portion, has been

demolished to grade, the floor slab or foundation of such building, or portion, shall be removed
and the site backfilled to grade.

Exceptions:

1. Cellar floors may remain provided the cellar floor slab is broken up to the extent necessary
to provide ground drainage that prevents accumulation of water, and also provided that all
fixtures or equipment that would cause voids in the fill are removed.

2. Where a floor slab or foundation is to remain and not be backfilled, a waiver approved by
the Department shall be obtained. Such request for waiver shall be accompanied by a statement
and drawings prepared by a registered design professional demonstrating the necessity for
retaining the existing floor slab or foundation for future construction or site remediation, as well
as demonstrating positive cellar drainage to an approved place of disposal.

B-3303.13 Retaining walls. Walls, which serve as retaining walls to support earth or adjoining
structures, shall not be demolished until such earth has been properly braced or adjoining
structures have been properly underpinned. Walls, which are to serve as retaining walls for
backfill, shall not be so used unless capable of safely supporting the imposed load.

B-3303.14 Special inspection. Special inspection of demolition activities shall be required in
accordance with Sections B-3303.14.1 and B-3303.14.2. 162.6

Exception: Demolition performed under contract with the Department and in compliance with
current Procurement Department Specifications.

B-3303.14.1 Mechanical demolition. Where mechanical demolition equipment, other than
handheld devices, is to be used in the full or partial demolition of a building from within the
building, or is to be used within the building to remove debris or move material, such demolition

operation shall be subject fo special inspection in accordance with the provisions of Chapter 17
of the Building Code.

B-3303.14.2 Demolition of tall structures. Demolition of a building in excess of three (3)
stories or any structure in excess of 40 feet (12192 mm) in height shall be subject to special
inspection in accordance with the provisions of Chapter 17 of the Building Code.

* * *

SECTION B-3307 PROTECTION OF ADJOINING PROPERTY 164.2

B-3307.1 Protection required. Adjoining public and private property shall be protected from
damage during construction, remodeling and demolition work. Protection must be provided for
footings. foundations, party walls, chimneys, skylights and roofs. Provisions shall be made to
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control water runoff and erosion during construction or demolition activities. The person making
or causing an excavation to be made shall provide written notice to the owners of adjoining
buildings advising them that the excavation is to be made and that the adjoining buildings should
be protected. Said notification shall be delivered not less than 10 days prior to the scheduled
starting date of the excavation.

B-3307.1.1 Notification. Where a construction or demolition project will require access to
adjoining property, in order to protect the adjoining property or otherwise, written notification
shall be provided to the adjoining property owner a minimum of 10 days prior to the
commencement of work. Such notification shall describe the nature of work, estimated schedule
and duration, details of monitoring to be performed on the adjoining property, protection to be
installed on the adjoining property, and contact information for the project.

B-3307.2 License to enter adjoining property. The responsibility of affording any license to
enter adjoining property shall rest upon the owner of the adjoining property involved. It is the
responsibility of the person making or causing construction or demolition operations to obtain
any necessary license to enter adjoining property from the owner of such property prior to the
start of work. If the person who causes the construction, demolition, or excavation work is
denied a license to enter by the adjoining property owner, and the building undergoing work is
an imminent danger to the adjoining property, as determined by the Department, such duty to
preserve and protect the adjacent property shall devolve to the owner of the adjoining property.

B-3307.3 Physical examination. A physical examination of such adjoining property shall be
conducted by the person causing the construction or demolition operations prior to the
commencement of the operations and at reasonable periods during the progress of the work.
Observed conditions shall be recorded by the person causing the construction or demolition
operations, and such records shall be made available to the Department upon request.

B-3307.4 Soil or foundation work affecting adjoining property. Whenever soil or foundation
work occurs, regardless of the depth of such, the person who causes such to be made shall, at all
times during the course of such work and at his or her own expense, preserve and protect from
damage any adjoining structures, including but not limited to footings and foundations.

B-3307.4.1 Additional safeguards during excavation. The person causing the excavation shall
support the vertical and lateral load of the adjoining structure by proper foundations,
underpinning, or other equivalent means where the level of the foundations of the adjoining
structure is at or above the level of the bottom of the new excavation.

B-3307.4.2 Preconstruction survey. No excavation work to a depth of more than 5 feet (1524
mm) within 10 feet (3048 mm) of an adjacent building shall commence until the person causing
an excavation to be made has documented the existing conditions of all adjacent buildings in a

preconstruction survey. Preconstruction surveys shall be maintained by the contractor and made
available to the Department upon request.

B-3307.5 Underpinning. Whenever underpinning is required to preserve and protect an
adjacent property from construction, demolition, or excavation work, the person who causes
such work shall, at his or her own expense, underpin the adjacent building.

B-3307.6 Examination of party walls. Party walls shall be carefully examined by a competent
person designated by the permit holder to ascertain the condition and adequacy of the party wall
prior to the placement of any material that will impose a load upon such party wall. If the party
wall is found to be in poor condition or inadequate to support the stored material, no material
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shall be deposited on the floor until the party wall is shored or otherwise strengthened as
determined by a registered design professional to safely support such material.

B-3307.6.1 Support of party walls. Where a party wall will be affected by excavation,
regardless of the depth, the person who causes the excavation to be made shall preserve such
party wall at his or her own expense so that it shall be, and shall remain, in a safe condition.
Where an adjoining party wall is intended to be used by the person causing an excavation to be
made, and such party wall is in good condition and sufficient for the uses of the existing and
proposed buildings, it shall be the duty of such person to protect the party wall and support it by

proper foundations, so that it remains practically as safe as it was before the excavation was
commenced.

-

B-3307.7 Interior walls exposed after demolition. Interior walls that become exterior walls as
the result of a demolition shall comply with Chapter 14 of the Building Code. All cornices, where
cut shall be sealed. All loose material shall be removed, and all voids shall be filled with a
suitable material. Such walls shall have wall coverings installed that comply with the applicable
provisions of Chapter 14 of the Building Code. Wall covering to be installed on a wall shall not
be more than the wall is capable of safely supporting. Where the Department determines that a

wall is incapable of supporting any acceptable wall covering and has issued a related violation,
such wall shall not be required to be covered until the violation is corrected.

The exterior of foundation walls that enclose interior space of a structure adjoining a structure
that has been demolished shall be damp-proofed in accordance with Chapter 18 of the Building

Code prior to backfilling. The person responsible for the demolition shall be responsible for
compliance with this regulation.

B-3307.8 Protection of roofs. Whenever any building is to be constructed or demolished above

the roof of an adjoining building, it shall be the duty of the person causing such work to protect
from damage at all times during the course of such work and at his or her own expense the roof;
skylights, other roof outlets, and equipment located on the roof of the adjoining building, and to

use every reasonable means to avoid interference with the use of the adjoining building during
the course of such work.

Adjoining roof protection shall be secured to prevent dislodgement by wind. Where construction
or demolition work occurs at a height of at least 48 inches (1219 mm) above the level of the
adjoining roof, adjoining roof protection shall consist of 2 inches (51 mm) of flame-retardant
foam under 2 inches (51 mm) of flame-retardant wood plank laid tight and covered by flame-
retardant plywood, or shall consist of equivalent protection acceptable to the Department, and

shall extend to a distance of at least 12 feet (3638 mm) from the edge of the building being
constructed or demolished.

Notes

162.1 Added, Bill No. 130691-A (approved February 19, 2014). See note 23 for effective
date provisions. Enrolled bill numbered this as B-3302.3; renumbered by Code editor.

162.2 Added, Bill No. 130691-A (approved February 19, 2014). See note 23 for effective
date provisions. Enrolled bill numbered this as B-3302.4; renumbered by Code editor.



Executive Order No. 1/-[ 3
Emergency Declaration Regarding Demolition Approvals
WHEREAS, in light of the recent tragic building collapse at 22" and Market Streets, the

City needs to do everything within its powers to protect the public against future recurrences;
and ‘

WHEREAS, Section 8-407 of the Philadelphia Home Rule Charter provides that the

Mayor may suspend the 30-day notice and comment period for departmental regulations in the
face of an emergency,

NOW, THEREFORE,

I, Michael A. Nutter, Mayor of the City of Philadelphia, pursuant to Section 8-407 of the
Home Rule Charter, do hereby:

1. DECLARE an emergency affecting the public safety.

2. SUSPEND the notice and comment requirements of Section 8-407 of the Home Rule
Charter to allow the Department of Licenses and Inspections to immediately put into effect
improved safety requirements regarding building demolitions.

3. DIRECT the Managing Director and the Commissioner of Licenses and Inspections to

take all appropriate steps to insure that demolition work in this City is performed safely and
appropriately, with the safety of the public always the paramount consideration.

o/2/)2 MW

June 7, 2013 Michael A. Nutter, Mayor’
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BACKGROUND

The Department recognizes that significant risk to the public is inherent to the difficult operation of demolishing a
building. While the International Building Code and the Philadelphia Code authorize the issuance of permits for
demolition and require demolition processes to be performed in a workmanlike manner and protect the public and

adjacent properties, it is the Department’s responsibility to institute procedures which lead to confirmation of
compliance.

DISCUSSION

On June 7, 2013 the Mayor issued an executive order establishing emergency regulations and policies regarding

the demolition of buildings. Significant changes to the processing of demolition permits and the inspections of work
approved by those permits were directed by this order.

Subsequently legislation was enacted in February and March 2014 incorporating provisions related to demolition
operations into the Philadelphia Code; however, some of these provisions are not effective until September 2015.
This Code Bulietin will continue to serve as a guideline for relevant code and regulation until such time that all new
demolition code provisions have been implemented. Responsible parties should review pertinent sections of Title 4

of the Philadelphia Code, including modifications to Chapters 17 and 33 of the International Building Code at
(www.phila.gov).

ISSUE

The purpose of enforcing Building Codes is to reduce risks of building failures. Codes cannot eliminate risk
completely. The model codes require that work be performed in a workmanlike manner, and protection of the public
and adjoining properties is required. The International Codes do not dictate the means and methods by which

contractors build and demolish buildings and do not define what constitutes workmanlike manner and public
protection.

Our model codes, the International Codes, adopted for use in Pennsylvania are focused on new construction and
alterations and require buildings to have safety elements and systems prior to occupancy. These codes do not

always address the uniqueness of older cities and the operations of demolitions necessary before new construction
may begin.

The model codes do not provide strict guidance on how demolition practices must occur. A demolition plan which
analyzes the conditions of the building, the surrounding area and the appropriate methods of demolition is

recognized by the industry as being extremely important, particularly in Philadelphia, given the density of our city and
the age of its existing structures.
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The Philadelphia Code provisions for contractor license do not addre;s the qualifications and experience levels of
general contractors in Philadelphia.

To ensure that demolitions occur safely, it is incumbent on the owner to hire a contractor with the knowledge and
skills needed to demolish buildings. The contracior needs to implement a demolition plan which addresses the
safety issues particular to the building and surrounding area. The contractor needs to ensure his/her employees are

qualified to perform the assigned tasks, adhere to the plan, and understand when conditions warrant a change to
that plan.

The Department instituted additional controls which ensure that the owner has selected a contractor with the
knowledge, skill and staff necessary to complete the demolition safely, and that the selected contractor has
developed and implemented a plan to address the safety of the operation and its impact on the public and adjoining
structures. Such controls shall remain in place until demolition contractor licensing becomes effective.

DIRECTION

A. Qualifications

Contractors selected to perform demolition must have prior experience planning and conducting demolition
operations and developing and employing site safety measures.

The minimum requirements include:

1. A current insurance policy listing required coverage for general liability, automobile and workman's
compensation insurance, naming the city of Philadelphia as an additional insured. The minimum levels
of insurance established by the City of Philadelphia's Risk Management Office shall be submitted.

2. Documentation regarding the experience of the contractor and his/her employees in performing
demolitions. At a minimum, this shall include executed contracts for three previous contracts which
included demolition activities, proof of employment in the past three years in the field of demolition or
construction, and identification of at least two employees who will be performing demolition at the site
and details on their work history.

3. A copy of the contract between the demolition contractor and the owner, developer, or general
contractor for the proposed demolition indicating the cost of the demolition work.

4. Tax Clearance from the Revenue Department, including all sub-contractors.

5. No current violations related to other construction or demolition projects.

Be advised that changes to Title 9 of the Philadelphia Code related to Demolition Contractors are scheduled
to take effect in September 2015.

B. Demolition Planning and Operations

1. Site Safety Plan

A site safety demolition plan shall be developed by a competent person. In cases where the structure
to be demolished exceeds three (3) stories, the plan must be developed by a Professional Engineer
licensed in Pennsylvania. A site safety demolition plan is critical for projects in which the removal of
materials poses risks to the safety of people or adjacent properties.

The plan must address the methods used to carry out the demolition, as well as the proposed

measures for protecting adjoining structures and property and pedestrian/vehicle traffic, and the
restoration of the remaining structures and the site.

The plan must clearly identify the competent person who developed the site safety demolition plan and

his/her contact information. A copy of the site safety demolition plan shall remain on site during all
demolition activities.

At 2 minimum, the plan shall include the following:
a. Details on the type of construction and condition of the structure to be demolished.

b. Photographs of the structure and the site accurately depicting its present condition.
c. Inspection details on the structural conditions of the adjoining properties.
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Description of the means and methods for protection of the adjacent structures.
Description of the method of demolition to be applied.

Details on potential hazards (i.e. collapse, structural failure).

Underground utility confirmation number.

Description of any safety exposures and environmental issues.

Designation of a safety zone as required by Title 4, Subcode B, Section 3303.8.1 of the
Philadelphia Code.

A schedule of the demolition activities shall be developed as part of the demolition planning.

2. Demolition Operations

Unless approval to the contrary has been obtained from the Department based upon a site safety
demolition plan sealed by the Professional Engineer, demolition operations shall inciude the following:

a.

Demolition shall be performed by hand methods and shall be restricted to horizontal operations .
The demolition shall proceed from top to bottom, one fioor at a time. Demolition materials shall
not be permitted on sidewalks or curbs overnight.

Masonry shall not be permitted to fall upon the floors of the building in such mass as to exceed
the load capacity of the floors.

No wall section more than twelve feet in height shall be permitted to stand alone without lateral
bracing, uniess such wall was originally designed and constructed to stand without such support
and exists in a stable condition.

Masonry walls shall be demolished in small sections. Walls above the elevation of the first floor
shall not be “thrown,” but shall be barred loose and demolished piecemeal. All walls shall be left
in a stable condition at the end of the work day.

Structural members on any floor shall not be cut or removed until all stories above the floor have
been demolished and removed. Exceptions may be made for provisions to remove debris or
install equipment necessary for safe demolition.

A masonry saw cut will be required at the intersection of any adjacent building along a common
front wall. The cut is to be smooth and uniform, done in a workmanlike manner without
disturbance of the remaining adjacent wall. If there is a viable reason why the walls should not
be saw cut, the contractor is to submit his reasons, in writing to the Department.

Demolitions that involve tunnel alley walls require investigation and support details from a
Professional Engineer. If left in place, the covering over the tunnel aliey shall consist of a
minimum of ¥4" exterior grade plywood covered by two (2) layers of 90-ib. mineral felt roll roofing
paper.

Prior to the commencement of demolition operations, all pipes, tanks, boilers, or similar devices
containing fuel and located in the area authorized to be demolished by the permit shail be
purged of such fuel followed by submittal of any required closure report to the PA Department of
Environmental Protection.

The contractor shall maintain the integrity of the party walls and shall provide any and all shoring
and bracing required for their support. All shoring and bracing shall be done by mechanics
experienced in this type of work, and shall be installed based upon a Professional Engineer's
design and direction.

In removing the demolition materials, the debris shall be sprinkled with water to control any dust
and dirt that may result from the use of chutes or any other demolition operation.

Applications for demolition of a building exceeding six (6) stories in height above grade shall be
accompanied by a written plan for dust control approved by the Air Management Services
Division of the Health Department. The plan shall give consideration to such items as the height
of the building, the feasibility of use of mechanical appurtenances such as standpipes, worker
safety and the use and proximity of adjacent buildings.

The use of power-operated wrecking equipment may be approved where a building or group of
buildings is being demolished, and is detached from other structures not to be demolished and
there are no occupied structures within the safety zone. Where a group of buildings is scheduled
for demolition and is attached to a structure not scheduled for demolition, power methods may
be permitted for the group except for the building immediately adjoining the structure to remain.
This building shall be demolished in accordance with the provisions stated above and in
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compliance with the safety zone requirements established in Title 4, Subcode B, Section
3303.8.1 of the Philadelphia Code.

3. Protection of Adjacent Properties

The site safety plan must include detailed information on the protection of adjacent private and public

property.

At a minimum, the report shall include the foilowing:

a.
b.

0 Q

Inspection details on the structural conditions of the adjoining properties.

Description of the means and methods for protection of the adjacent structures. Where
demolition occurs at a height of 48 inches or more above the level of the adjoining roof, that
roof must be protected in accordance with Section 3307 of the Philadelphia Building Code
Description of the method of demolition to be applied. Where demolition of a structure
results in cutting a beam supporting sections of an adjacent structure, permanent adequate
support shall be installed at the direction of a Professional Engineer.

Sealed plans regarding any required shoring.

Reference to safety zone as required by Section 3303.8.1 of the Philadelphia Code.
ldentification of sidewalk protection. Where the Streets Department authorizes the sidewalk
to be fenced or closed, the fence shall be a minimum of 6 feet in height. The fence shall be
installed to the extent necessary to effectively close off the site.

It is the responsibility of the person causing demolition to obtain approval to enter adjoining property
from the owner of such property prior to the start of work. Written notice must be provided to the
adjacent property owner 10 days in advance with full details on the demolition and protections required.

A physical examination of the adjacent property is to be conducted and recorded by the person causing
the demolition.

4. Post-Demolition Restoration

The following specific provisions shall apply to the restoration of remaining structures and the site:

a.

Where a structure is demolished or removed and no new construction is contemplated,
before backfilling, basement floors constructed of concrete, brick or stone shall be broken
up to within 3 feet of the foundation of any adjoining building to permit drainage of the cellar
cavity into the soil below. Pieces shall be no more than one (1) square foot.

The contractor shall close all breaches in the party walls with like materials. Breaches shali
include but are not limited to door openings, passageways, open gables, etc.

When demalition of a structure exposes or creates an exposure between a porch roof and
ceiling of an adjoining structure, the contractor shall close the void with minimum 2" exterior
grade plywood and cover the void with 90-lb. mineral surface roll roofing paper. Studding
shall be required where butting occurs.

The exterior of foundation walls that enclose interior space of a structure adjoining a
structure that has been demolished shall be damp-proofed in accordance with Chapter 18 of
the Building Code prior to backfilling.

Interior walls that become exterior walls as the result of a demolition shall comply with
Chapter 14 of the Building Code. Such walls shall have wall coverings installed that comply
with the applicable provisions of Chapter 14 of the Building Code. Wall covering to be
installed on a wall shall not be more than the wall is capable of safely supporting. Where the
Department determines that a wall is incapable of supporting any acceptable wall covering
and has issued a related violation, such wall shall not be required to be covered until the
violation is corrected. The person responsible for the demolition shall be responsible for
compliance with this regulation.

All masonry piers and walls in the basements shall be removed to the level of the sidewalk.
Non-masonry basement partitions, stairways, entire first floor construction, heating,
plumbing and electrical equipment, piping and miscellaneous fixtures, fuel tanks, etc., shall
be removed, and all cellar spaces from existing cellar floor to sidewalk level shall be filled

solidly with earth, or other approved material unless approval to the contrary is authorized by
a permit.
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g. Demolition site areas shall be graded and leveled off to the adjacent grade away from any
adjoining party wall to prevent the accumulation of water or damage to any foundations on
the premises or the adjoining property. The demolition area shall be covered with clean
earth covering, which shall be free of bricks, concrete, stone, wood, branches, twigs and all
other foreign material.

h. The contractor shall, at completion of the work, remove from the site all rubbish and
accumulated materials and leave the site in a clean, orderly and acceptable condition and
ensure that the site is free from hazard to the public.

Demolition Permit Applications

All demolition permit applications shall identify the licensed contractor who will perform the demolition

activity. (Demolition contractors are required to provide details on all subcontractors prior to the
subcontractor working on the site.)

The application shall include the following:
1. Site Safety Demolition Plan as described in the *“Demoilition Planning” section above.
2. Photographs of the structure and the site accurately depicting its present condition.

3. Protection of pedestrians. Fencing or sidewalk shelter platforms in compliance with Section B-3303 of
the Building Code.

4. Demolition schedule.

The contractor shall submit a schedule of the proposed demolition which shall include the following:

a. The start date shall be consistent with code requirements for public notice and unsafe/imminent
danger conditions. Demolition must begin within 45 days of public issuance. Public notification
period is required in accordance with Section 303.2 of the Philadelphia Administrative Code.

b. The schedule shall be consistent with the protection methods for pedestrians and adjacent
properties.

Identification of demolition milestones and projected dates of completion.

The proposed start and stop times for daily activity.

e. Confirmation that the work will not begin before site safety measures are in place and those

measures are inspected and approved by the building inspector.

5. Additional Submittal items
a. Discontinuance permit from Philadelphia Water Department (PWD) for water service.

b. PWD storm water management approval for disturbance of parcels greater than 15,000 sq. ft.
c. Asbestos inspection report for buildings constructed prior to 1981 (except residential buildings with
3 dwelling units or less).

d. Dust control plan approved by the Health Department for buildings in excess of 6 stories.
e. Plumbing permit to seal the existing lateral.

ao

Required Demolition Permit Inspections

The Contractor is responsible for scheduling all required inspections a minimum of 48 hours prior to each
inspection.

A copy of the street closure permit from the Department of Streets or a building permit for the sidewalk
shelter platform must be furnished prior to the start of work.

The building permit for the demolition establishes the following required inspections for each demolition
permit:

¢ INITIAL INSPECTION: The contractor is required to notify the Department a minimum of 48 hours
prior to the start of work to schedule the'initial inspection. The contractor shall review the site safety
demolition plan with the inspector on site prior to the start of demolition. The contractor shall provide
the inspector with proof of all utility disconnections. Pedestrian protection required by the code must
be in place before the start of work. If not in place and work has started, the Department will issue
a Stop Work order which shall remain in place until the pedestrian protection is approved.

Note: Failure to schedule the initial inspection and associated site safety review wili result in a Stop
Work Order, to remain in place for a minimum of three (3) business days. The order will not be lifted
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until an administrative hearing is held to discuss the failure to notify and the site safety review is
completed with the inspector.

UNDER-SLAB/FLOOR INSPECTION: This inspection is required to ensure that the contractor is
maintaining the safety measures detailed in the site safety demolition plan and applying means and
methods detailed in the plan in a safe and workmanlike manner. A review of the submitted schedule
is performed. An under-slab-floor inspection shall be required for each floor of the building being
demolished. An additional under-stab/floor inspection may be required to ensure proper drainage of
the cellar cavity is achieved by breaking up the cellar floor.

FRAMING/CLOSE-IN INSPECTION: This inspection is required to ensure that an application of
parging and waterproofing is applied to adjacent foundation walls prior to backfilling of the cellar

cavity. Additionally, the contractor shall complete the closing of all openings in exposed party walls
prior to covering.

PREFINAL/WALLBOARD: The pre-final inspection is required to ensure the contractor has
removed all improper fill from the site prior to the backfilling of the cellar cavity.

FINAL BUILDING INSPECTION: This inspection determines final compliance of the permitted

demolition and is also required to confirm proper grading of the site upon completion of the
demolition.

Note: Failure to provide for required demolition inspections will result in the issuance of a code
violation notice with an associated fee of $500.

The contractor is required to maintain on site documentation of all inspections and a copy of the site safety

plan.

The contractor is required to submit a revised demolition schedule if the demolition does not start in the time

frame established by the schedule submitted with the permit application. Failure to do so may result in
revocation of the permit.

The contractor is required to notify the inspector of any subcontractors employed on the demolition project
and provide information regarding their license, insurance and tax clearance.

E. Abandoned and Discontinued Operations

1

Barrier. If any construction or demolition operation is abandoned, discontinued or interrupted, a

barrier meeting the requirements of Section 3306 of the Building Code shall be provided to protect
the pubilic from potential hazards on the site.

Filling and grading. When permits have expired and when no permits have been issued within 3
months of the cessation of excavation operations, the lot shall be filled and graded to eliminate all
steep slopes, holes, obstructions or similar sources of hazard. Fill shall be free of organic material
and construction debris. The final surface shall be graded in such a manner as to drain the lot,

eliminate pockets in the fill, and prevent the accumulation of water without damaging any
foundations on the premises or on adjoining property.
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BACKGROUND

The Department recognizes that significant risk to the public is inherent to the difficult operation of
demolishing a building. While the International Building Code and the Philadelphia Code authorize the
issuance of permits and require construction processes to be performed in a workmanlike manner and

protect the public and adjacent properties, it is the Department's responsibility to institute procedures
which lead to confirmation of compliance.

DISCUSSION

The Mayor issued an executive order establishing emergency regulations and policies regarding the
demalition of buildings. Significant changes to the processing of demolition permits and the
inspections of work approved by those permits were directed by this order. These instructions

detail employee responsibilities in the inspection and approval of work associated with a demolition
permit.

DIRECTION

Posting of Demolition Notice

When posting of the demolition is required, the inspector shall post a notice on the structure to be
demolished and distribute letter of notification indicating that the owner intends to demolish said structure.
The inspector shall distribute the letter to the front doors of the following properties:

1. The three nearest properties on each side of the subject property.

2. The seven nearest properties across the street from the subject property.

3. The seven nearest properties to the rear of the subject property.

Demolition Schedule

Upon posting of the demolition notice, the inspector is responsible for reviewing the demolition schedule
and updating the required inspections in the permit record to reflect the dates in the demolition schedule.

The initial inspection is automatically scheduled by the database for 15 business days after the issuance
of the permit (2 days for [.D; 10 days for Unsafe) and must be revised based upon the schedule. All

required inspections for demolition permits shall have scheduled dates entered by the inspector upon
completion of the posting.

Regquired Inspections

The Department’'s database establishes the following required inspections for each complete demolition
permit:

* INITIAL INSPECTION: the contractor is required to notify the Department 48 hours prior to the
start of work to schedule the initial inspection. The initial inspection shall be used to review the
contractor or design professional’s site safety plan prior to the start of demolition. The



contractor shall provide the inspector with proof of all utility disconnections. Pedestrian protection
required by B-3306 must be in place before the start of work. If not in place and work has started,
a Stop Work order must be issued and remain in place until the pedestrian protection is
approved. if no work has started, and there is no contact with/by the contractor, the inspector
shall schedule another initial inspection in the database 15 business days later. After three (3)
initial inspections with no work started and no contact with the contractor or owner, the inspector
shall request revocation of the demolition permit for failure to adhere to the schedule associated

with the permit. The inspector is authorized to approve schedule revisions if site conditions are
safe to do so.

« UNDER-SLAB/FLOOR INSPECTION: is to be performed to ensure that the contractor is
maintaining the site safety measures detailed in the site safety plan and applying means and
methods detailed in the plan in a safe and workmanlike manner. An under-siab-floor inspection
shall be performed for each floor of the building being demolished. At a MINIMUM, two (2) under-
slab/floor inspections shall be performed on each demolition permit. An additional under-slab/floor

inspection may be required to ensure proper drainage of the cellar cavity is achieved by breaking
up the cellar floor.

FRAMING/CLOSE-IN INSPECTION: is to be performed to ensure that an application of parging
and waterproofing is applied to adjacent foundation walls prior to backfiling cellar cavity.
Additionally, the inspector shall ensure the closing of all openings in exposed party walls prior to
covering, and that abandoned chimneys are capped with remaining chimneys left in service.

PREFINAL/WALLBOARD: The pre-final inspection serves a dual purpose; determination of
readiness of project for final inspection and preparation of deficiencies or punch list. The
inspector will verify that all required permits were issued and check the status of completed
inspections. Inform permit holder that all required documents will be submitted at time of final

inspection. The inspector shall ensure removal of all improper fill from the site prior to the backfill
of the cellar cavity.

FINAL BUILDING INSPECTION: is to be performed after all items have been completed. These
items include, but are not limited to proper grading upon completion of the demolition.

Review of Site Safety Plan

The contractor or design professional is responsible for development and submittal to the Department of
a site safety plan which details the means and methods the contractor will undertake to protect the public
and the adjoining properties. This plan must include the following items which require review and
approval by the plans examiner and confirmation by the inspector prior to the start of work.
1. Protection of pedestrians
a. Fencing or sidewalk sheiter platforms in compliance with B-3306.

b. A copy of the permit from the Department of Streets or a building permit for the sidewalk
shelter platform.

2. Protection of adjoining properties
A Professional Engineer's report regarding the protection of adjacent properties must be
submitted for demolition of buildings above three stories. For all other buildings, the report may
be developed by the contractor. The report shall include the following:

a. Inspection details on the structural conditions of the adjoining properties.

b. Description of the means and methods for protection of the adjacent structures.
c. Description of the method of demoalition to be applied.

d. Sealed plans regarding any required shoring.

The inspector shall meet the contractor on site prior o the start of demolition and review the site safety
plan with the contractor at the INITIAL INSPECTION. The contractor is required to maintain the site
safety plan on site during all demolition activity. Failure to do so shall result in a failed inspection.

A review of the plan on site with the contractor and inspector prior to the start of demolition is required

2



If demolition begins prior to this review, the inspector shall issue a Stop Work order which shall remain in
place until an administrative hearing is held by the District Supervisor with the contractor and inspector to

review the failure by the contractor to notify the Department. The site safety review must be completed
before the Stop Work order is lifted.

Demolition schedule
The permit documents shall include a schedule of the proposed demolition which shall contain the
following:

a. The schedule shall be consistent with the protection methods for pedestrians and

adjacent properties.

The start date shall be consistent with code requirements for public notice and

unsafe/imminent danger conditions.

c. Identification of demolition milestones and projected dates of completion.

d. The proposed start and stop times for daily activity.

e. Confirmation that the work will not begin before site safety measures are in place and
those measures are inspected and approved by the building inspector.

b.

During the site safety review with the contractor, the inspector shall also review the schedule with the

contractor and schedule all further required inspections. The contractor is responsible for confirming
these scheduled inspections 48 hours in advance.

Additional Responsibilities
The inspector and District Supervisor will coordinate with the Department of Revenue to ensure that all

demolition contractors and/or subcontractors provide proof of the following: proper insurance and tax
clearances for all employees before any final inspection is approved.

Coordination with Air Management may be required for dust control plans associated with some sites.

Dated photos shall be taken at all demolition inspections and stored in the S:drive under file:
DEMOLITION PHOTOS with the file identified by street name, then number.

All demolition activities must follow similar requirements as City-funded demolitions regarding protection
of adjacent buildings, including no use of heavy machinery for attached building demolitions. Stop Work

orders shall be issued immediately upon notice of unsafe practices or conditions. (Refer to Code Bulletin
B-1302).

Approval

Upon final inspection, the inspector should review permit records to ensure that a permit has been issued
for new construction or for treating the exposed wall. If no permits have been issued, a violation notice to
the owner of the property requiring treatment of the exposed walls shall be issued.

The Code’s Regulations regarding treatment of exposed walls read as follows:

B-3307.1 (R) Interior walls exposed after demolition. Interior walls that become exterior walls as the
result of a demolition shall comply with Sections B-1403.2 through B-1403.3 of the Building Code. Such
walls shall have wall coverings installed that comply with the applicable provisions of Sections B-1405.2
through B-1405.17.2, B-1406.1 through B-1406.2.4 and B-1407 of the Building Code. Wall covering to be
installed on a wall shall not be more than the wall is capable of safely supporting. Where the Department

determines that a wall is incapable of supporting any acceptable wall covering and has issued a related
violation, such wall shall not be required to be covered until the violation is corrected.

Upon a “passed” final inspection, the District Supervisor shall review the permit records to ensure these

instructions were followed before closing the record. This is in addition to the periodic review of inspector
activities and work.
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154 CARSON STREET- 19127 $90633 295.00 172884, FT, 14,000.00 PRADLIP PARERH ‘GREEN LANI ASSOC. NONI HC SITE CONSTRUCTION INC. 167.767-6017
E 3 J2 PHULA PA 19119 = CHALFONT_PA 18314 .
1121 5. ASTH STRLET - 19104 590916 526500 158050, FT. $16,000.00 GEORGE DIPTASIO JOHN CASHIDY s ”))-a-ha NONE RAYS HOME REFAAR & INC. PHILA PA 19129 215641650
12245 4STH STREET - 19108 swoms $265.00 anzsons 188050, FT, $16.000.00 MICHALL PETHER JOHN CASSIDY v o) NONE NATS HOME REPAIR & DOMOUTION, INC. 4719 MOLON STALET, LA PA 19139 2156310350
3446 N, SYDLNHAM STRLET - 19140 sa7a1 s$15000 s 150050, FT. $11,875.00 145 SKARIA UNIQUE PROJLCT MANAGTMENT el Jd Ezc.ng O s NONE GEPPERT BROS, INC. o ;Et.‘ o;c (-gs. H.E 215-822.7%00
1005 S, RANDOLPH STRLET- 19147 1218 £ MOYAMENSING AVE. 814 SOUTH FRONT STREET
591966 $145.00 3, s 20030 FT $30.000.00 THOMAS SWEEN 1OSTPH N, SIGIMO NONE GAMA WRLCKING NG 15-651-549!
|COMPLETE DEMD) = Sweeney " i PHILA, PA 19147 MACEEG PHILA A 19147 TSN
249 5. SIND STREET 19139 1331 E WYCMING AVE, 1101 TREWIGTOWN ROAD
592185 '3 . FT. »
(24351 5.5IND § il $940.00 1S @rssa. $157,500.00 ELIZABETH BALDWIN BRANTZ & LEDMAN REAL EST vA 19124 NONE GIPPERT BADS, INC, COLMAN, PA 19915 215-812 7900
502 GLAHARD STREET-19120 483 HOLLY ROAD 2200 WECCACOE AVE.
592511 $300.00 41871015 2000 5Q. FT. 10,000.00 JALS SKARIA MEF GIRHARL NON DEMO MACH:NI 167- S49-0783
[COMPETEDEMO) d $ 0 BLUEBTLL PA 13422 e 2 PriLA PA 19140 &
2311 PENNSIVANIA AVENLE - 19130 sa2683 susm R0t 15050 F1. $10000.00 MALAN KOPRMICA (DONSTYN PROPERTIES 18 1P Ll g b lamadi NONE FRAN [POSITD CONSTRUCTION CO. INC. B 6104962094
4610 CEDAR AVENUE - 1914) AVENUE 4 UPLAND AVE
592665 ) 295.00 A s 127150 F7 23,111.00 i CK MARSHALL \ 87 ag? .| G10496-20%4
ey s: 1810 sa s coem BAYLA st TS L FAANK CPOSITD CONSTRUCTION CD. INC. R . ph s ¥




LocaTioN FERMIT ¢ ree DATEISSUED AREA PLAN OWNEX NAME OwWNER ADDRESS owNER Lic NAME NUMBER
3347 CONRAD STREET - 19129 ssmn 16000 srors ansaf $17.000.00 CATUN MEST BAOWN STALET INVESTMENTS Lyl Lo PMOURY NONE NLC CONTRACTORS INC. nsmam
1621 FONTAIN STREET- 19121 PO BOX 56092
HHHHHHHH S35 $265.00 anines 160052 FT. $10,000.00 JAIS SKARIA RELM AVISHAY v 130 NONE AL CONTRACTORS INC. 215-778-8782
128 W. LOGAN STREET-13144 4414 PILING STREET
592900 312,00 ann01s L FT. 30,000.00 AN Kutr ANNE IDIASON NON{ RICLD CONSTRUCTION BS6-466-6457
4CMPLETE DEMO) s . — . - L PHaA PA 19124 %
765 MOLE STRCET 19146 92909 sns00 anzrams sssa s13.00000 ANDATW kP ANTHONY PALISAND 28 BLue tﬁ”...uﬂ:_e NoNE AICLO CONSTRUCTION 8564566452
319 N. PAESTON STREET- 19104 314 N, PRESTON ST,
592930 S.00 50050, 11 N NONE VIO SCHW4 uc RhIt)
812! nnas sa.F1 $16,00000 s sxann ons wiuams b oA /ARTE CONTRACTING. s-a1 10
327 N. 40TH STREET- 19104 22 WHITE WOODS LANE
592934 270050, NONE DAVIO SCHW. uc 23119
ped ) sa300 wnams sa.f1 $100000 s sxana MACagTIZ UC MALVIRN, PA 19355 /ARTZ CONTRACTING: 21562301
Eity ITH STREET 19123 SI0 N. 4TH STREET
59197, 150.00 19/2015 . FT KAREN REAL uc 5-692-7009
i oimo) 23 $: 3/19/201 1500 5Q. $22.000.00 SARAH UBERTIES DAXK, LP PHELA. PA 13120 2
3403 WALLACE STREET 19104 PO, BOX 42013 234 SOUTH FRONT STREET
5932 $.00 S . FT. TAN NONE GAMA KNG INC. 5-651-549)
o) 2] F 3t 3107104 600 5Q. $21.000.00 STFREY 3409 WALLACE UL PHALA, PA 13101 a PHIA, PA 19147 &
2410 E. HARDAD ST 19125 3010 RICHMOND ST
S9113% 145.00 AN11/2015 7565Q.F1 ,700.00 PRADTIP PARTKH NONI MACHINE 28754 '
MPLETE OEMO) 9] $ 11720 sQ. sa, BMX PAOPERTIES LLC. PHALA PA 19334 2 pes. al
15115 19TH STREET 19146 593551 $215.00 phes 144050, FT $90.000.00 MCHARD MAGGETT! FBONY BUANS 2)23 EARP STREET PHILA, PA 19146 NONE ‘Wi CONSTRUCTION LLC 215-900-6525
2019 AMBER STREET - 19125 ssun sas000 s Brsa. T 18,0000 VN WALSH THOMAS & MAXGARET AZMICK 2844 4. FRONT STRCET, PHILA. PA 19123 nONE AL CONTRACTORS INC. usmanm
JOLESEONASTRERISHS ssa000 $17000 yov201s 1300301 1000000 MIRAN KOPAMCA MARLEY PROPEATIS LLE O 2159928450 REAL CONSTRUCTION LLE 156917009
1007 5. RANDOLPH STREET- 19147 1216 E. MOTAMENSING AVE.
534352 120.00 3 ns 20030 FT. UTTANY WiRLAMS WRECKING 215-6514
{COMPLETE DEMO) $ 1/9/201 5Q. $30,000.00 BRI JOTEPH N. SIGIMONDI A 19147 NONE GAMA WRECK! INC. -651-5493
1011 5. RANDOLPH- 19147 1216 £ MOTAMEINSING AVE.
5843553 120.00 3 s 20050 FT. 30, HUTTANY WILLIAM! NONI GAMA WRICXING 215-651.5493
{COMPLETE DIMG) $! /3/201 0. $30,000.00 [ 5 OSIPH N. SIGISMONDL A 39147 3 L 1
531 POPLAP SRS a1 s1.15000 anspams ssazsa.Fr. $21,600.00 GLOAGE ALTMEEN BAMBREY ATSOOATES LLC o 1o HoNE SKAPANEAS CONSTRUCTION INC. 098416034
413 GATEN STREET (413421 GALEN STREET) - 19123 35006 151000 annors swassa.Fr 11000000 AELAN KOPRIVCA 413 GREEN STREETLP e
2122 GRLIN STREET- 19130
4 - i « "
[ARA 2324 GAEEN STREET) 9T $1.600.00 /21/1018 10,000 50. FT. $242,860.00 ANDREW KLLP HOW 2322-2332 GAEIN STREET NONE Al UNICH INC. 104533147
229 W. ALLEGHINCY AVE - 19133
596475 1.408.00 anies 220050 FT. 5, CHAISTINE DWUINN 7274 F, MARIANI $10-158 9742
e ot B 7720 sa sas.00000 o O0S-AMIRICAN L1 7.685-2500 ostn
LISHERNAN STRECT 8104 597234 1500 a1 36230, FT, $17, 20800 BAITTANY WHLAMS FEDERAL HOME LDAN MORTGASE NONE DLMO MACHNE Ee
817 5. 5TH STREET - 19147 597351 $160.00 5/11/2015 24040, FT. $14,000.00 ANDREW KLtP 817 SOUTH STH REALTY PSHP NONE JAMES DHIARTOLD NONE
SXKIN ISR E i) sorasa $10000 siafzoots ° $10.500.00 FAEDIRCK MARSHALL ROSTMARY U, 1ACOB none RLC CONTRACTORS iNC. QLS T7aena
Lots w:ot;-z._n‘n..u.n Sl ssea2 s915.00 wnshors 10050, 1. $500,000.00 ANDREW KXY LOUIS Fafon ) & ROSE MINE S SSUERNS! NONE FREH START ENTERPRIES werarsan
1631 CADWALLADER STREET - 19122 9971 $325.00 s/12/1015 14405Q. FT, $10.500.00 MILAN KDPRIVICA TIMOTHY WISE NONE GAMA WRECKING INC. 215-651-549)
230 N. MARKOE STAEET - 19138 se910 19000 snonos 108050, FT. s10.00000 GLOAGE iPTATID PHILADELPHIA HOUSING AUTHONITY sennces 152914978
1102 N. IND STREET - 19173
1834 600 80. FT.. Wi g
" DEMO OF A ONE STORY . GRAGE} 1131 $340.00 2015 ! Q. FT. $10,000.00 JEFFREY TAN IR0 & GEONGE LIC 610-259-0680 GAMA WRTCKING INC. 215-651-549)
2360 PENROSE AVENUE- 19145 601611 $450.00 AnIcs 2955 5Q.FT. $550,000.00 GEORGE ALTMOER ATLANTIC REAN'NG MARKETING CORP 1016 W. 9TH AVE NONE VANTZINGER INC. &03-267-8600
SOUTHEASTERN. PA 19398
7205, 19TH STREET- 19146 7203, 19TH STREET 122 CAMXX ROAD
601683 .00 97030, FT. 7, IAGE NONE RICCO CONSTRY N R56-456-6451
sus. o8 $17.00000 GEOAGE DIPERSIO COLESTINE E. CREECH et uchos i ianin i aea]
O L w70 $10000 4pots 550,97, $15,00000 MILAN KOMINICA CITY OF FHHLADELPHIS- DEPT. PUBLIC PROPERTY .L““nﬂﬂ. NONE GESSLER CONTRUCTION €. INC. SEEE 51 ANDROWS DR NONE
(REC CENTER PLAYGAOUND BLDG | =i R ’ MIDIA, PA 19063
110 N, JATH STREET- 19104 NEC JIND & CHESTNUT STREET 3101 TREWMGTOWN AOAD
1710 5 it FT. ,710.00 1 -
(tmingy Q371 $430.00 /3/2015 0050, $62,70 ANDREW KULP DREXIL UNMIRSTY, A PENNA CORP PA 19104 NONE GIPPINT BADS, INC. COUAAR, FA 18915 215-412-7900
4470 CONVENT LANE -19134 PNE DEVILOPMENT LLC 101 TALBOT AVE 101 TALBOT AVE.
4 3 g n 32
14420301 Nt P 1909 $200.00 5/6/2015 39630 FT, $4,900.00 PRADEEP PARSRH JE5, 74 19003 159170179 EEY STATE DEVELDPMENT CORP. 2$5-332-5406
2129 TITAN STREET -19146 2129 TITAN STREET
600397 130.00 A 15 644 50, FT, ANDAIW KU KON PEDRO PALMIA CONSTRUCTION INC. 2679724210
iy s 2170 sa. $12.50000 azoRsE cYaus o 3
5261 RIDGE AVINUE - 19128 603430 $180.00 S/ 168050, FT. $50,000.00 NS SKARIA 5261 RIDGE HOLDINGS LLC PO BOX 171 BRYN MAWR, PA 13010 NONE GAMA WRECKING INC. 215-651-5491
$I5) RIOGE AVINUE - 19123 603454 $485.00 sfaIoNs 34255Q.F7. $50,000.00 IS SKARIA 5261 NIOGE HOLDINGS LLC PO BOX 171 BAYN MAWA, PA 15010 NONE GAMA WRECKING INC. 215-651-5493
BOS MOUNTAN STREET - 19143 SN0 $265.00 sh2nos 1074 50. FT, $20,000.00 SARAH KAISER MOUNTAIN STREET sa4 PHILA, PA 19106 215-669-7900 GAMA WRECKING INC, 215-651.5493
LTS 170H STREELI14E, 4592 $20000 shros unk 51450000 ANDREW kAP JEFFERSON 215 HOLDINGS UC R 3¢« A NoNE AL CONTRACTOAS (NC. nsmsen:
/O MICHALL GARDIN
il E.!u.xoéo. iaie o $2,30000 saros 400050, FT $200,00000 ANA SALUSHI AITA GRACE LT #.0.80% 65025 NanE GEPPEAT BROS, INC. Ji0LmewarEwn oS8 215-422.7%0
PHILA PA 19155
2625 £ HUNTINGDON STREET- 33125 cos169 19500 wo/01s 170450, FT. $3000000 ANDREW KutP UNIVIRSAL BURDING AND CO. oo -ouv-.—ﬂ HowE L CONTRACTORS (NC. ns-msam
£07 MOUNTAIN STREET - 19148 09190 $165.00 511202045 1024 5Q.FT, $20,000.00 TAWANDA BROOKINS MOUNTAIN STREET ASSOCIATES LLE. 508 SPAUCE STREET PHILA, PA 18106 215-669-7900 GAMA WRECKING INC, 2156515493
804 FEANON STREET - 19143 09191 $100.00 sM05 34130Q.F1 $20,000.00 TAWANOA BROCKING MOUNTAIN STREET ASSOCIATES UL 508 SPRUCE STREET PHILA, PA 19106 215-665-7900 BAMA WRICKING INC. 215-651-5493
06 FERNON STACET - 19143 s $100.00 smnas nsae $1000000 TAWANDA BROOKINS MOUNTAIN STREET ASSOCIATES UL 508 SPRUCE STREET PHLA, PA 19106 | 2156697500 GAMA WRICKING INC. 2565150
500 WASHINGTON AVENUE
D28 ARcH STREEE 1807 s12029 sssa00 w0 100050 . s12.000.00 MILAN KOPARICA 912 ARCH STREET INVESTMENTS ey NONE REAL CONSTRUCTION UL 215492 7009
PHIULA PA 19148
2302 COLUNS STRIET - 19125 613429 5145.00 11015 000, FT. $13,000.00 SANAH KASIR MICHALL TOMASETT 51 N.IRD STRUET K159 PHIA, PA 19106 REAL 215-632 7009
1527 WALNUT STREET - 19102 614124 $610.00 W3/2015 3304 5. FT, $179.320.00 JAIS SKARIA LEXS FAMALY LOWER PHILA, PA 19102 256-232-0400 1PC GROUP INC. 215-743-9660
2650 WHEATSHEAE LANE- 19137 19908 18000 snos 170030, F1 s1081100 PRADEEP PARIKH COPART OF CONNECTICUT INC. o ey NONE HAINES & KIBBLEHOUSE INC. 105844500
1206 €, PADER STACET 19175 218 ARDMORE AVE.
17
syt o s19500 wnos 130050 F7 $10.00000 ANa s WESSDXSHAE EQUTY LLC - d nNONE nONE NaNE
966 N. IND STREET- 19123 352 GAEENTREE RD. 2200 WECCACDE AVE.
621515 75.00 k! S 9505Q. FT. 29, SARAH y 'RON| g
(966.63 N. IND STREET) st 211201 FT. $29,000.00 RASER SMITH WEISS AND WILSON LM e 3 DEMO MACHINE A PA 19108 267-549-0701
4005, 4TTH STREET - 19104 s $2,800.00 ampos 1800050, FT, $20250000 CuRms DANIEL 0aPINC. 3451 WALNUT STREET PHILA, PA 19104 NONE GIPPENT BROS, INC. Qo =§___MB 15422790
2011 WELSH RDAD 19115 2011 WILSH ROAD 1040 CHURCHWMLE ROAD
25409 $2.740.00 /2011015 1805084, FT, 22,500.00 SANAN KAISEN HADME NONE TINARI CONTRACTORS INC NONE
A : RPALKUMAA N & HAWMU PATEL PHELA PA 19115 = SOUTHAMPTON, PA 12965
2326 GOWITT STREET- 19145 «0021 13000 72015 70030, F1. 16, PARCKH 365 RAVLE STAET NONE 0 PAMEN N INC. ST BMERALD S, 57.972.4210
B w0 s $14.50000 Praverr VANA LUK LLE e et consTUCTO Py, 2




4519 WALIUT STREET- 13139

FULL DDMOLITION COMPLETED FAIOR TO DMITIAL

7!
{COMPLETE CEMNO} 8L
BUILDING, AT SITZ. COMPLETZ CCMO
2312 HAUDAIN STRELT - 19146 542671 PERFORMEID A3 EMENGENCY MEASURL FRICR TO PERMIT ISSUANCE. ALL
IRIPECTICHS FASIED OH SAME DAY
8B O CELAELS EH s6s2 ILSATE SUILDING  INSPECTOR COAULD HOT RECALL SPECIFICT
{COMPLETE CDHO)
1702 M. 18TH ATREET- 19121
q LeTe ) 363430
2040 AMNIN STREET- 19146 67025
2. AMIR T TMMINENTLY DANGEACAIS BUILDING - FIRE EMINGINCY TEMO CCMPLETED
Rl S G S UL EEES FRICR TO ISJUANCE OF PERMIT.  ALL INSTECTIONS FAZSED O SAKE DAY
1314 PALETHORP STAZET 19122 o TommAL
1316 PALETHORP STAEET 19122 Alixe TOINITAL.
3200 3. MRCAD STRILT - 1934% AVENE
1501 N, 3JRD STREET - 19121 572073 FERMIT EXPIRED WITHOUT ACTUAL CEMO. CURKENTLY AN UMSAFE BUILLING
1843 €. FASSTONK AVE- 13148 §72963 INSPECTOR GAVE CONTRACTOR PERMIZSION TO KEGIN WORK FAIOR 70
(EDMO) INITIAL. HO VIOLATION 123UED
5 . - G RE3
e e i s i o s on o witos s 9
1333 3. 20TH STREET- 13146
[CONTRACTOR ED BLIFORE INIT] . RACTOR CITED AND SUSFENLED
IENTIPE BUILDING SITE THROUGH TO OFAL a13351 K Rt GALJooHT:
STREET)
A b G SEEE © D $76320 comcTon A et E b CONTRACTOR CITED AND SUSTEHLED
Bl aamleeg 19103 e LEMO CCHFLETED FRIOR TO INITIAL 1O CITATION 13SUED
HEDED LT AR B 576300 BEMOLITION COMPLETE BEFORE INITIAL. O CITATIONI 135ED
0w aTeRELs e 576803 SEM CCMPLETED ELFORE INITIAL. 1O CITATIONS 1SSUED.
(EHTIRE)
SHURS . 2 INSPECTOR REASIIGNED TG COURT CEMI COMFLETED FRIOR TO INITIAL NO
ED L LAE (7 EISS LY [CITATICNHY ISSUED. ALL INSPECTICHS PASIED ON SAME DAY
2116 W. CHEW AVEMUZ - 19138 sr910 FevruactonlEninibles mAL I HALL S RC CITED & SUSPENDED AN
2110 W. CHEW AVENVE - IN114 57991y [CONTRACTOR STARTED FRIOR TO INITIAL. CITED & SUIPENLED AS A RISULT.
2120 W CHEIW AVENUE - 19138 479950 CONTRACTOR 3TARTED BEFORE INITIAL. CITED AND SUSFINIED A3 A RZSULT
2122 W. CHIW AYVENUE - 19138 579921 CONTPACTOR STARTED BEFORZ INITIAL. CITED AND SUSFENCED AS A RESULT.




2134 W, CHEW AVENUE - 13138

CONTPACTOR STARTED KEFDRE INITIAL. CITED ANO SUSPENTED AS A KE3ULT.

2126 W. CHIW AVENUE - 19138

379923

CONTRACTOR STARTED BEFORE INITIAL CITED & SUSPENTED AS A RESULT

1841 W, CAYDGA STREET- 19140
1ZNTERE}

378944

483 N. 13T STRILT- 1ML

500722

INSTECTOR UMAVAILAELE FOR INTERVIEW

2542 SALMON STALET 19135
ICOMPLETE DEMO]

1725 CARFENTER STRZET 19146
(CCHPLETE DEMO}

582931

CCHTRACTOR CLTED FOR STARTING DEMO FRIOR TO INITIAL. CONTRACTOR
SUSTENTED AS A REIULT

1316 HASCHER STREET- 19122

MASTER 7.}

(COMFLETE DEMO 1146-48 RASCHER ST.- 150-68

583134

IHSZECTOR GAVE COHTRACTOR FERMIISION TO BLGH WOKK FRIER TO
INITIAL. INSTECTCR WA3 PREIEHT DURING DEMO BUT MADE MO ENTRIES

1720 ARLIKGTON STRICT-19121

se210

CSTF CITATION FOR IMPROPER JIGHAGE.

2249 LEAGUE STREET 19146
iEseTIRE}

583336

REASSIGNMINT. ALL DEMD INSPECTICHI PASIED OH SAME DAY.

1507 W. OXFORD STRZET- 19131
{CCMPLETE DEMO}

i

ALL CoMo PASSED CN THE SAME DAY

1733 CARFDHTER STRELT 19146
ICOMTLETE EEMO}

se41%0

ICONTRACTOR CITED AND SUSTEMDED FOR STARTING KEFOKE INITIAL AND
USING A HACHINE

1730 HONTROAE STREET 19146
(CCHFLETE DEMO)

s84183

ICONTRACTOR CITED AND SUSPENCED FOR STAKTING EIFUKE INITIAL AND
USING A MACHINE.

2610 MDAHIZ STREET- 19129

sa44%0

Gave TO BEGIN DD, CSTF CITATION
FOR IMAPPRGERIATE FENCING.

1633 3, $9TH STRIET
{10 ENTIRE BUILDINGS)

s84742

INSPECTOR GAYE CONTRACTCR PERMISSICH TO BEGIN GEMO BEFORE INITIAL

1500 ¥. AMERICAN STRIET- 19121
CCHELETE DENO}

26362

IHIFECTOR GAYE CCNTRACTOR PEAMISSION TO EEGIN DEMO FRIGR TO
INITIAL.

2100 W, LEHIGH AVERUE-19132
13178)

506372

4622 M. FENN STREET- 19124

507683

UMIAPE BUTLDING. INIPECTOR FASIID ALL INSPECTIONI OH SAME DAY TO
RICORD IMITECTIONS PERPORMID BY ANOTHIA INSPECTOR AT EARLIEK TIME.

1829 N. BOU/IER STREET - 13121

sen3nn

INSPECTOR COULD NWOT PECALL SPECIFICH

1628 WILLINGTON STREET- 13121
1bBO)

EIETH

INSPECTOR RESFONDED TO COMPLAINT DURING DEMO BUT MADE KO ENTRY

$636 GERMANTOMN AVENUE - 19113

289577

154 CARSON ZTREET-19127

590638

I3 3. EATH BTHEET - 19108

A¥ie

FARTIAL COLLAPST DURING DEMO. MO TS3UES WITH INSPRECTION ACTIYITY.




3446 N, SYDEMHAM STREET - 15140

1065 3. RANDCLIN STRIET-19147

(COMPLETE DRIMO) ERIL
3495 SIND STREET 19133 ey | WCE HOUSE™ IMMINENTL! COLLAPSE. EMEIRGINCY
1149-51 5. 8280 8T) | DEMOUNGN SEGAN PRIOR TO INITAL.
302 GLPHARD ITRILT-19129
(CCMFLETE LTHO) gaictl
2311 PENNSYLVANIA AVERVE - 19130 192659
4610 CEDAR AVENUE - 13143
59264
1eeM0) -
3342 CONRAD STREET = 19129 592082
1621 FPONTAIN JTREET- 19121 24
(ENTIRE BUILDING) e
92900
769 MOLE STREET 13146 532309
31% H. FRESTCH STREZET- 13104 532930 ALL INSPECTIDNS COMPLETED OH SAME DAY I
{COMPLETE DIMO) INTERYIEW.
32T M. 40TH STRIET-19104 s92904
[CCHPLETE DEMILITION) NSPECTOR UMAYAILAELE YOR INTERVIEW UNCLRTAIN STATUZ
$18 M. 4TH STREET-13123
(CCMPLETE DEMO)
3499 WALLACE STREET-13104 $93279
(Lo e INSPECTOR UKAVAILAELE FOR INTERVIEW
410E. HAROLD 3T 19125 e
(COMPLETE DEMO} | DEPARTMENT.
15115, 9THSTREET - 19146 s Jremart QUILER 40
INSPECTIONS POSSIRLE.
231 AMEZR STREET - 19125 | IR C3TP CITATION FOR EXPIREZD RIGHT OF WAY FERMIT
207E ANZONA STRIET 19025 Frec
O INITLAL WITH DEPAXTMINT PERMISSION.
1087 5. FANDOLFH STREZT-13147 S94852
{CCHPLETE LIMO}
1911 3. RANDOLFH- 19147 e

COMPLETE DEMO)

2933 IOFLAR STREFT- 19130

595106




413 GREDN STREST (413+421 GREZIN STREKY) -
19123

BUILDING LECLARKD 1D DURING DEMO. KO INSTECTION I3aues.

IIIT GREEN ETRILT- 19130
TAFA 2324 GREEN ITREET)

PEASSIGMINT. NO INSPECTION IZSVES.

229 W. ALLEGHINCY AVE. = 19133
CCHILETE CEMO}

536073

135 HERMAN STREET- 13144

387214

CHIAFE BUILDING. TNSTECTOR GAVE PEKMIZSION TO EEGIN DEHO FRIOR TO
INITIAL

817 Z. STH STREET - 19143

r

Mo 1Z3UL3  INIPECTOR DOCUMERTED HI3 ACTIVITY VERY WZLL.

$301 M. 10TH STREET- 19141

MMINENTLY DANGEROUS/ UNSAFE BURDING.

1014 £ MOYAMENING AVE . 19147
ATIRE)

PERMIT DXSTRCT OBTAMED.

1631 CALMALLACER STREET - 19122

399719

IMMINENTLY DANGENOUI BUILDING W/ PANTIAL COLLAFSE EMIRGENCY
DEROLITICH COMPLITED PRIGR TO PERMIT

£20 M. MARKDE STREET - 19138

599910

TNSPECTOR UMAYAILAZLE FOR INTERVIEW. ALL INIPECTIONS COHPLETED OH
THE SMME DAY

1102 N. IRD STREET - 19123
(COHFLETE DIMO OF A OME STGRY EXIST.
GARAGE |

6018148

2360 PENKOSE AVENVE- 19144

601611

INSPECTOR PASTED A TEST PIT INSPECTION SUT HOTED IT WAY MOT
PERTORIED

120 2, 1YIH STREIT- 19146
{ENTIND BUILOING)

MO INZPECTICH 123UET OTHIN THAN STACKED EKTRIES,

3000 CDGEMONT STRIET. 13134
{REC CINTER PLAYGROUND BLDG |

COMTRACTON CITED FOR STARTING PRICR TO WITIAL.

118 N. J4TH STREET- 19104
iENTIRE}

602710

IHIPECTOR UNAVAILABLE FON INTERVIEW COMMINTI HOTE THAT DEMO
STAKTED BEFCRE INITIAL.

4420 CORVERT LANE -19114
(4420-30 COVENT LANE DETACHED GARAGZ)

602309

2129 TITAN STREET 13146
[EIS)

603397

IRSFECTOR GENEPATED AN UXSATE® VIOLATICH TO ADCRESS THE LACK OF
WATEREROGFING AT DEMO SITE.

5261 RIDGE AVENUE - 19128

603450

5163 RIDGE AVENUE - 19128

03454

20% MOUNTAIN STREET ~ 19143

603080

1312 3. 17TH STREZT- 19146

604892

CRSAPE BUILDING

101 ACADDHY AGAD- 13114
toan)

BUILDING HAL A FIRD FRIOR 70 PERXIT. WO INSPECTION 1Ssvea3,

2625 E. MUNTINSDCH STREET- 19125

609163




aTREET -
FERNCH STRLIT -
ANCH STREI msAre DEHO LEGN NTRACTO!
w0 1s3UI
[CONTRACTOA CITED TOR 1AC) e BT £

......

SLULY LOMOH ELDG® - UNSAFE. IMSPECTOR PAISZD A TEZ3T PIT THAT WAS
PERTORMED

BCHE UKDOCMINTED INSTECTICHS, EUT MO TUKTHIR IBSUE3.

WHIATSHEAF LANE~ s13e
ALMIR STALI
.....
(comrLETe cEMO} o
966 N, L¥D ITKERT- PRy UMDOCUMINTED INIPECTICHS, BUT WO OTHER IS3UL3.

1ZNTIRE}




