City of Portland

Bureau of Development Services
Land Use Services Division

1900 SW Fourth Ave., Suite 5000
Portland, Oregon 97201
Telephone: (503) 823-7300
TDD: (503) 823-6868
FAX: (503) 823-5630
www.portlandonline.com/bds

NOTICE OF FINAL
FINDINGS, CONCLUSIONS AND DECISION
OF THE CITY OF PORTLAND DESIGN COMMISSION
ON AN
APPEALED ADMINISTRATIVE DECISION
(Type II Process)
CASE FILE: LU 14-165242 AD
LOCATION: Legacy Emanuel Hospital, 2801 N. Gantenbein
The administrative decision for this case, published on September 18, 2014, was appealed to the
Design Commission by the applicant.
Public hearings were held on November 6, 2014 and January 22, 2015. The Design Commissoin
modified the administrative decision of denial and added a condition of approval, thereby granting
the appeal but with changes per the new condition of approval. The original analysis, findings
and conclusion have been revised by the Design Commission.
This document is only a summary of the decision. The reasons for the decision, including the written
response to the approval criteria and to public comments received on this application, are included in
the version located on the BDS website http://www.portlandonline.com/bds/index.cfm?c=46429.
Click on the District Coalition then scroll to the relevant Neighborhood, and case number.

GENERAL INFORMATION
Applicant/Appellant: Thomasina Gabriele
2424 NW Northrup St / Portland, OR 97210
Property Owner:

Emanuel Hospital
1919 NW Lovejoy St / Portland, OR 97209-1503

Owner Contact:

Larry Hill / Legacy Health System Management
1919 NW Lovejoy / Portland OR 97209

Sign Contractor:

Landon Marsh /Pathway Design Inc.
8890 SW Laurel Leaf Tertace Portland OR 97225

Site Address:

2801 N GANTENBEIN AVE

Legal Description:

BLOCK 1 TL 1000, ABENDS ADD; BLOCK 1 E 8' OF S 45' OF LOT 12 INC PT
VAC ST LOT 13 INC PT VAC STS, ABENDS ADD; BLOCK 2 TL 400, ABENDS
ADD; BLOCK 2 TL 500, ABENDS ADD; BLOCK 2 TL 600, ABENDS ADD; BLOCK
3 INC PT VAC STS LOT 1-16, ABENDS ADD
R000600100, R000600190, R000600240, R000600380, R000600450,
R000600560, R000600560
1N1E27AC 01000, 1N1E27AC 00900, 1N1E27AC 00400, 1N1E27AC 00500,
1N1E27AC 00600, 1N1E27AC 00300, 1N1E27AC 00300

Tax Account No.:
State ID No.:

Quarter Section:

2730
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Neighborhood:
Business District:
District Coalition:
Zoning:
Case Type:
Procedure:
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Eliot, contact Mike Warwick at 503-284-7010.,Boise, contact Stephen
Gomez at 503-819-8268.
North-Northeast Business Assoc, contact Joice Taylor at 503-841-5032.
Northeast Coalition of Neighborhoods, contact Claire Adamsick at 503388-9030.
IRd (IR/Institutional Residential base zone with d/Design overlay zone)
AD (Sign Adjustment)
Type II, an administrative decision with appeal to the Design
Commission.

ORIGINAL PROPOSAL: The applicant has proposed a new sign on the uppermost south-facing
walls of the new Randall Children’s Tower, in the center of the Emanuel Hospital site. The
drawings submitted show a sign measuring 5’-1.5” tall by 78’-0” wide, which would amount to
399.75 square feet (5.125 x 78 = 399.75). The applicant has requested a sign size of 407.51
square feet. The submitted narrative indicates the sign will be made of aluminum channel letters,
internally illuminated, adhered to a common raceway and suspended from the roof of the
building, and mounted flush to the building face. The letters will appear dark against the lightskinned building in daylight and glow softly white when illuminated at night. The sign spells out
the name of the Children’s Hospital – “Randall Children’s”.
Emanuel Hospital operates under an approved Impact Mitigation Plan, but no blanket or specific
sign Adjustments were approved in that review. Therefore, the proposed sign must comply with
Sign Code regulations in Title 32, Signs and Related Regulations. For medical centers in the IR
zone, the Sign Code says that the sign standards of the CN zone apply (32.32.010.A/Table 32.321). The CN zone allows a maximum sign area of 50 square feet per sign.
Therefore, the applicant has requested a Sign Adjustment to increase the size of the proposed sign
from 50 square feet to 407.51 square feet.
REVISED PROPOSAL: Prior to the second appeal hearing, the applicant submitted revised
drawings for the south-facing parapet sign for consideration at the January 22, 2015 continued
appeal hearing. The revised sign design reduced the height of the letters by 4 ½ inches, the
overall sign size was reduced to 342 square feet, and the length was reduced, as well. An enlarged
detail of the sign was provided showing the light source and materials, and the color of the sign
face was changed from black to blue. Therefore, the revised proposal presented at the second
appeal hearing was a Sign Adjustment to increase the size of the proposed sign from 50 to 342
square feet.
RELEVANT APPROVAL CRITERIA: In order to be approved, this proposal must comply with the
approval criteria of Title 32, Signs and Related Regulations. The relevant criteria are found at
32.38.030.C.1-2, Sign Adjustment Review Approval Criteria.

ANALYSIS
Site and Vicinity: The Emanuel campus is characterized by a cluster of interconnected buildings
at the center of campus, medical office buildings along N. Vancouver, and a combination of
surface parking lots and undeveloped parcels at the campus perimeter. The public streets
abutting the site include N. Kerby Avenue on the west, N. Vancouver Avenue running north-south
through the campus, N. Russell St. on the south, and N. Williams Avenue on the east. The full
block Dawson Park is located across N. Vancouver Avenue east of the campus core, and
diagonally southeast of the proposed garage. Lillis-Albina Park is located directly south of the
campus across N. Russell Street. The surrounding neighborhood to the north, east, and south is
primarily residential in character, but also includes several churches, commercial developments
along N. Vancouver and Williams, and some light industrial uses. The campus is surrounded by
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the I-5 and I-405 freeway and ramps on the west, and the City of Portland Maintenance Facility
opposite the campus core on N. Kerby. Nearby and downhill to the west is the Lower Albina
District, with a predominantly industrial character and limited commercial activity along N.
Russell Street.
The Russell Children’s Tower is located in the north central portion of the campus, and most
directly visible from the east side along N. Kerby Boulevard. The tower itself stands several stories
above the rest of the campus buildings, making it prominently visible on the city skyline, from the
nearby Fremont Bridge, and at a distance from points on the City’s Westside.
Zoning: The Institutional Residential (IR) base zone is a multi-use zone that provides for the
establishment and growth of large institutional campuses, as well as higher-density residential
development. Intensity and residential density are regulated by a maximum number of dwelling
units per acre and the maximum size of buildings. The IR zone allows for institutional uses
including Medical Centers through a Conditional Use, Conditional Use Master Plan, or Impact
Mitigation Plan review path. Prior to 1995, Emanuel was regulated through a series of
Conditional Use applications. Since 1995, Emanuel has been regulated through the Impact
Mitigation Plan path. The overall purpose of these reviews is to provide for the growth and
development of Emanuel, while also addressing the need for compatibility with and mitigation of
impacts upon the surrounding residential area.
In this case, a sign-only project on the campus interior does not trigger any issues or concerns
with regards to Emanuel’s Impact Mitigation Plan. The issue of sign size relates to Title 32, Signs
and Related Reguations, as opposed to Title 33, Planning and Zoning (Zoning Code).
The IR zone is applied only when it is accompanied by the “d” or Design overlay zone. The Design
overlay zone seeks to promote the conservation, enhancement, and continued vitality of areas of
the City with special scenic, architectural, or cultural values.
Land Use History: City records indicate the following prior land use reviews since application for
the first Impact Mitigation Plan in 1994. Additional cases, primarily Conditional Use and
Planning Commission or Zone Change actions, are identified on Exhibit G.2 in the case file. Land
use reviews since the 1994 Impact Mitigation Plan include the following:
 LU 04-002017 DZ; approved. Design review for addition to Ronald McDonald House.
 LU 04-011021 IM DZ; approved. IMP Compliance review and design review for surface
parking lot.
 LU 04-000072 IM; withdrawn IMP Compliance (End-of-Phase) and IMP Amendment review.
 LU 03-110857 CP ZC; approved. Comprehensive Plan and Zoning Map Amendments for
Institutional (IRd) to Industrial (IG1) zoning designations for two parcels straddling N. Kerby
Avenue at the west edge of campus, associated with the City Maintenance Yard.
 LUR 01-00377 IM; withdrawn IMP Compliance (End-of-Phase) review.
 LUR 99-00781 IM DZ; approved with conditions (1999). IMP Compliance review for a 5-story
medical office building, a 3-level parking garage, and an emergency room addition, and design
review for south and east facades of a new parking garage.
 LUR 96-01051 IM; approved. IMP Amendment review to create exemptions from IMP
compliance review requirements.
 LUR 96-00848 IM; approved with conditions. IMP Compliance review for an addition to Labor
& Delivery, and development of a Diagnostic & Treatment center.
 LUR 96-00414 IM DZ AD; approved with conditions. IMP Compliance review with Design
Review and Adjustment to allow an increase in floor area for Ronald McDonald House, and to
alter the previously-approved exterior elevation.
 LUR 96-00383 IM AD; approved. IMP Compliance review with Adjustment for alterations to
the Children’s Hospital, to remove an emergency generator, and to construct a corridor
between the Main Entry lobby and West Wing.
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LUR 96-00282 IM; approved. IMP Compliance review to allow landscape upgrades to 7
surface parking lots.
LUR 96-00112 IM; approved. IMP Compliance review to allow new mechanical penthouse on
Central Building.
LUR 95-00898 IM; approved. IMP Compliance review for new loading dock and driveway, to
relocate a pedestrian path, and to add landscaping.
LUR 94-00991 DZ; approved with conditions. Design review for approval of the design
guidelines/standards to be included within the adopted IMP.
LUR 94-00859 CU AD; approved on appeal to City council. Conditional Use and Adjustment
review to permit construction of Ronald McDonald House with reduced number of parking
spaces.
LUR 94-00855 IM ZC; approved with conditions. IMP review for Emanuel campus, and
Zoning Map Amendment in compliance with the Comprehensive Plan, from RX and IG1 to IRd
zoning.
LU 08-118598 DZ IM AD; approved with conditions. Design Review for a parking garage and
site alterations along N. Vancouver, End-of-Phase Review and re-set of timeline for future Endof-Phase Reviews, an IMP Compliance Review for a parking garage and hospital tower, an
Amendment to the IMP to update open space and superblock compliance components, and an
Adjustment to increase the height of the hospital tower.
LU 09-157452 DZM IM AD; approved with conditions. Design Review for a Central Utility
Plant to serve the hospital tower with a modification to setbacks, an Adjustment to increase
the height of the hospital tower, and an IMP Compliance Review to allow additional floor area
for the hospital tower.
LU 11-127666 DZ IM; approved. Design Review for an updated campus sign standards and
pedestrian circulation system, and IMP Amendment to modify the campus pedestrian
circulation system.
LU 11-183184 IM; approved with one condition of approval. End-of-Phase Review per
requirements of the Emanuel Impact Mitigation Plan.
LU 13-118225 DZ: withdrawn. Design review to extend use of 'Hill Block' between N. Russell,
N. Williams, N. Vancouver and a private drive in alignment with N. Knott as a staging and
storage area through December 31, 2017, as required per conditions of approval in LU 09157452 DZ IM AD.

Agency Review: A “Notice of Proposal in Your Neighborhood” was mailed July 9, 2014. The
following Bureaus have responded:
The Water Bureau has reviewed the proposal and responded with comments regarding the
available water services, but no concerns or objections regarding the requested sign size
Adjustment. Exhibit E.1 contains staff contact and additional information.
The Site Development Section of the Bureau of Development Services has reviewed the proposal and
responded with notes about site topography, as well as comments that the site is in neither the
City of Portland Potential Landslide Hazard Area or the 100-year floodplain (Exhibit E.2).
The Life Safety Section of the Bureau of Development Services has reviewed the proposal and
responded with comments regarding Building Codes, as well as a note that the site is enrolled in
the Facilities Permit Program. No objections or concerns with regards to the requested sign size
Adjustment are noted in the response (Exhibit E.3).
The following Bureaus have responded without comment or concerns (Exhibit E.4):
• The Fire Bureau;
• The Bureau of Environmental Services;
• The Development Review Section of Portland Transportation; and
• The Urban Forestry Division of Portland Parks and Recreation.
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Neighborhood Review: A Notice of Proposal in Your Neighborhood was mailed on July 9, 2014.
One written response has been received. The Chair of the Eliot Neighborhood Association (ENA)
has written a letter in objection to the proposal. Emanuel presented the project to the ENA and
concerns were discussed at that time. Emanuel presented the proposal to the ENA as necessary
for wayfinding for drivers to the children’s hospital. The ENA view is that current signage and
directions to Emanuel are sufficient without this additional sign. At issue is the risk the
Children’s Hospital at Emanuel may get confused with the Doernbecher Children’s Hospital
across town. The ENA suggests that the sign does more to advertise the name of the financial
contributor (Randall) than it does to note that it is a ‘hospital’ (which is not part of the proposed
sign). The ENA does not believe it is necessary or appropriate to highlight the name of Emanuel’s
benefactor if the objective is wayfinding. The ENA notes that there are no similar signs on the
Doernbecher facility at OHSU, just signs over the building entries, most of which are only visible
as one enters the building. In addition, the ENA finds that the sign illustrated is, “frankly,
unacceptably unattractive”.

ZONING CODE APPROVAL CRITERIA
32.30.030 (Sign) Adjustment Review
A. Purpose. Sign adjustments are intended to allow flexibility to the sign regulations while
still fulfilling the purpose of the regulations. The specific approval criteria allow signs
that enhance the overall character of an area or allow for mitigation of unusual site
conditions.
B. Procedures. The adjustment procedures stated in Chapter 33.805, Adjustments, apply to
sign adjustments. However, the approval criteria of this section are used, rather than
those of Chapter 33.805 of the Zoning Code.
32.38.030.C.1-2, Sign Adjustment Review Approval Criteria:
C. Approval criteria. Sign adjustments will be approved if the review body finds that the applicant
has shown that the criteria of Paragraph C.1. or 2, below are met.
1. Area enhancement. The applicant must meet criteria C.1.a. and b. and either C.1.c. or
d.
a. The adjustment for the proposed sign will not significantly increase or lead to
street level sign clutter, to signs adversely dominating the visual image of the
area, or to a sign that will be inconsistent with the objectives of a specific plan
district or design district; and
b. The sign will not create a traffic or safety hazard; and
FINDINGS: The proposed sign is located on the south uppermost façade of a hospital
tower, at least eight stories above the street level. The hospital tower is not within the
boundaries of a plan district. The hospital tower is not within the boundaries of a design
district, but is within the Design overlay zone by virtue of the Institutional Residential (IR)
base zone, which is always accompanied by the Design (d) overlay zone. Portland
Transportation has reviewed the proposal for potential impacts upon transportation
facilities and services and responded without objection. No concerns with regards to safety
impacts from the sign have been raised by the neighborhood or others notified of this
proposal. For the purposes of this Adjustment request, issues regarding street level sign
clutter, consistency with plan district or design district objectives, and traffic or safety
hazards are not a concern.
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However, there are significant concerns with regards to the proposed sign adversely
dominating the visual image of the area. The new hospital tower is the tallest building on
the Emanuel campus by a significant margin, and is prominently visible from the
surrounding neighborhood, the Fremont Bridge and Interstate 5, and indeed from many
parts of the city further away, including many points on the City’s west side. The campus
and tower are located at the top plateau of a hill which drops quickly in elevation
beginning at the west edge of campus, heading down to the industrial district and river
beyond. The width and scale of the hospital tower rooftop where the sign is proposed has
a stand-alone quality in the context of its surroundings that is reminiscent of the
Montgomery Park Building in Northwest Portland because it’s high visibility.
Complicating the current request is the fact that there is an existing sign on the west
parapet of the building in the shape of a flying kite, just around the corner from the
proposed sign, which was installed some time ago without the benefit of a sign permit.
This sign is prominently visible from the building at all times, and illuminated at night.
There are no letters or writing associated with the kite sign image, but the sign has become
a key part of the visual presence of this building on the City’s skyline.
At the first public appeal hearing, Design Commission expressed support for the visual
character of the kite sign, and agreed with staff that the applicant should submit drawings
for this sign as part of the appeal process. The applicant did not provide drawings of the
kite sign with their revised proposal on January 8th, 2015. One copy of an enlarged detail
drawing of the kite sign was provided to staff upon request by the applicant at the
beginning of the January 22, 2015 appeal hearing, but the Sign Contractor indicated to
staff at this time that the kite sign was not part of the proposal. Nevertheless, staff made
the suggestion to Design Commission at the January 22 hearing that the kite sign could
be approved if the size of 279 square feet was included in a revised Adjustment decision.
After discussions regarding this sign at the hearing, Design Commission decided not to
include approval of this sign in the final decision on this appeal due to concerns about the
manner in which it was installed, as well as concerns about the size of the sign.
Regarding the south-facing parapet sign, the applicant claims that the sign is necessary to
identify the location of the facility. The applicant states that the sign letters are the
minimum size needed to be visible from the Fremont Bridge. The applicant argues that the
sign is visible only in brief glimpses due to trees, elevation changes, and changes in
perspective as the freeway, ramps and bridge curve. However, the purpose statement for
Portland’s Sign Code regulations (32.10.020) makes clear that the regulations “do not
ensure or provide for every property or business owner’s desired level of visibility for the
signs. The sign standards are intended to allow signs to have adequate visibility from
streets and rights-of-way that abut a site, but not necessarily to streets and rights-of-way
further away.” There are clear and extensive directional signs to the emergency entrance,
parking areas, and clinics on all the perimeter streets that abut the site.
In combination with the existing kite sign, the proposed sign would be a second parapet
sign on the building that is visible from nearby along Kerby Avenue, the Fremont Bridge,
and many parts of the city further away. No other hospital in Portland, including the
nearby Kaiser Interstate Medical Center, Providence Hospital, and Good Samaritan
Hospital in NW, has a sign of this size and scale. Much smaller, horizontal signs with
hospital names have been approved up to approximately 200 feet in size, including a
recent sign size Adjustment at Kaiser Interstate to allow a 175 square foot sign, but this
sign is over twice that size. The large building massing, location of the sign in context with
the surrounding cityscape and skyline, and proposed placement of the sign is reminiscent
of the Montgomery Park building sign, which is visible, both throughout the surrounding
area and further away. In situations in Portland multiple large parapet signs exist on a
single building, they are usually oriented to opposite sides of the building, instead of on
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adjacent facades where both signs can be seen at once, further increasing the relative
prominence of signage on this hospital tower.
Design Commission finds that the revised sign proposal of January 8, 2015 is still
burdened with the same problems as the original sign proposal articulated above. Per
direction to the applicant at the first appeal hearing on November 6th, Design Commission
feels that 175 square feet is the maximum approvable sign size for this building parapet, in
keeping with the maximum sign size on the nearby Kaiser Interstate Campus. Design
Commission is concerned that a sign larger than this size will establish a bad precedent
for future sign size Adjustments in design zones. Design Commission recognizes the
important community benefits provided by the hospital tower itself, but also wants to
maintain the limited overall presence of large building signs on the skyline, as found in
many other U.S. cities. Therefore, in order to ensure that the proposed sign does not
adversely dominate the visual image of the area, a condition of approval will be imposed
that limits the size of the sign to no more than 175 square. With this condition of approval,
this criterion can be met.
c. The adjustment will allow a unique sign of exceptional design or style that will
enhance the area or that will be a visible landmark; or
FINDINGS: These criteria require a narrative addressing either criterion C.1.c or C.1.d. In
this case the applicant has elected to pursue criterion C.1.d. Therefore, this criterion does
not apply.
d. The adjustment will allow a sign that is more consistent with the architecture
and development of the site.
FINDINGS: The applicant argues that the proposed sign “relates more to the hospital’s
position as a major regional medical facility and is appropriate given the less pedestrian
western edge of campus and the tower’s height and size.” The architecture and
development of the site is diverse, with older buff brick buildings and newer buildings of
metal panel, stucco and concrete in various earth tone colors. Signage consists primarily
of street-level pylon signage and related street-level building identification signage. There
are no other signs of a comparable scale, size, or orientation to the broader city skyline
and points further afield other than the unpermitted flying kite sign on the west façade of
the hospital tower in question. Signage on the Emanuel campus today is modest in size,
located primarily at street level, and subtly illuminated for wayfinding in the evenings. The
scale and size of the proposed sign are a significant departure from the architecture and
development of the site. As discussed in findings for criterion C.1.a-b above, Design
Commission finds that a condition of approval to reduce the sign size to no more than 175
square feet is necessary. Design Commission also wanted the sign to be in approximately
the same location on the building, so this language will be added to the new condition of
approval, as well. Therefore, with the noted condition of approval reducing the maximum size
of the sign to 175 square feet, this criterion can be met.
2. Site difficulties. If there are unusual site factors that preclude an allowed sign from
being visible to the street immediately in front of the site, an adjustment will be granted
to achieve the visibility standards of Subparagraph d below. This adjustment is not
intended to be used to make signs visible to other streets and rights of ways or to
freeways. Site difficulties may include the sign face being blocked due to topography of
the site, existing development or landscaping on the site, or from abutting development
or landscaping. This set of adjustment criteria is generally intended for freestanding and
projecting signs and allows greater flexibility in placement of the sign. The adjustment
will be approved if all of the following criteria are found to be met:
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a. There is no reasonable place on the site for an allowed sign without an
adjustment to achieve the visibility standards of Subparagraph d below;
b. If the proposed sign extends into the right-of-way, the sign will not create a
traffic or safety hazard;
c. Of potential adjustments to meet the visibility standard of Subparagraph d., the
request is the most consistent with the surrounding development and sign
patterns; and
d. The adjustment is the minimum needed for a sign to meet the following visibility
standards:
Posted Road Speed

Visibility To Travel Lanes On The
Street In Front Of The Site

35 mph or less
40-50 mph
55 mph or more

200 feet
300 feet
400 feet

FINDINGS: The applicant is pursuing the Sign Adjustment criterion identified under
Paragraph C.1 versus C.2. The applicant has not demonstrated or argued that site
difficulties preclude the site from being visible. Therefore, although the criterion is not met,
it does not apply.

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS
Unless specifically required in the approval criteria listed above, this proposal does not have to
meet the development standards in order to be approved during this review process. The plans
submitted for a building or zoning permit must demonstrate that all development standards of
Title 33 can be met, or have received an Adjustment or Modification via a land use review prior to
the approval of a building or zoning permit.

CONCLUSIONS
The applicant has proposed a new rooftop sign of over 400 square feet, which is significantly
larger than the 50 square feet provided for in the Sign Code for this site. Given the prominence of
the building on the city’s skyline, the size and placement of the letters, an existing unpermitted
(flying kite) sign on the same building just around the corner, the sign will adversely dominate the
visual image of the area in a manner inconsistent with the otherwise serviceable and attractive
signage in place today on the campus. Because the applicable criteria cannot be met, the request
must be denied.

DECISION
Design Commission modifies the administrative decision of denial, thereby granting the appeal
but with a new condition of approval, as follows:
Approval of an Adjustment to increase the maximum size of a new south-facing parapet sign on
the Randall Children’s Tower to more than 50 square feet, per the revised Exhibits C.1
through C.3, all signed and dated January 22, 2015, and subject to the following condition of
approval:
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A. The proposed south-facing parapet sign shall be reduced in size to no more than 175
square feet, but otherwise maintain the same general design and placement on the
building as proposed.
Staff Planner: Mark Walhood
First Hearing Date: November 6, 2014
Continued Hearing Date: January 22, 105
These findings and conclusions were adopted by Design Commission on: January 22, 2015
By:

________________________________________
David Wark
Design Commission Chair

Date Final Decision Effective/Mailed: February 5, 2015
120th day date: February 19, 2015
About this Decision. This land use decision is not a permit for development. Permits may be
required prior to any work. Contact the Development Services Center at 503-823-7310 for
information about permits.
Procedural Information. The application for this land use review was submitted on June 4,
2014, and was determined to be complete on July 3, 2014.
Zoning Code Section 33.700.080 states that Land Use Review applications are reviewed under the
regulations in effect at the time the application was submitted, provided that the application is
complete at the time of submittal, or complete within 180 days. Therefore this application was
reviewed against the Zoning Code in effect on June 4, 2014.
ORS 227.178 states the City must issue a final decision on Land Use Review applications within
120-days of the application being deemed complete. The 120-day review period may be waived or
extended at the request of the applicant. In this case, the applicant requested that the 120-day
review period be extended by 14 days (Exhibit A.2), and again after the first hearing (Exhibit H.8).
Unless further extended by the applicant, the 120 days will expire on February 19, 2015.
Appeal of this Decision. This decision is final and becomes effective the day the notice of
decision is mailed (noted above). This decision may not be appealed to City Council; however, it
may be challenged by filing a "Notice of Intent to Appeal" with the State Land Use Board of
Appeals (LUBA) within 21 days of the date the decision is mailed, pursuant to ORS 197.0 and
197.830. A fee is required, and the issue being appealed must have been raised by the close of
the record and with sufficient specificity to afford the review body an opportunity to respond to the
issue. For further information, contact LUBA at 775 Summer St NE, Suite 330, Salem, OR
97301-1283. [Telephone: (503) 373-1265]
Recording the Final Decision.
If this Land Use Review is approved, the final decision must be recorded with the Multnomah
County Recorder. A building or zoning permit will be issued only after the final decision is
recorded. The final decision may be recorded on or after the February 5, 2015.
The applicant, builder, or a representative may record the final decision as follows:
•

By Mail: Send the two recording sheets (sent in a separate mailing) and the final Land Use
Review Decision with a check made payable to the Multnomah County Recorder to:
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Multnomah Count Recorder, PO Box 5007, Portland OR 97208. The recording fee is
identified on the recording sheet. Please include a self-addressed, stamped envelope.
•

In person: Bring the two recording sheets (sent in separate mailing) and the final Land
Use Review Decision with a check made payable to the Multnomah Recorder to the County
Recorder's office located at 501 SE Hawthorne Boulevard, #158, Portland OR 97214. The
recording fee is identified on the recording sheet.

For further information on recording, please call the County Recorder at 503-988-3034.
For further information on your recording documents, please call the Bureau of Development
Services Land Use Services Division at 503-823-0625.
Expiration of this approval. This decision expires three years from the date the Final Decision is
rendered unless:
•
•
•

A building permit has been issued, or
The approved activity has begun, or
In situations involving only the creation of lots, and the land decision has been recorded.

Applying for permits. A building permit, occupancy permit, or development permit must be
obtained before carrying out this project. At the time they apply for a permit, permittees must
demonstrate compliance with:
•
•
•
•

All conditions imposed here.
All applicable development standards, unless specifically exempted as part of this land use
review.
All requirements of the building code.
All provisions of the Municipal Code of the City of Portland, and all other applicable
ordinances, provisions and regulations of the city.
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EXHIBITS NOT ATTACHED UNLESS INDICATED

A. Applicant’s Statements
1. Narrative statements
2. 120-day extension, rec’d. 9/2/14
3. Previous/original sign elevation with larger sign, replaced by 1/8/15 version included in C
Exhibits, below
B. Zoning Map (attached)
C. Plans/Drawings:
1. Site Plan (attached)
2. Enlarged South Elevation Detail (attached)
3. South Elevation (attached)
4. Sign Details (attached)
D. Notification information:
1. Mailing list
2. Mailed notice
E. Agency Responses:
1. Water Bureau
2. Site Development Section of the Bureau of Development Services
3. Life Safety Section of the Bureau of Development Services
4. Hard copy of electronic ‘no concerns’ responses from Fire Bureau, Bureau of
Environmental Services, Portland Transportation, and the Urban Forestry Division of
Portland Parks and Recreation
F. Correspondence:
1. Letter from Mike Warwick, Chair of Eliot Neighborhood Association, rec’d. 7/15/14
G. Other:
1. Original LU Application Form and Receipt
2. Prior staff correspondence regarding Randall Tower Signage, 8/17/12 and 2/6/13
H. Appeal Exhibits
1. Appealed decision
2. Appeal form/submittal from appellant
3. Notice of appeal hearing with mailing list
4. Cover memo to Design Commission from staff with attachments, dated 10/29/14
5. Staff PowerPoint from 11/6/14 appeal hearing
6. Testimony cards from 11/6/14 appeal hearing with submitted photo attachments of other
children’s hospital signage from across the country
7. Additional information submitted by applicant during 11/6/14 appeal hearing
8. 120-day extension from applicant received at 11/6/14 appeal hearing
9. E-mail correspondence between applicant and staff, 12/22/14-12/31/14
10. Revised submittal from applicant with narrative summary and non-approved reference
drawings (showing distance to freeways from sign, and both day & night renderings with
kite sign removed from image)
11. Cover memo to Design Commission from staff with attachments, dated 1/13/15
12. Staff PowerPoint from 1/22/15 appeal hearing
13. Drawings of kite sign – not approved
MDW, 2/3/15

