DECISION OF THE HEARINGS OFFICER
I.

GENERAL INFORMATION

File Number:

LU 16-269579 CU AD (Hearings Office 4160025)

Applicant:

Catherine Corliss
Angelo Planning Group
921 SW Washington Street, Suite 468
Portland, OR 97205

Architect:

Alyssa Leeviraphan
Mahlum Architects
1231 NW Hoyt Street, Suite 102
Portland, OR 97209

Owner Contact:

Michelle Chariton, Land Use Planner
Portland Public Schools
501 N Dixon Street
Portland, OR 97227

Owner:

Mike Abbate
Portland Parks and Recreation
1120 SW 5th Avenue, Suite 1302
Portland, OR 97204

Owner:

School District No 1
P.O. Box 3107
Portland, OR 97208-3107

Hearings Officer:

Melvin Oden-Orr

Bureau of Development Services (BDS) Staff Representative: Mark Moffett
Site Address:

2245 NE 36th Avenue (school) and Grant Park

Legal Description:

TL 2200 10.20 ACRES, SECTION 25 1N 1E; TL 2300 19.90 ACRES, SECTION 25
1N 1E
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Tax Account No.:

R941250360, R941250370

State ID No.:

1N1E25DB 02200, 1N1E25DB 02300

Quarter Section:

2834

Neighborhood:

Grant Park

Business District:

Hollywood Boosters

District Neighborhood Coalition: Central Northeast Neighbors
Zoning:

R5 (Single-Dwelling Residential 5,000), OS (Open Space)

Land Use Review:

Type III, CU AD (Conditional Use and Adjustment Reviews)

BDS Recommendation to Hearings Officer: Approval with conditions
Public Hearing: The hearing was opened at 9:00 a.m. on March 22, 2017, in the 3rd floor hearing
th
room, 1900 SW 4 Avenue, Portland, Oregon, and was closed at 10:44 a.m. The record was held
open until 4:00 p.m. on March 29, 2017 for new evidence; until 4:00 p.m. on April 5, 2017 for
response to the new evidence; and until 4:00 p.m. on April 12, 2017 for the applicant’s final
rebuttal. The record was closed at 4:01 p.m. on April 12, 2017.
Testified at the Hearing:
Mark Moffett
Paul Cathcart
Catherine Corliss
Jennifer Bragar
Brett Horner
Michelle Chariton
Proposal: Portland Public Schools (“PPS”) is in the process of planning for the modernization of
Ulysses S. Grant High School (Grant), after the successful passage of a capital bond for the project
in 2012. The project involves the demolition of some existing facilities, as well as renovations for
the original building and expansions of new floor area. The project would increase maximum
potential enrollment from the 2016-2017 student population of 1,475 students to a capacity of
1,700 students.
Pursuant to an existing intergovernmental agreement, PPS shares recreational fields and parking
facilities with the adjacent Grant Park, owned by Portland Parks and Recreation (“PP&R”). A
majority of the baseball infield and half of a practice field is located in Grant Park. The proposed
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development includes a slight re-orientation of the baseball field and structures just west of the
main school building, as well as installation of synthetic turf. The existing bleachers and press box
associated with the track and football field are proposed to be removed. Additionally, to the north
of the school building the project would install a softball field with bleachers, dugouts, a small
storage shed, and a batting cage, but no lights or noise amplification systems. Therefore, the
development impact area for this site occurs both on the R5-zoned school property, as well as the
OS-zoned park property.
There is a community garden on the site that would not be modified as part of this application.
There is also an existing former chimney structure attached to the old gym/new art center
building that will continue to serve its’ prior function as a tower for radiofrequency transmission
facilities (wireless telecommunications).
The proposed program would result in a net increase of just over 20,000 square feet of floor area,
bringing the total high school square footage to 292,219 square feet. Overall parking on the site
would be reduced to 67 spaces from the current 96 spaces. The proposed parking lot north of the
school is being reconfigured, moving slightly to the north, and receiving interior and perimeter
landscaping. Various internal vehicle areas on the site are being turned into pedestrian-only areas.
The amount of additional square footage being proposed, as well as the reduction in parking
spaces, triggers a Type III Conditional Use Review.
The old freestanding, detached gym and science building, as well as three portable classroom
structures, will be demolished. An old library addition would also be demolished. The remaining
buildings will be restored and modernized. A new three-story addition to the west side of the
main building, as well as a single-story gymnasium addition to the south end of the new building
will be constructed. Sunken courtyards will be provided on the west side of the school, providing
new exterior access to a lower level, as well as lowering the finished grade on the west side from
the current grade levels. The existing classical architecture on the main east-facing façade will be
retained, as well as that of the original gym building between the school building and the pool.
Areas of new building construction will feature a rectilinear, modernist architectural design with
simple brick cladding and large floor-to-ceiling windows. A new walkway, lighting, and landscaping
plan around the school will reconfigure pedestrian walkways, add extensive new exterior light
fixtures, and modify landscape beds adjacent to the school building while retaining the perimeter
lawn at the campus edges.
Concurrently with the Conditional Use request, the project requires the following Adjustments:
•

Due to the lowering of the finished grade levels around both the main school building
(new courtyard level) and the old gym building (new accessible ramp and stairs), existing
nonconforming building elements are going further out of conformance with the
maximum 50’-0” height standard (33.110.245.C.1/Table 110-5). With the lowering of the
grades, the old Auditorium will now be 52’-8” in height, and the old chimney
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•
•
•

•

stack/wireless-hosting structure will now be 85’-0” in height. Although these buildings are
not getting taller, Adjustments are necessary to increase the height of the old Auditorium
from 50’-0” to 52’-8”, and to increase the height of the old chimney stack from 50’-0” to
85’-0”;
Waive the requirement for 15’-0” of L3 landscaping (33.110.245.C.1/Table 110-5) where
the site abuts a residential zone, to allow the existing perimeter landscaping and lawn
treatment abutting adjacent private property to remain as-is;
Waive the requirement for 15’-0” of L1 landscaping (33.110.245.C.1/Table 110-5) where
the site is across the street from a residential zone, to allow the existing perimeter
landscaping and lawn treatment at the campus perimeter to remain as-is;
Waive the requirement for L2 perimeter parking lot landscaping (33.266.130.G.2) north of
the reconfigured parking area at the westerly turn-around, for two pedestrian walkways
through the landscaping, and on both sides of the driveway for the first 5 feet into the site
from NE 36th Avenue. Simultaneously, reduce the minimum tree planting requirement for
the remaining 462 lineal feet of perimeter parking lot landscaping along the north edge of
the parking area from 31 to 15 small trees;
Reduce the amount of required interior parking lot landscaping (33.266.130.G.3) in the
new 67-space parking lot from 3,015 to 1,720 square feet, and reduce the minimum
number of required trees from six large and 22 small to six large and 10 small trees.

The Zoning Code allows projects going through a Conditional Use to seek relief from various other
development standards through the Conditional Use process, as opposed to the Adjustment or
Modification process. In this case, the applicant has requested relief through Conditional Use
Review for the following standards:
•
•

Waive the maximum transit street setback for the new building from NE 33rd Avenue,
which would otherwise require the new east-facing building additions to be no more than
20’-0” from the NE 33rd Avenue lot line (33.110.245.C/Table 110-5); and
Reduce the required bicycle parking from 260 long-term spaces (four per each of 65
classrooms) to 256 long-term spaces (33.266.210.A/Table 266-6).

Tree Code regulations are addressed by the City Forester for the Grant Park property (City Trees),
and by planning staff for the school property (Private Trees). The applicant has already addressed
the proposed removal of six City Trees in the park with the Urban Forester, and will be required to
mitigate for this removal by the planting of eight new (minimum 1.5-inch trees) on the park site.
On the school property, the applicant complies with the tree preservation requirements of Title
11, but seeks relief from the “required tree area,” or minimum number of new trees to be
planted. Because 25 percent of the school property (444,312 sq. ft.) is 111,078 sq. ft., this is the
“required tree area.” This standard can be met by planting new trees, with each large tree
counting for 1,000 sq. ft., each medium tree for 500 sq. ft., and each small tree for 300 sq. ft. The
school property is shown as receiving 108 new trees and 14 preserved trees, which amounts to
62,400 sq. ft. of “required tree area.” Therefore, the applicant has requested a reduction via a
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condition of approval to reduce the “required (private) tree area” for the school property from
111,078 to 62,400 sq. ft.
3/1/17 Revisions: On March 1, 2017, the applicant submitted a small set of updated or revised
plans and drawings, with “redlines” showing areas of change from the original proposal. These
changes include the following:
•
•
•
•
•

Removal of a fire access driveway from NE U.S. Grant Place and re-location of the fire
access drive to the north side of the campus between the 1920’s gym and the north wing
of the main building;
Revisions to the stormwater management strategy in response to information showing
that on-site soils are not suitable for stormwater infiltration;
Elimination of some hardscape areas and replacement with landscaping;
Re-location of new transformers away from perimeter streets towards the center of
campus, with new perimeter hedge screening; and
Re-location of an electrical generator from the rooftop to grade on the interior of campus
behind a louvered screen wall.

Because the site has split zoning, there are two sets of development standards and approval
criteria that apply to the project: those for the OS zone apply on the park property, and those for
the R5 zone apply on the school property.
Approval Criteria: In order to be approved, this proposal must comply with the approval criteria
of Title 33, Portland Zoning Code. BDS Staff determined that the applicable approval criteria are:
•
•
•
II.

33.815.100, Conditional Use Approval Criteria for Uses in the Open Space Zone;
33.815.105, Conditional Use Approval Criteria for Institutional and Other Uses in the R
Zones; and
33.805.040, Adjustment Approval Criteria.
ANALYSIS

Site and Vicinity: The subject site includes the Grant High School campus parcel in the southeast
portion of the larger Grant High School/Grant Park site. The combined park and school site is
bound on the west by NE 33rd Avenue, on the south by NE U.S. Grant Place, and on the east by NE
36th Avenue. Three streets dead-end into the park from the north, just south of NE Knott Street
(NE 34th, 35th, and 36th Avenues). At the northeast corner of the site, the kindergarten campus of
the Beverly Cleary K-8 school is located in the former Hollyrood Elementary building.
The high school building has a classical façade with a main entrance oriented east towards NE 36th
Avenue, and large accessory outbuildings including an old and new gymnasium and a science
building. Additions have been made to the original 1923 structure, and vehicular and loading
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areas access the interior of the site from a linear parking lot running along the north edge of the
buildings.
The park has a recreational/pool building and enclosure, as well as two sports fields, a large
sunken track and field, children’s play areas, and a sculpture garden, and open grassy treed areas
along the north edge of the park. The immediately surrounding blocks are almost exclusively
single-family in character, with the exception of a cluster of commercial structures and a church to
the northwest near the intersection of NE 33rd and Knott, and the Fernwood School building one
block to the southwest.
All streets abutting the site are improved with paved two-way roadways, curbing, and concrete
public sidewalks. Both NE U.S. Grant Place and NE 33rd Avenue have landscaped islands or traffic
circles in the roadway, and allow some on-street parking.
Zoning: The school site is located in an R5 zone (Single-Dwelling Residential 5,000). The SingleDwelling zones are intended to preserve land for housing and to provide housing opportunities
for individual households. The zones implement the comprehensive plan policies and designations
for single-dwelling housing. The development standards of the Single-Dwelling zones work
together to promote desirable residential areas by addressing aesthetically pleasing
environments, safety, privacy, energy conservation, and recreational opportunities.
Grant Park is located in an Open Space (OS) zone. The OS zone is intended to preserve and
enhance public and private open, natural, and improved park and recreational areas identified in
the Comprehensive Plan. These areas serve many functions including providing opportunities for
outdoor recreation, providing contrasts to the built environment, preserving scenic qualities,
protecting sensitive or fragile environmental areas, preserving the capacity and water quality of
the stormwater drainage system; and providing pedestrian and bicycle transportation
connections.
Land Use History: City records indicate that prior land use reviews include the following:
•
•
•
•

CU 016-62: Approved Conditional Use from 1962 to allow six portable classrooms for Grant
High School;
CU 063-65: Approved Conditional Use from 1965 for an expansion to the high school;
CU 018-70: Approved Conditional Use from 1970 to allow a vocational (general auto
mechanic) facility at the high school. Staff recommendation of approval; final decision not
available;
CU 027-74: Approved Conditional Use from 1974 to allow a scoreboard for the high school;
and a variance to reduce the minimum required depth of the front yard from 30 feet to 20
feet for a 25 foot tall structure;
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•
•
•
•

LUR 01-00277 DZ: Approved Design Review from 2001 to add an elevator and ramp to the
main classroom building, and add a lift to the loading dock area; review determined to be
unnecessary;
LU 05-175762 CU: Approved Conditional Use from 2005 to allow a wireless radio frequency
transmission facility to be mounted on the existing exhaust stack near the center of the
campus;
LU 07-183524 CU: Approved Conditional Use from 2007 to mount a wireless radio frequency
transmission facility on the rooftop of the Grant High School auditorium building; and
LU 11-194196 CU: Conditional Use Review for a wireless telecommunications facility on the
existing chimney stack of the high school, approved with conditions regarding painting the
facility, concealing cabling and equipment, and not allowing the facility to extend above the
highest part of the chimney.

Agency Review: A “Request for Response” was mailed on December 22, 2016. The following
bureaus have responded with no issues or concerns:
The Bureau of Environmental Services (“BES”) has reviewed the proposal and responded with a
conditional recommendation of approval for the project. The recommended condition and
specifics of this response will be discussed in the findings for the approval criteria, later in this
decision. Exhibit E.1 contains staff contact and additional information.
The Development Review Section of Portland Transportation (“PBOT”) has reviewed the proposal,
and responded with a recommendation of conditional approval, as will be discussed in further
detail for the findings on Conditional Use Review approval criteria, later in this decision. Exhibit
E.2 contains staff contact and additional information.
The Water Bureau has reviewed the proposal and responded without comment or concern
(Exhibit E.3).
The Fire Bureau has reviewed the proposal and responded with a comment that the building
permit process, which is already underway, will address any Fire Code issues or requirements. No
objections or concerns were raised with regards to the requested Conditional Use review (Exhibit
E.4).
The Police Bureau has reviewed the proposal and responded that they are capable of serving the
proposed use as required by the Zoning Map Amendment approval criteria, and included a series
of concerns and recommendations. This response will be considered in greater detail during
findings for the Conditional Use approval criteria, later in this decision. Exhibit E.5 contains staff
contact and additional information.
The Site Development Section of BDS has reviewed the proposal and responded without specific
objections or concerns regarding the requested land use reviews. The project will be required to
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address geotechnical and site-specific seismic hazard issues during the building permit process, in
addition to erosion and sediment control regulations. Specifically, Site Development may
determine that additional geotechnical information is required following their review of the
building permit. Exhibit E.6 contains staff contact and additional information.
The Life Safety Section of BDS has reviewed the proposal and responded with standard
information noting that the proposal must meet all applicable Building Codes and Ordinances
during the mandatory building permit review process. Specific comments have been made
alerting the applicant to Energy Code and Mechanical Permitting requirements, but no objections
have been made with regards to the requested land use reviews. Exhibit E.7 contains staff contact
and additional information.
The Urban Forestry Division of Portland Parks and Recreation has reviewed the proposal and
responded with specific comments regarding the proposed tree preservation and removal in the
City of Portland park property surrounding the school, and makes no objection to the proposed
changes in that regard. The response notes that Tree Code issues on the school property are
addressed during the land use review. No objections or concerns are raised with regards to the
requested land use reviews. Exhibit E.8 contains staff contact and additional information.
Neighborhood Review: An initial public hearing notice was mailed on December 28, 2016, for the
initially-scheduled hearing on January 25, 2017. After the hearing was rescheduled to March 22,
2017, a revised hearing notice was mailed out on February 14, 2017. No written responses have
been received from either the Neighborhood Association or notified property owners in response
to either mailed hearing notice at the time of staff report publication on March 10, 2017. A
neighbor did have a letter presented by legal counsel at the public hearing.
ZONING COE APPROVAL CRITERIA
33.815.010 Purpose of Conditional Use Regulations
Certain uses are conditional uses instead of being allowed outright, although they may have
beneficial effects and serve important public interests. They are subject to the conditional use
regulations because they may, but do not necessarily, have significant adverse effects on the
environment, overburden public services, change the desired character of an area, or create
major nuisances. A review of these uses is necessary due to the potential individual or cumulative
impacts they may have on the surrounding area or neighborhood. The conditional use review
provides an opportunity to allow the use when there are minimal impacts, to allow the use but
impose mitigation measures to address identified concerns, or to deny the use if the concerns
cannot be resolved.
33.815.105 Institutional and Other Uses in R Zones
These approval criteria apply to all conditional uses in R zones except those specifically listed in
sections below. The approval criteria allow institutions and other non-Household Living uses in a
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residential zone that maintain or do not significantly conflict with the appearance and function of
residential areas. The approval criteria are:
“A.

Proportion of Household Living uses. The overall residential appearance
and function of the area will not be significantly lessened due to the
increased proportion of uses not in the Household Living category in the
residential area. Consideration includes the proposal by itself and in
combination with other uses in the area not in the Household Living
category and is specifically based on:
1. The number, size, and location of other uses not in the Household
Living category in the residential area; and
2. The intensity and scale of the proposed use and of existing Household
Living uses and other uses.

“B.

Physical compatibility.
1. The proposal will preserve any City-designated scenic resources; and
2. The proposal will be compatible with adjacent residential
developments based on characteristics such as the site size, building
scale and style, setbacks, tree preservation, and landscaping; or
3. The proposal will mitigate differences in appearance or scale through
such means as setbacks, screening, landscaping, tree preservation,
and other design features.

“C.

Livability. The proposal will not have significant adverse impacts on the
livability of nearby residential zoned lands due to:
1. Noise, glare from lights, late-night operations, odors, and litter; and
2. Privacy and safety issues.

“D.

Public services.
1. The proposal is supportive of the street designations of the
Transportation Element of the Comprehensive Plan;
2. The transportation system is capable of supporting the proposal in
addition to the existing uses in the area. Evaluation factors include
street capacity, level of service, and other performance measures;
access to arterials; connectivity; transit availability; on-street parking
impacts; access restrictions; neighborhood impacts; impacts on
pedestrian, bicycle, and transit circulation; safety for all modes; and
adequate transportation demand management strategies;
3. Public services for water supply, police and fire protection are capable
of serving the proposed use, and proposed sanitary waste disposal
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and stormwater disposal systems are acceptable to the Bureau of
Environmental Services.
“E.

Area plans. The proposal is consistent with any area plans adopted by
the City Council as part of the Comprehensive Plan, such as
neighborhood or community plans.”

PCC 33.815.105.
The Hearings Officer will address each criterion in turn. At the outset, the Hearings Officer notes
that counsel for neighbors Patrick and Rachel Schmidt (the “Schmidts”) raises the issue that the
Revised Staff Report (Exhibit H-5) fails to mention that a portion of Grant Park is used as an
unfenced, off-leash dog area (“DOLA”). Specifically, they take issue with what they describe as the
“Alternative Area” DOLA. They write:
“Because the DOLA’s ‘Primary Area’ is adjacent to a soccer field at Grant Park
near Hollyrood School, PPR moves the location of the Grant Park DOLA to the
Alternative Area next to the Schmidts’ home in order to accommodate the
safety and other concerns of soccer filed users between August 16 and
November 15, annually. * * *PPR designates the Alternative Area knowing that it
is much closer to adjacent residences than the Primary Area, and therefore, the
proximity of the DOLA to the residences negatively impacts adjacent
homeowners’ use and enjoyment of their residential property.
*****
“Based on the staff report’s description about adding a softball field on the
already constrained park site, the Schmidts assume that consistent with
representations made to them by PPR on December 7, 2016, that no DOLA will
be sited at Grant Park. However, since the DOLA is not discussed anywhere in
the staff report, and in the event that the Schmidts’ assumption that no DOLA
will be sited at Grant Park is incorrect, please consider the below comments on
this application.
*****
“[T]he purpose of conditional use review under Portland City Code (“PCC”)
33.815.010 is to ensure that this application does not create a major nuisance,
but any movement of the DOLA into the 200 foot radius of the Schmidts’ property
is a nuisance caused by the proposed application.
*****
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“The proposed reconfiguration of the Grant High school parking lot will move
the parking lot approximately 20 feet to the north. See Exhibit C.3 to the staff
report. This relocation constrains the Grant Park site because it requires
adjustment of the softball and soccer fields further to the north, as well.”
Exhibit H-7, page 1-2 (emphasis added).
They go on to explain that the location of the Alternative Area for the DOLA is an open issue:
“Since April 26, 2016, PPR has been on notice from the Schmidts of an ongoing
public and private nuisance, and threat to safety created by the DOLA located in
Grant Park – both from the Primary Area and the Alternative Area. * * *As part
of discussions with PPR, the Schmidts succeeded in preventing the operation of
the Alternative Area during the fall of 2016, as well as received representations
from the City on December 7 2016 about its plan to determine whether a DOLA
would be located in Grant Park by May 1, 2017. * * * However, since December
7, 2016, PPR has not provided a determination of whether a DOLA will operate
in Grant Park, a clear identification of the location of the future Primary Area if
one is located in Grant Park, or whether the Alternative Area will be reinstated.”
Exhibit H-7.
Thus, the Schmidts argue, the Staff Report’s findings are inadequate and not supported by
substantial evidence. See Exhibit H-7, page 3. In response, the Applicant argues that the DOLA is a
permitted activity in a Park and Open space. See Exhibit H-11. BDS agrees, explaining:
“The DOLA is a Parks and Open Areas use and allowed by-right in the OS zone,
and only if new DOLA floor area or paved exterior activity areas were proposed
would the DOLA use possibly trigger a conditional use review (no such
improvements are anticipated or proposed).”
Exhibit H-12.
BDS goes on to state:
“We are not reviewing the existing allowed public uses at the park for passive
recreation, swimming, children’s play areas, or the DOLA in findings for LU 16269579 CU AD. The ‘proposal’ in this application is for an expanded school use
and the improvements to existing public recreational fields used partly by the
school: the allowed and pre-existing Parks and Open Area uses elsewhere in the
OS-zoned portion of the larger site are not under consideration.”
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Exhibit H-12 (emphasis added).
The PPS and PP&R also have indicated that the Alternative Area DOLA will no longer occupy the
area near the Schmidts’ home. They write 1:
“Area 2 shown on applicant’s Hearings Response Exhibit 1 was the previously
designated Alternative (or Seasonal) DOLA. As noted in the December 7, 2016
letter from Harry Auerbach, City of Portland Chief Deputy City Attorney:
‘Additionally, PRR has previously determined that there will no
longer be a DOLA (seasonal or year-round) in the seasonal DOLA
area previously located near your client’s property.’”
Exhibit H-11 (emphasis added).
PPS and PP&R go on to explain:
“The DOLA will be limited to the Primary Area (Area 1), is officially a part of
Grant Park and not Grant High School, and will continue to operate as it has
since 2004. The current location of the Primary Area will not shift or move as a
result of the improvements on the Grant High School property. There will be no
“domino” effect on the DOLA resulting from the Grant High School
improvements. Because there is no change in the location of the DOLA, issues
related to privacy and security will not change.”
Exhibit H-11 (emphasis added); see also Exhibit H-15, page 4 (“The overlap in area
between the proposed fields and the DOLA will be addressed through the permitted
hours of field use and the hours of operation for the DOLA to ensure no conflicting
use.”)
BDS emphasized the point by noting the hardscape limits of the Primary Area DOLA:
“Staff also disagrees that there is a “domino effect’ from the parking lot moving
northwards in terms of the placement of the existing primary DOLA and the
Schmidt residence. The northernmost border of the existing DOLA does not
move either to the north or west to a position closer to the Schmidt home than
it is today, as the north and west boundaries stay south of a curvilinear
pedestrian walkway in the park that has not and will not change locations as a
result of the proposed school and field modernization.”

1

PPS indicates that their statements in Exhibit H-11 have been verified with PP&R.
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Exhibit H-12 (emphasis added).
Based on the representations by PPS and PP&R, the Hearings Officer finds that the location of the
Primary Area DOLA is not part of the proposal and will not be affected by it.
A. Proportion of Household Living uses. The overall residential appearance and function of
the area will not be significantly lessened due to the increased proportion of uses not in
the Household Living category in the residential area. Consideration includes the proposal
by itself and in combination with other uses in the area not in the Household Living
category and is specifically based on:
1.

The number, size, and location of other uses not in the Household Living category in
the residential area; and

Findings: The applicant has analyzed other non-residential uses on residentially-zoned properties
within one-half mile of the site (Exhibit A.1). These uses include institutional uses (Beverly Cleary
School buildings at Fernwood and Hollyrood, Grant Park Baptist Church), whereas the commercial
uses all appear to be confined to commercial zones, and are therefore not relevant to this
criterion as they fall outside the “residential area.”
Grant High School has been in operation at the site since the initial construction in 1923, and the
current proposal is a modernization project for the existing campus with no change to the number
of non-residential uses in the area. Considering the demolition of existing buildings that will occur
before the modernization project (library addition, “new” gymnasium, two portables, science
building), the proposed modernization project does increase the total size of the facility by
approximately 20,269 sq. ft., but much of this is achieved by expanding the existing footprint of
the main building eastwards, and with fewer large outbuildings than exist today. This modest
increase in total square footage occurs on the interior of the campus away from the perimeter
streets, and will not significantly impact the appearance or function of the surrounding residential
area. The location of the high school use will not change, as the existing site boundaries will
remain intact and the facility will remain within the former school site boundaries. Therefore,
there is no change to the number or location of non-residential uses in the surrounding area, and
slightly increasing the square footage of the existing school will not change the overall residential
character of the area. The proportion of residential to non-residential uses in the neighborhood
will not change at all.
Therefore, with approval granted based on substantial conformance with the submitted plans and
drawing details, the Hearings Officer finds that this criterion is met.
2.

The intensity and scale of the proposed use and of existing Household Living uses
and other uses.
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Findings: The current school serves approximately 1,530 students for the typical school year
which runs from September through mid-June, with breaks the last two weeks of December and
the third week in March. The proposed attendance at the rebuilt facility is up to 1,700 students,
significantly below the peak of student attendance of 2,900 students during the 1964-1965 school
year.
As is found at other high schools, various academic and athletic programs occur outside the
normal school day and academic year calendar, primarily in late afternoon hours and on
weekends. Various partners with the school district, including PP&R and others, offer classes,
events, and activities that make use of a number of spaces within the school including the
auditorium, cafeteria, gymnasium dance studio and various classrooms, in addition to the sports
fields.
The surrounding residential area within one-half mile, as analyzed and discussed by the applicant
in their narrative (Exhibit A.1), notes that the other primary non-residential uses in the area
include two schools and a Baptist Church. The commercial uses near NE 33rd and Knott and along
NE Broadway and 33rd north of Broadway are contained within commercial zones, and therefore
not relevant to this analysis. The proposed academic uses are consistent with the intensity and
scale of uses at the site since 1923, with levels somewhat higher than the most recent years after
the modernization project, but still lower than the heyday of student enrollment in the 1960’s.
Extra-curricular and after-hours activities are also consistent with recent patterns of use. A recent
catalog of evening and weekend events that regularly occur outside the normal 8:15 a.m. – 3:15
p.m. school hours has been provided by the applicant for the 2014-2015 school year (Exhibit A.3).
These include arts and sporting events, non-profit education and community events, parentteacher conferences, and other similar events. The proposed use of the modernized facility is not
expected to exceed the intensity of events as experienced at the site in recent years. It is worth
noting that the existing and proposed outdoor recreational fields at this site do not have outdoor
lighting for night activities, limiting the hours of use for these facilities during the academic year.
Morning events at the school before the typical school day typically start no earlier than 7:00
a.m., and evening events rarely extend beyond 8:00 p.m.
The Schmidts argue that the Staff Report findings are incomplete. They explain:
“The staff report describes various uses onsite and changes, including the
proposed outdoor recreational fields that will be located on the OS-zoned park
site, but do not mention the relocation of the parking lot or the impacts the
change will have on existing Household Living uses, including the Schmidts’
home.”
Exhibit H-7, page 3 (emphasis added).
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In the letter sent by the Schmidts’ former counsel on April 26, 2016, outlining the impact the
DOLA use currently has, they allege that beginning in August 2013, the Alternative Area DOLA has
been the source of “unceasing noise” as the result of barking dogs. See Exhibit H-7. Their lawyer
quotes from the Schmidts’ letter to Commissioner Amanda Fritz:
“’The frequent sound of barking dogs coming from the [DOLA] continues to have
a frustrating and depressing effect on our quality of life. The area is less than 30
feet from our living room and bedroom windows. When dogs are barking, it is
impossible for us to rest, read books, or generally enjoy our home. In fact, we
can hardly turn our TV up loud enough to drown out the barking.’”
Exhibit H-7, page 7 (marked as Exhibit 1, Page 2 of 7).
BDS argues that, “Findings with regards to 33.815.105 apply only to the R5-zoned portion of the
site and are irrelevant to the DOLA issue.” See Exhibit H-12. The PPS and PP&R agree. See Exhibit
H-15 (“Mr. Moffet correctly notes in his March 29th memo that findings for 33.815.105 are for the
R-5 zoned portion of the site and are irrelevant to the DOLA issue.”) Moreover, they explain that
the impacts of the parking lot on residential uses are addressed in the Traffic Impact Analysis on
pages 15-21 and in the Staff Report on pages 13-15 and support the conclusion that the parking
will have no adverse impact on the surrounding residential uses. See Exhibit H-15.
PPS and PP&R have clearly outlined that the north parking lot adjacent to Grant Park will move
slightly north. See Exhibit A.1, page 6. They have also outlined the plan for the softball field and
soccer field, the proposal elements in the open space zone in the area of Grant Park near the
DOLA, including how those elements will overlap, but not impact the location of the Primary Area
DOLA as the Schmidts allege. Thus the Hearings Officer finds that the location of the DOLA is not
affected by the proposal. Additionally, based on the lack of any significant change to the existing
intensity and scale of school and community activities occurring at the site, and considering the
stable composition of nearby household living and institutional uses in the surrounding area, the
Hearings Officer finds that the proposal will not significantly decrease the overall residential
appearance or character of the area based on the intensity and scale of the modernization
project. Therefore, the Hearings Officer finds that this criterion is met.
B. Physical compatibility.
1.

The proposal will preserve any City-designated scenic resources.

Findings: There are no City-designated scenic resources on the site, as indicated by the absence of
the “s” or Scenic Resource overlay zone. This criterion does not apply.

Decision of the Hearings Officer
LU 16-269579 CU AD (Hearings Office 4160025)
Page 16

2.

The proposal will be compatible with adjacent residential developments based on
characteristics such as the site size, building scale and style, setbacks, tree
preservation and landscaping.

Findings: The majority of the physical changes to the campus associated with the modernization
project occur at the interior of the site, where several existing structures and additions are being
demolished, and where the main building is being expanded westward. The classical 1923 twostory façade that faces east and south towards the neighborhood is largely being restored and
upgraded, including updated replacement multi-light windows replicating the attractive original
windows which were replaced with smoked glass and solid dark brown panels covering part of the
window openings in the 1970’s. The compatible classical detailing on the old gym at the center of
the campus is also being refurbished and restored. A more rectilinear, modernist building style is
proposed for the westward building expansion and new construction on the east side of the
building surrounding the new sunken courtyards. The main body of the new wing east of the
original school building is similar in height and massing with the existing structure that exists
today, and includes a parapet height that horizontally aligns with the older structure. The “front
yard” area between the building and NE 36th Avenue is being improved with new curvilinear
walkways and landscaped beds, and the existing community garden east of the north wing will
remain in place.
There is no change to the site size for the school, and the building presents itself most
immediately to the neighborhood as a restored version of the original 1923 structure, with the
updated and expanded areas largely focused on the interior. The building scale and style will
remain largely the same, with the exception of the new gym building on the south end of the site
which is slightly taller than the original school building. This new gym structure remains
architecturally deferential to the main school building, however, as it is still lower in height than
the original central building mass of the auditorium. The setbacks for the new gym structure from
NE U.S. Grant Place, at approximately 46 feet, are less than exist today at the site, but are still
consistent with the required setbacks of the base zone, and the overall building form creates two
generous interior courtyards that will shield daytime student gatherings and activity from the
surrounding housing to a greater degree than exists today. All the new building elements are
compatible with each other in design and materials, and provide an interesting contrast to the
original school architecture.
With regards to tree preservation and landscaping, the proposed landscape plan provides
significant new plantings all around the school, in particular along the south, west, and north
edges of the school building. After a few years of growth, the significant number of new trees
provided should provide significant additional tree canopy at the site beyond what exists today,
while still allowing some open sunny space for the two interior sunken courtyards and the sports
fields. Significant new planting beds are also proposed along the eastern edge of the school facing
NE 36th Avenue, while retaining some area of traditional open grassy lawn character along the
sidewalk. Existing street trees are to be retained around the site.
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Tree preservation standards of Title 11 (Tree Code) are being met with the proposal, and
therefore no relief from the tree preservation standards that will apply during permitting is
necessary. Given the density of the 108 new trees being planted all around the school building,
and the need to retain some open space for the sports fields and new sunken courtyards, it is
appropriate to grant the applicant relief from the tree density standard consistent with the
proposed plantings, which provide 62,400 square feet of “required tree area,” as opposed to the
111,078 square feet that would normally be required based on site area. To memorialize this
relief, a condition of approval noting the allowed reduction in required tree area will be included.
The applicant has also asked for relief from the maximum 20-foot street setback for the new
school building from NE 33rd Avenue, which is allowed to occur through the conditional use review
process (Table 110-5). It would be impractical to bring the new school building to within 20’-0” of
rd
the NE 33 Avenue frontage, as it would place the building atop the existing sunken track and
sports field. The proposed setbacks of the new building range from approximately 680 to 960 feet,
allowing the existing park area, track and sports fields east of the building to remain in place. To
memorialize this relief, the approval language will include relief from the maximum transit street
setback standard.
The Schmidt’s argue that these finding are incomplete. They write:
“No mention is made of the constrained site size and how those constraints impact
the location of the planned parking lot and other park uses. Those locational
changes will adversely effect surrounding Household Living uses because the DOLA
will be pushed closer to residences.”
Exhibit H-7, page 3 (emphasis added).
The Schmidts also argue that “the very existence of the field and the new overlap with the existing
DOLA will constrain the availability of the DOLA to dog owners.” See Exhibit H-14, page 2. PPS and
PP&R respond, explaining:
“The scale and intensity of the parking lot expansion and field installation only
need be reviewed for neighborhood compatibility for their uses only and not the
location and operation of the DOLA.”
Exhibit H-15, page 5 (emphasis added).
In addition, they explain that “there is inherent incentive for these two uses to not operate
simultaneously.” Exhibit H-15, page 3. They explain further:
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“The field can be used by other park users, informally, outside of time utilized by
the organized sports team’s permitted use, as long as the use happens outside the
reserved hours for organized sports teams and for the DOLA. The land use
application does not propose to change the hours of use for the DOLA allowing sports
field use and DOLA use to be mutually exclusive thereby maintaining these allowed
uses in the Open Space zone.”
Exhibit H-15, page 3 (emphasis added).
PPS and PP&R acknowledge that a condition that hours for use of the sports fields and the DOLA
would not be objectionable given the issues the Schmidts raise. See Exhibit H-15, page 3 (“The
applicants are open to a condition of approval that the use of the softball and soccer fields not
overlap the hours of use of the DOLA.”) Accordingly, the Hearings Officer finds that with a
condition that the use of the soccer and softball fields and the Primary Area DOLA not have
overlapping hours of use, the proposal will be compatible with residential development. In
addition, based on substantial conformance with the submitted plans and drawings, the Hearings
Officer finds, this criterion is met.
3.

The proposal will mitigate differences in appearance or scale through such means as
setbacks, screening, landscaping, tree preservation, and other design features.

Findings: The modernization project retains the existing physical relationship of the school
buildings to the surrounding neighborhood, with the exception of the new gym building on the
south edge of the campus which is located closer to NE U.S. Grant Place than the existing
buildings. The proposed setback of the new gym building is approximately 46’-0” from the lot line.
The differences in appearance and scale the new gym presents to the housing across the street is
mitigated for by the retention of the existing mature street trees in this area, as well as the
planting of the setback area with 10 new trees in the grassy lawn abutting the sidewalk, as well as
the more densely landscaped informal bed of shrubs and trees directly up against the building and
immediately-adjacent walkway.
Because the existing relationship of the school building to the surrounding neighborhood is
maintained, except for the new gym building which is provided with significant trees and
landscaping between the building and the street as well as the 46’-0” setback far in excess of the
minimum 15’-0” setback standard, the Hearings Officer finds that this criterion is met.
C.

Livability. The proposal will not have significant adverse impacts on the livability of
nearby residential zoned lands due to:
1.

Noise, glare from lights, late-night operations, odors, and litter; and
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Findings: There are no expected increases in activity levels at the site that depart from recent
years. Activities at the site primarily occur during the 8:15 a.m. to 3:15 p.m. school hours on
weekdays during the school year, with limited evening and weekend activities that rarely go past
8:00 p.m. The surrounding park lands to the north and west help provide a buffer from nearby
housing in those directions, and the school building will retain the current relationship with
housing to the east and south. The new gym building is somewhat closer to the street than the
current structures, but this is mitigated for by focusing on-site student activity at the interior of
the campus, in the new sunken courtyards and landscaped spaces west of the main school
building and north of the new gym. The new music rooms and gymnasium will also be provided
with modern sound-proofing to minimize vibration and sound transmittance beyond the exterior
walls. A lighting plan has been provided that shows lighting focused on the main and secondary
entries to the school building, the interior courtyards, and on the upgraded parking lot north of
the school. No new field lighting for the sports fields is proposed.
The school district will continue to provide full-time building maintenance and custodial staff to
monitor and clean the building and site during the school week and on weekends as required. The
frequency of garbage pick-up will not change. A new trash enclosure has been provided that will
improve the appearance and screening of the dumpster area, which is located between the
expanded north wing and old gym building just south of the main parking lot north of the school.
The Schmidts’ argue that the park does not provide a buffer. They write:
“The staff report relies on the park lands to provide a buffer from nearby housing.
However, that buffer does not exist when considering the DOLA use, and the
likelihood that the DOLA will be moved closer to surrounding homes.”
Exhibit H-7, page 3.
With respect to the residential zone condition of approval, the location of the DOLA in the Open
Space zone is irrelevant to the extent that it is not part of the proposal. Therefore, with approval
granted based on substantial conformance with the submitted plans and drawings, the proposal
will not have significant adverse impacts on the livability of the neighborhood with regards to
noise, light glare, late-night operations, odors, or litter. The Hearings Officer finds that this
criterion is met.
2.

Privacy and safety issues.

Findings: The overall orientation and relationship of the site to the surrounding neighborhoods is
not changing significantly from the current site layout or intensity of use. The site is substantial in
size, and is buffered from the neighborhood on the north and west by the park land. The
reconfigured courtyard-centric design will have the effect of focusing student outdoor activity at
the interior of the campus, in a way that will likely reduce student presence during the daytime on
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the periphery of the campus across the street from houses. Existing security protocols and
coordination with campus safety officers will continue.
The Schmidts argue that the Staff Report findings on this criterion falls short. They write:
“Also, the privacy and safety findings under PCC 33.815.105.C.2 fall short when
they fail to address privacy and safety concerns identified by the Schmidts * * *,
including potential property damage and fear of dog attacks from the conflicting
DOLA use that will be moved closer to their home as a result of the changes to
the proposed parking lot.”
Exhibit H-7 (emphasis added).
There is no evidence in the record that the proposal, as relates to the residential zone, will cause
the Primary Area DOLA to move. Indeed, the Schmidts make it clear that their objection is
speculative. See Exhibit H-7 (“[T]he Schmidts assume that consistent with representations made
to them * * *that no DOLA will be sited at Grant.”) In fact, the clear indications are that the
Primary Area DOLA will not move. The Hearings Officer finds that this criterion is met.
D. Public services.
1. The proposed use is in conformance with the street designations of the
Transportation Element of the Comprehensive Plan.
PBOT has reviewed the proposal and responded with the following information per this criterion
(Exhibit E.2):
“The Grant High School campus is surrounded by three streets; NE 33rd Ave, NE
th
US Grant Pl and NE 36 Ave. These streets are classified in the City’s
Transportation System Plan (TSP) as follows:
Street
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Service

Local
Service
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Service
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Local
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Minor
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“Pursuant to the TSP, the above referenced street classifications include, but are
not limited to, the following functions:
“District Collector streets are ‘intended to serve as distributors of traffic from
Major City Traffic Streets to streets of the same or lower classification. District
Collectors serve trips that both start and end within a district.’
“Transit Access streets are ‘intended for district-oriented transit service serving
main streets, neighborhoods, and commercial, industrial, and employment
areas.’
“City Bikeway streets are ‘intended to serve the Central City, regional and town
centers, station communities, and other employment, commercial, institutional,
and recreational destinations.’
“City Walkway streets are ‘intended to provide safe, convenient, and attractive
pedestrian access to activities along major streets and to recreation and
institutions; provide connections between neighborhoods; and provide access to
transit.’
“Truck Access streets are ‘intended to serve as access and circulation routes for
delivery of goods and services to neighborhood-serving commercial and
employment uses.’
“Major Emergency Response streets are ‘intended to serve primarily the longer,
most direct legs of emergency response trips.’
“Minor Emergency Response streets are ‘intended to serve primarily the shorter
legs of emergency response trips.’
“Community Corridors are ‘designed to include special amenities to balance
motor vehicle traffic with public transportation, bicycle travel, and pedestrian
travel.’
“Local Service streets are ‘intended to distribute local traffic and provide access
to local residences or commercial uses’
“All of the site surrounding streets will continue to function as intended above;
the continuation of the site as an institutional use will not impact the
classifications or functions of said streets. PBOT finds that the proposed use is
supportive of the street designations of the Transportation Element of the
Comprehensive Plan.”
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Exhibit E.2, page 1-2.
Based on the above response from PBOT, the Hearings Officer finds that this criterion is met.
2.

The transportation system is capable of supporting the proposed use in addition to
the existing uses in the area. Evaluation factors include street capacity, level of
service, and other performance measures; access to arterials; connectivity; transit
availability; on-street parking impacts; access restrictions; neighborhood impacts;
impacts on pedestrian, bicycle, and transit circulation; safety for all modes; and
adequate transportation demand management strategies.

Findings: PBOT has reviewed the proposal and responded with the following findings on this
approval criterion (Exhibit E.2):
“Street Capacity/Level of service/other performance measures
“Findings: Per Portland Policy Document TRN-10.27 - Traffic Capacity Analysis
for Land Use Review Cases: For traffic impact studies required in the course of
land use review or development, the following standards apply:
1. For signalized intersections, adequate level of service is LOS D, based on a
weighted average of vehicle delay for the intersection.
2. For stop-controlled intersections, adequate level of service is LOS E, based on
individual vehicle movement.
“The industry standard is to measure street capacity and level-of-service (LOS)
only at intersections during the critical time period, such as AM or PM peak
hour. Although capacity is a part of the LOS, the City of Portland’s performance
standards are defined only by LOS, which is defined by average vehicle delay.
The City does not have performance standards for any of the other evaluation
factors.
“After initial scoping discussions with PBOT staff, the identified intersections
that were required to be evaluated with regard to their respective operations
and in relation to the proposed modernization of Ulysses S. Grant High School
(GHS) are listed below:
• NE 33rd Ave/Fremont St (signalized)
• NE 33rd Ave/NE Knott St (signalized)
• NE 33rd Ave/NE US Grant Pl (signalized)
• NE 33rd Ave/NE Broadway St (signalized)
• NE 36th Ave/NE US Grant Pl (stop controlled)
• NE 37th Ave/NE US Grant Pl (stop controlled)
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•
•

NE 36th Ave/Site Access (stop controlled)
NE Tillamook St/NE Cesar Chavez Blvd (stop controlled)

“The data/analysis/findings provided in the submitted TIS indicate that all of the
above referenced intersections are currently operating well under capacity and
well within the City’s performance measures during both the AM peak period
and PM peak period of operation (see Table 2/pg 3 of the Feb/2017 TIS for
greater details).
“Project traffic impacts were evaluated at the study intersections for the
weekday AM and PM peak hours during the 2019 project build year. Additional
traffic was added to the existing roadway network based on trip generation
estimates and trip distribution assumptions associated with the additional 170
students that can be accommodated by the school modernization and
expansion. As reported in the TIS (see Table 3/pg 4 of the Feb/2017 TIS for
greater details), the operations of the study intersections during both the
morning and afternoon peak periods will continue to exceed City of Portland
performance measures. This evaluation factor is satisfied.
“Access to arterials
“Findings: The school site is located within an established and robust grid
pattern with streets and blocks oriented and connected to provide a local
transportation system that allows for a variety of travel patterns for students,
faculty, staff and visitors to access the campus. Said robust local transportation
system includes nearby and direct access to the two closest arterial roadways.
NE 33rd Ave and NE Broadway (four blocks south of the high school), are the
nearest arterial streets that lead out to the broader transportation system,
including to additional arterial streets and the nearby I-84 freeway. The
proposed project will have no impacts to arterial access. This evaluation factor is
satisfied.
“Connectivity
“Findings: The City’s spacing goals for public through streets and public
pedestrian connections, typically applied to land division requests, is a maximum
of 530-ft and 330-ft, respectively. As mentioned above, the surrounding and
primarily residentially developed neighborhood includes an established grid
pattern of blocks and streets that satisfy the above referenced connectivity
goals. It is not typical, nor is it generally required that public connectivity goals
are furthered through institutional uses such as the subject high school.
Nonetheless, the GHS campus abuts Grant Park, within which, there are a series
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of pedestrian paths that offer continued connectivity opportunities in proximity
to the campus and through the abutting residential neighborhood. The
proposed renovation/modernization of GHS will not impact the existing well
connected neighborhood surrounding the school. This evaluation factor is
satisfied.
“Transit availability
“Findings: Transit service is provided in the vicinity of the study area by Tri-Met
via Route 12 – Barbur/Sandy Blvd, Route 24 – Fremont, Route 70 – 12th/NE 33rd
Ave, Route 75 – Cesar Chavez/Lombard, and Route 77 – Broadway/Halsey.
“Portland Public Schools (PPS) does not provide regular school bus service for
students (with the exception of special needs buses). Instead, the school district,
in partnership with the City of Portland, and Tri-Met, provides high school
students with transit passes that are valid during the school year. During nontypical school hours, there are school buses on site for sporting and other
events.
“Transit availability (including along campus’ frontage), will not be impacted by
the proposed project. This evaluation factor is satisfied.
“On-street parking impacts
“Findings: From the on-set of this project, at the Pre-application stage, upon
learning that the GHS campus had limited on-site parking, that none of the onsite parking spaces are available for the student population and that the on-site
parking supply would actually be reduced in relation to the overall project, PBOT
expressed concerns about the potential impacts to on-street parking. The
applicant’s traffic consultant was advised that a thorough on-street parking
analysis would be necessary. The submitted TIS did include substantial, thorough
and specific data, analysis and findings relative to this evaluation factor (see pp
15-21 of the Feb/2017 TIS for greater details).
“The one on-site parking lot which is accessed from NE 36th Ave towards the
northern end of the campus, is reserved for faculty, staff, and visitors during
school hours and shared with Grant Park during non-school hours (per an intergovernmental agreement with Portland Parks and Recreation). No on-site
parking is provided for students. The parking lot currently has 96 total marked
parking spaces, including 4 handicapped spaces, 2 coach spaces, 3 maintenance
spaces, 1 auction space, 2 custodian spaces, 2 visitor spaces, and 4 PPS spaces
for school vans. The parking lot is currently configured with 71 spaces in the
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shared parking area adjacent to Grant Park, and 25 spaces internal to the high
school. The proposed site plan would reduce the available off-street parking by
29 stalls. Most of the reduction would be the internal stalls and will only
minimally impact the shared parking area (the shared parking area will decrease
from 71 stalls to 67 stalls).
“Streets immediately to the east, south, and west of GHS provide approximately
304 on-street parking spaces for students, employees, and residents during
school the school day (taking into consideration existing restricted parking
availability times throughout the day) and 359 on-street parking spaces after
school hours. Approximately 55 on-street parking spaces along these streets are
restricted during school hours. On-street parking is also available along NE 34th
Ave, NE 35th Ave, NE 35th Pl, and NE 36th Ave immediately north of Grant Park
(see Figure 4/pg 17 of the Feb/2017 TIS for greater details).
“The parking survey was conducted by the applicant’s traffic consultant on a
typical school day and on an event day, where there was a junior varsity
basketball game after school, followed by a varsity game at 7:30 p.m. It is worth
noting that the football field at GHS does not have outdoor lights. Home varsity
football games are played at 4:30 p.m. early in the season at GHS and hosted at
other schools late in the season when it becomes dark earlier. Therefore, the
parking inventory was conducted during a basketball game day to assess the
impacts of an event that occurs more
regularly and at times when neighborhood/residential demand would be the
highest.
“As expected, on a typical school day, the blocks with the highest parking
occupancy immediately surround the school, including portions of NE US Grant
th
Pl, NE 36 Ave, and NE Thompson St. These blocks are in close proximity to the
school’s no parking designated drop off zone and were near capacity during the
morning and afternoon observation periods. Total on-street parking was never
more than 79% occupied. The on-street parking areas studied are not evenly
used for parking, where locations further from school such as NE 33rd Ave
between NE Brazee St and the northern most point of Grant Park were never
more than 47% occupied, while the blocks bounded by NE Brazee St to the
north, NE US Grant Pl to the south, NE 38th Ave to the east and NE 37th Ave to
the west were never more than 69% occupied.
“GHS currently has 83 teachers, 19 office/administrative staff and 27 part-time
support staff. This staff has an estimated peak parking demand of 92 spaces.
Therefore, staff vehicles are currently accommodated primarily by the 96 on-site
parking space. The on-site parking lot was never more than 86% occupied during
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the school day. It is assumed that 9 staff are utilizing on-street parking during
the peak parking period (assumed to be the morning), despite the open spaces
in the on-site lot.
“Event parking is lower than a typical school day. However, the on-site parking
lot, portions of NE 36th Ave, NE Brazee St, and NE Thompson St experience high
parking occupancy, with over 80% of the spaces occupied during the field
observations. School related activity does not account for all of the parking at
the on-street locations. Therefore, a license plate study was conducted by the
applicant’s traffic consultant to determine community versus school related
parking demand. In total, the community is responsible for all of the on-street
parking utilized overnight. However, once school starts, community parking
accounts for less than 20% of the utilized on-street parking as some of the
residents drive to work. During after school events, school related on-street
parking accounts for 67% of the utilized parking.
“The proposed project would increase enrollment by 170 students and
necessitate 2 additional teachers. The school office/administrative staff and
part-time support staff will not change with the proposed project. This will
create a need for 19 additional parking spots for students and 1 for the faculty.
“The staff will have an estimated peak parking demand of 93 spaces with the
proposed project. The school’s current plan of providing 67 on-site parking stalls
will result in the need for 26 of the 93 faculty and staff to park on-street during
peak parking demand periods. Nine of these faculty members are assumed to be
currently parking on-street. In total, 36 additional students and faculty will be
expected to utilize on-street parking with the proposed project (19 students and
17 faculty).
“Observations of the school’s current on-street parking situation indicated a
shortage of convenient parking immediately adjacent to the school. There are
approximately 66 unoccupied on-street spaces during the peak parking period
for the school (assumed to be the morning between 7:00-10:30 a.m.). If the 36
additional students and faculty occupy these spots, the on-street parking spaces
surrounding the school would be 91% utilized (276 of the 304 spaces). Streets
immediately adjacent to the school, including portions of NE US Grant Pl - NE
Tillamook, NE 36th Ave, and NE Thompson St would be expected to be at or near
parking capacity. On-street parking on other nearby streets, including portions
of NE 33rd Ave and NE 37th Ave, would likely be over 80% occupied.
“After 10:30 a.m., some of these on-street spaces free up, as there were more
than 85 open spaces observed. If the 36 additional students and faculty occupy
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these spots, the on-street parking spaces surrounding the school would be 84%
utilized (255 of the 304 spaces). Streets immediately adjacent to the school,
including portions of NE US Grant Pl - NE Tillamook, NE 36th Ave, and NE
Thompson St would likely be over 85% occupied. On-street parking on other
nearby streets, including portions of NE 33rd Ave and NE 37th Ave, would likely
be less than 75% occupied.
“The following statements are important to note in this analysis - there is
additional on-street parking available on the nearby residential streets. School
parking will also be in highest demand when neighborhood (residential) parking
is at its lowest demand. PPS has attempted to retain as much on-site parking as
possible for faculty members, however, American with Disabilities Act (ADA)
compliance, mandated storm water management onsite by the Bureau of
Development Services, on-site loading zones, Fire Life Safety access and
emergency vehicle turn arounds which support both PPS and Portland Parks and
Recreation have limited the number of on-site parking stalls to 67.
“With the growth in student and staff levels along with the reduction in the
limited on-site parking spaces, more vehicles are expected to park along the site
frontages and on nearby neighborhood streets. As noted previously, and as is
the common scenario around most schools throughout the city, school related
parking demand will occupy the closest available on-street parking spaces to the
school campus and stress the overall parking supply to the greatest extent.
Observations conducted by the applicant’s traffic consultant confirmed this
expectation. Also similar to other schools throughout the City, due to the slight
overlap between traditional AM peak periods of travel and school start times,
there is a finite period of time when students/faculty are arriving to a school
campus while some nearby residents are still home (prior to leaving for work).
During this timeframe, on-street parking supply is mostly limited due to the
combined needs of students/faculty and area residents. Supply quickly increases
as the residential demand is lessened by residents leaving for work. That said,
there are segments of the parking survey area where there are available parking
opportunities to accommodate the calculated (estimated) increase in parking
demand resulting from the proposed increase in student enrollment and
additional faculty. Although some segments of the parking survey area are
expected to experience higher occupancy rates than exist today, the difference
between GHS’ peak on-street parking demands and the needs of the
surrounding residential neighborhood result in a fluctuation in the available
supply. Critically, the traditional peak period for residential parking is well after
the normal school operating hours – residents coming home from work will only
potentially encounter the much lower demand from extracurricular events that
occur at the school after hours, like sporting events. There is an adequate supply
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of on-street parking to serve the needs of the existing uses in the area and the
proposed GHS modernization project. This evaluation factor is satisfied.
“Access restrictions
“Findings: The existing high school has one staff and visitor parking lot that is
accessed via a driveway along NE 36th Ave, between NE Brazee and NE
Thompson. The proposed site plan shifts this existing driveway slightly to the
north and will continue to serve as the entrance to the parking lot. No new
driveways are currently proposed.
“The sight triangle at the site driveway should be clear of objects (large signs,
landscaping, parked cars, etc.) that could potentially limit vehicle sight distance.
Based on preliminary field measurement of available sight distance, the existing
th
site driveway to NE 36 Ave provides adequate sight distance from the
driveway. To ensure that adequate sight distance is maintained with the
proposed site plan, parking, landscaping, and large signs must be restricted
adjacent to the driveway.
“Neighborhood impacts
“Findings: Project related impacts resulting generally from increased trip
generation and increased demand for on street parking translate directly to
transportation-related impacts to neighborhoods. In some cases, the increase in
trip generation resulting from a project may adversely impact neighborhood
intersections. As documented previously in this response, the numerous
intersections that were analyzed in the submitted TIS currently operate within
the City’s performance measures and will continue to do so after the proposed
project is constructed. Similarly, as identified in this response, although many of
the on-street parking spaces are occupied by GHS students, faculty or staff,
there is ample on-street parking supply to meet the current, and expected
demand once the project is constructed.
“Unlike other Conditional Use requests, school-related (regardless of which
classroom range) drop-off/pick-up activities can also have adverse impacts to
neighborhoods, and especially to residential areas immediately surrounding
schools. Student drop-off/pick-up activities which typically occur for a finite
period of time twice during the day around schools located within residential
neighborhoods tend to create congestion, stressed roadways, an overabundance of vehicles which aren’t typical during other parts of the day and less
than courteous driver behavior. Though these impacts are generally focused
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around school start and end times, neighborhood schools should take
reasonable measures to minimize the impacts to the surrounding neighbors.
“In this case, the applicant’s traffic consultant observed that student vehicle
drop‐off/pick-up activities primarily occur along NE 36th Avenue at the main
school entrance and NE US Grant Place at the side entrance. School buses (for
special needs students) utilize the designated on-street parking area in front of
the main school entrance for pick-up and drop-off activities.
“Moderate vehicle queuing and congestion was observed along NE 36th Ave, NE
Thompson, and NE Brazee during school arrival and dismissal times. There are
various parking regulations on the west side of NE 36th Ave that are not strictly
enforced. Some vehicles were observed to be parked for long durations in the
10-minute parking zone and student loading activity occurred in designated
police parking zones. Because the curb-line was not always available for pick-up
and drop-off activity when needed, many parents were observed performing
these activities in the travel lane, thereby creating congestion. However, this
congestion only occurs for a short duration (15 minutes), and is minimized
because many students walk or take Tri-Met to school (as evidenced in the
‘Transportation Modal Survey’ section of the TIS [see pg 23]).
“Currently, 19% of surveyed students indicated they are being dropped off or
picked up by family car (which often includes multiple students in a single
vehicle). This suggests that with a proposed enrollment of 1,700 students, up to
323 students could be dropped off or picked up (but vehicle numbers are
expected to be much less than this due to vehicles often carrying multiple
students), an increase of approx 30 students from current conditions (with an
enrollment of 1,530 students).
“The site plan provides an accessible student loading zone at the south side of
the turn-around, located at the west end of the on-site parking lot. However,
the on-street area in front of the main entrance along NE 36th Ave, and the side
entrance along NE US Grant Pl is expected to continue to serve as the primary
student drop-off area. If the primary student drop-off area were provided onsite it would need to be in the north parking area and would impact the on-site
parking, likely requiring the removal of an estimated 14 to 19 parking spaces. To
retain these on-site stalls, PPS requests that the current on-street student dropoff areas be maintained. PBOT is not supportive of requiring on-site
drop‐off/pick-up activities due to the constrained environment within the onsite parking area and the loss of potential on-site parking spaces. The potential
for all vehicles to enter/exit the GHS parking lot for all drop‐off/pick-up activities
would result in significant and additional congestion at one point along the
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frontage. This would only discourage parents (and neighbors) to the point where
they would not abide by such a plan.
“To better accommodate student drop-off and pick-up needs, the applicant’s
traffic consultant recommends that the west side of NE 36th Ave should include
regulatory signs designating the segment south of NE Thompson as
loading/unloading areas that extend for 1 hour in the morning and 1 hour in the
afternoon (approx 30 minutes before and after school start and end times). This
would provide approximately 350-ft for student drop-off and pick-up activity (or
an increase of nearly 300-ft along this segment). This segment of curb-length
along the GHS’ frontage can then be used for parking at other times of the day,
which will be particularly beneficial for visitors during the school day as well as
after school hours and during special events. Currently, this segment is signed
with approx 60-ft of 10-minute parking, with the remainder signed as ‘No
Parking between 11 p.m. and 5 a.m. all days.’ By keeping the street free of
parking nearest to the front entrance of the school, students would be able to
load at the curb instead of in the street. This would improve the safety and
operations of the drop-off and pick-up activity and offset any additional
congestion that might result from the increase in students. PBOT concurs with
this suggestion and will recommend a condition of approval for the applicant to
contact PBOT’s Parking Control Section to implement the appropriate signage
that will help designate the student drop-off and pick-up zone.
“Adding further to the vehicular travel along GHS’ NE 36th Ave frontage, is the
bus pick-up and drop-off zone. While there are no full-sized school buses used
to transport students to school during normal school hours, 6 special
needs/medically fragile buses (24-ft in length) will continue to transport
students to and from GHS. The buses will continue to drop off and pick up within
th
the approx 175-ft signed bus loading area along NE 36 Ave, in front of the main
school entrance. An additional 20-ft of storage for queuing buses will be
available (195-ft in total) as a result of the proposed shift of the existing
driveway to the north. Full-sized school buses are used to transport students for
school events, but are not part of typical daily operations.
“It is preferred that the special needs busses pick and drop off activity continue
to be provided on the street to provide direct access to the front door and allow
these students to be greeted and welcomed by staff and fellow classmates. If
bus activity were provided on-site it would need to be in the north parking area
and would require students to be shuffled through the back door. This is
inconsistent with how the remaining student body accesses the school and
inconsistent with PPS District inclusionary policies.
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“It should also be noted that PPS currently has an approved waiver from The
Oregon State Board of Education. This waiver as described in ORS 327.043
relieves PPS of the obligation to provide yellow bus service for all high school
students. Instead, PPS provides free bus passes to all GHS students and
encourage public transportation as a means to get to and from school.
“In summary, the traffic conditions around the GHS campus are similar to those
of many schools (of all age-group enrollments) where there are two distinct
periods of the day when there is an increase in vehicle congestion. This
temporary higher vehicle volume levels along area streets is typically associated
with a school’s pick-up/drop-off activities, which may include some bussing.
However, once the pick-up/drop-off activity is completed in the morning and
then in the afternoon, roadway/parking volumes revert to normal conditions.
With a recommended condition of approval for the applicant to contact PBOT’s
Parking Control Section to implement the appropriate signage to designate the
student drop-off and pick-up zone along NE 36th Ave, this evaluation factor is
satisfied.
“Impacts on pedestrian, bicycle, and transit circulation/safety for all modes
“Findings: The submitted TIS included crash records from ODOT for the latest
available 3-year recording period (2012-2014). Of the 48 reported collisions at
study intersections, 19 of the collisions involved injuries, although collision
severities were low - there were no serious injury or fatal collisions at the study
intersections.
“Crash rates at study intersections were calculated to identify problem areas in
need of mitigation. The total number of crashes experienced at an intersection
is typically proportional to the number of vehicles entering it, therefore, a crash
rate describing the frequency of crashes per million entering vehicles (MEV) is
used to determine if the number of crashes should be considered high. Using
this technique, a collision rate of 1.0 MEV or greater is commonly used to
identify when collision occurrences are higher than average and should be
further evaluated. Crash rates as calculated by the applicant’s traffic consultant
for each of the study intersections (see Table 6/pg 14 of the Feb/2017 TIS for
greater details) are well below this threshold, indicating the frequency of
collisions is typical for the volume of traffic served.
“Existing sidewalk corridors around the entire school site meet/exceed current
City standards and along with the pedestrian trails throughout the abutting
Grant Park, provide pedestrian connections to adjacent streets and throughout
the surrounding residential neighborhood. The surrounding neighborhood is
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developed with sidewalks, facilitating pedestrian movement throughout the
broader area. The trail system within the abutting Grant Park also provides
pedestrians with additional options for pedestrian mobility. Curb ramps at the
corners on the GHS’ frontages will be updated to meet ADA requirements. Due
to the high transit mode share for students, providing pedestrian access to the
nearby bus stops is vital to having a safe route to school. The robust system of
sidewalks around the school site and beyond provide a safe environment for
pedestrians to walk in the area.
“It should be noted that there are two traffic islands in proximity of the GHS
campus along NE US Grant Pl at the intersections with NE 35th and NE 36th Aves.
These are mentioned herein because they have been a topic of discussion
between PBOT, the Portland Police Bureau (PPB) and PPS. Based on safety
principals that PPB refers to when reviewing land use proposals, which PBOT
would suggest are typically associated with issues on private property, PPB has
recommended that the shrubs and trees within the traffic islands should be
pruned for better visibility. PBOT does not disagree with this recommendation
and can follow through with a Maintenance Operations request. A second
recommendation that PPB has made is to include marked crosswalks at the NE
US Grant Pl/NE 36th Ave intersection. In response, PBOT is hesitant to support
such a request for a variety of reasons. The traffic islands were very likely
installed at the request of the area neighborhood for traffic calming purposes.
Additionally, PBOT does not improve intersections with a combination of traffic
islands and marked crosswalks, as the two features are potentially conflicting
traffic control measures. The standard location for a marked crosswalk would
place pedestrians in the vehicular circulation path around the traffic island. The
traffic island would need to be removed in order to install mark crosswalks. Curb
extensions would be a typical enhanced treatment, however, in this case, the
inclusion of corner curb extensions could create conflicts for school bus turning
movements. The removal of the traffic islands (to accommodate any potential
marked crosswalks), would result in the loss of the inherent traffic calming
functions, which is contrary to the rationale and request for installing them in
the first place for the benefit of the broader neighborhood. While PBOT is
respectful of the PPB’s suggestion, as previously evidenced in this response and
as reflected in the data included in the submitted TIS, using the acceptable
industry standard for measuring safety at area intersections, none of the study
intersections (including at NE US Grant Pl/NE 36th Ave) warranted any safety
improvements for mitigation purposes.
“There are nearby identified bicycle facilities (City’s Bike/Walk Map) that benefit
bicyclists throughout the neighborhood, as well as students, faculty and staff
who chose to commute by bicycle. NE US Grant Pl is designated as a
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Neighborhood Greenway/Signed & Marked Route. Shared Roadways along NE
Brazee and NE 38th Ave exist east and west of the site and beyond. Lastly, the
nearby multi-use path found through the abutting Grant Park offers another
opportunity for additional bicycling alternatives in the area. The existing bicycle
facilities in the site vicinity provide safe paths to the surrounding transportation
system.
The proposed GHS modernization project is not expected to result in impacts on
pedestrian, bicycle, and transit circulation/safety for all modes. This evaluation
factor is satisfied.
“Adequate transportation demand management strategies
“Findings: The goal of a transportation demand management plan (TDMP) is to
reduce the number of single occupancy vehicle trips to a site in favor of modes
less taxing to the transportation system. TDMP’s are also typically required to
minimize impacts to adjacent neighborhoods. As previously reviewed above,
PBOT has not identified any impacts related to the proposed GHS project.
Accordingly, GHS administration is encouraged to put in place a formal TDMP on
a voluntary basis (this will not be a condition of approval of this land use
review).
The submitted TIS includes a draft TDMP that the high school could implement.
The TDMP contains measures and procedures to promote students and parents
to use alternative methods of transportation to and from GHS, as well as
mechanisms to ensure parents are aware of proper circulation and pick-up and
drop-off procedures. The TDMP also identifies a Transportation Coordinator for
GHS as well as a good neighbor contact process. The TDMP for the
modernization of GHS identifies a management system to better regulate onstreet parking and circulation as well as methods of providing and encouraging
safe and convenient alternative (other than single occupant vehicles) routes to
and from school. This evaluation factor is satisfied.
“As evidenced by the findings referenced above, PBOT supports the
accompanying TIS’ methodologies, analyses, conclusions and recommendations
and finds that the TIS is acceptable to adequately address the subject approval
criterion. The applicant has clearly demonstrated that ‘the transportation
system is capable of supporting the proposed use in addition to the existing uses
in the area.’”
Exhibit E.2, pages 2-8.
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PBOT offered no concerns or objections to the Conditional Use-related relief requested by the
applicant to reduce the number of minimum required long-term bike parking spaces from 260 to
256.
With the condition of approval regarding contacting PBOT Parking Control staff to request the
appropriate signage for expansion of the drop-off/pick-up zone along the NE 36th Avenue frontage
as noted above, the Hearings Officer finds that this criterion is met.
3.

Public services for water supply, police and fire protection are capable of serving the
proposed use, and proposed sanitary waste disposal and stormwater disposal
systems are acceptable to the Bureau of Environmental Services.

Findings: The Water Bureau has reviewed the proposal for water supply issues and responded
without comment or concern. See Exhibit E.3. The Fire Bureau has reviewed the proposal for fire
protection issues and responded without concerns See Exhibit E.4. This criterion is met with
regards to public services for water supply and fire protection.
BES has reviewed the proposal for sanitary sewer and stormwater disposal issues and noted that
public services are generally available, and that the proposed stormwater management and
sanitary systems appear to comply with applicable regulations. Additional details will be worked
out with regards to sanitary sewer and stormwater disposal systems during the building permit
process. The only issue identified is with regards to a sewer connection that crosses the park lands
to the north of the school, and which is proposed to be located within a sanitary easement. The
applicant has provided a draft easement as well as a copy of communications between Portland
Public Schools and PP&R confirming that an easement will be recorded. The easement appears to
delineate responsibility for the separate parts of the sewer line to the two different parties
involved. In order to find that public services for sanitary waste disposal are acceptable to the
City, BES staff has recommended the following condition of approval (Exhibit E1):
“A legal agreement will need to be recorded between Portland Public Schools
and Portland Parks and Recreation regarding retention and maintenance of the
sewer and stormwater facilities that will remain in parks property. An easement
is recommended.”
See Exhibit E1, page 4.
In order to clarify the timing of this condition, staff will insert additional language that this
condition must be met prior to issuance of a building permit for the project. Therefore, with the
modified condition of approval as noted above, this criterion can be met with regards to sanitary
waste and stormwater disposal.
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The Police Bureau has reviewed the proposal and responded with a detailed agency memo that
indicates they are capable of serving the proposed use. See Exhibit E.5.
The PPB notes several concerns and recommendations which are not necessary to make a finding
that police services are capable of serving the proposed use, but which may be helpful to site
security and the surrounding neighborhood. These concerns and recommendations can be
summarized as follows:
A. Addressing signage visibility. In order to ensure that the site address is easily identified
for passing patrol cars of officers responding to calls, the Police encourages the
applicant to ensure that foliage or the lack of lighting does not block or hinder the
visibility of street address markers;
B. Site foliage and visibility. Keeping perimeter foliage and trees maintained per Crime
Prevention through Environmental Design (CPTED) standards will assist in preventing
concealment of trespassers, provide greater visibility of passing officers, and therefore
increase the safety and security of guests and children. The PPB has made specific
recommendations regarding removal of vegetation and installation of marked
crosswalks in the public right-of-way which are under the jurisdiction of PBOT, and
PBOT has responded that they do not agree with the two specific recommendations.
PBOT has responded to the specific suggestions with a note that maintenance crews
will be sent to check on the noted traffic islands in U.S. Grant Place at 35th and 36th,
and that there is no justifiable warrant or need in the proposal to install additional
traffic safety devices for pedestrians (See pp. 3-4 of Exhibit E.5 and pp. 7-8 of Exhibit
E.2 for more details). Although the right-of-way recommendations in the PPB response
are not supported by PBOT (who controls the right-of-way and associated
improvements), their standard recommendations for maintenance of perimeter on-site
vegetation elsewhere are generally achievable (minimum ground clearance for trees of
six feet, maximum height of three feet for hedges);
C. Use and security of parking/gathering areas and access control for vehicles/visitors.
Encourage clear pathways and signage for vehicles versus pedestrian access ways,
engage with PPB staff on any active trespass agreement or alarm concerns, provide
card key access to PPB School Resource Officers, and provide one on-site parking space
for the PPB School Resource Officers; and
D. Use and placement of security cameras. Given the number of police calls to the area,
the PPB encourages the applicant and school personnel to coordinate with the PPB on
the placement of new or re-located security cameras on the site. In particular, the PPB
recommends focusing cameras on the sports field areas, as well as inside and outside
of the pool and gymnasium areas, as these are often target sites for many types of
crime.
Although not necessary to make a finding that the above approval criteria are met, staff will
include an advisory condition of approval memorializing the Police Bureau concerns, and
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encouraging the school district to work with the Portland Police Bureau on the above security
issues over time as necessary. The Hearings Officer finds that with conditions, this criterion is
met.
E. Area plans. The proposal is consistent with any area plans adopted by the City Council as
part of the Comprehensive Plan, such as neighborhood or community plans.
Findings: The Grant Park area is in a limited geographical section of central northeast and
southeast Portland that does not have any adopted area, neighborhood, or community plans. This
criterion does not apply.
33.815.100 Uses in the Open Space Zone
These approval criteria apply to all conditional uses in the OS zone except those specifically listed
in other sections below. The approval criteria allow for a range of uses and development that are
not contrary to the purpose of the Open Space zone. The approval criteria are:
“A. Character and impacts.
1. The proposed use is consistent with the intended character of the specific
OS zoned area and with the purpose of the OS zone;
2. Adequate open space is being maintained so that the purpose of the OS
zone in that area and the open or natural character of the area is
retained; and
3. Impacts on mature trees and tree groves are minimized and Citydesignated environmental resources, such as views, landmarks, or habitat
areas, are protected or enhanced.
“B. Public services.
1. The proposed use is in conformance with the street designations of the
Transportation Element of the Comprehensive Plan;
2. The transportation system is capable of supporting the proposed use in
addition to the existing uses in the area. Evaluation factors include street
capacity, level of service, and other performance measures; access to
arterials; connectivity; transit availability; on-street parking impacts;
access restrictions; neighborhood impacts; impacts on pedestrian, bicycle,
and transit circulation; safety for all modes; and adequate transportation
demand management strategies;
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3. Public services for water supply, police and fire protection are capable of
serving the proposed use, and proposed sanitary waste disposal and
stormwater disposal systems are acceptable to the Bureau of
Environmental Services.
“C. Livability. The proposal will not have significant adverse impacts on the livability
of nearby residential-zoned lands due to:
1. Noise, glare from lights, late-night operations, odors, and litter; and
2. Privacy and safety issues.
“D. Area plans. The proposal is consistent with any area plans adopted by the City
Council as part of the Comprehensive Plan, such as neighborhood or community
plans.”
PCC 33.815.100.
The Hearings Officer will address each criterion in turn.
A.

Character and impacts.
1. The proposed use is consistent with the intended character of the specific OS
zoned area and with the purpose of the OS zone;
2. Adequate open space is being maintained so that the purpose of the OS zone in
that area and the open or natural character of the area is retained; and
3. Impacts on mature trees and tree groves are minimized and City-designated
environmental resources, such as views, landmarks, or habitat areas, are
protected
or enhanced.

Findings: Pursuant to an intergovernmental agreement, the school shares recreational fields and
parking facilities with Grant Park, which is within the OS zone. A majority of the baseball field and
half of a practice field (which accommodated several sports) are located in Grant Park. The
proposed development includes a slight re-orientation of a baseball field (including all structures)
and installation of synthetic turf in both the infield and outfield areas. The turf area will
accommodate layout of competition soccer and other sports. The reconfigured parking lot
extends partly over the school property line onto park property. Additionally, north of the parking
lot the design proposes to install a natural turf softball field which allows for the use of the
existing soccer field in this area to be partially located in the softball outfield. The proposed
improvements will impact approximately 4.6 acres within Grant Park.
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The purpose of the OS zone is to “preserve and enhance public and private open, natural, and
improved park and recreational areas identified in the Comprehensive Plan.” PCC 33.100.010. The
proposed changes amount to only a modest expansion of the existing shared recreational fields
with updated, modern equipment. Generous open spaces are retained on the perimeter of these
fields, as well as within the northwest section of the park. Overall, the fields will continue the
open space character of the field areas as they exist today, maintaining an overall open and
natural character to the park site. Also consistent with the purpose of the OS zone is the intent to
allow the fields to be accessible to the general public, and not just for high school-related events,
as occurs today.
There are no designated environmental resources, views, landmarks, or habitat areas on the site.
The Tree Code (Title 11) designates authority for review of changes to trees in City of Portland
parks to the Urban Forestry Division of Portland Parks and Recreation (Urban Forestry). Urban
Forestry has worked with the applicant to consider and evaluate the changes to trees in the park,
which include minor tree removal and mitigation, and has responded without objections or
concerns to the proposal. See Exhibit E.8.
The Schmidts argue that the Staff Report fails to analyze the encroachment on the park’s open
space. They write:
“[T]he proposed use will alter the intended character of the OS-zone property by
pushing the DOLA towards the Schmidts’ house and increasing the nuisance created
by the dogs on their property. * * * Moving the parking lot and recreational facilities
to the north shows that the proposed use is incompatible with existing park uses
because of the nuisance impacts associated with the dog park and the constraints of
the site size that limit the number of uses the park should house.”
Exhibit H-7, page 4.
In its rebuttal, PPS and PP&R explain the origins of the shift of the parking lot:
“The proposed shift of the parking lot to the north is the result of BDS and Fire
bureau requirements for aerial fire apparatus access road on the north side of the
school. These requirements resulted in a shift in the location the (sic) soccer and
softball fields to the north.
Exhibit H-15 (emphasis added).
With respect to the DOLA, PPS and PP&R explain that the DOLA has no official requirements
under City Code. They write:
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“Unlike a field for organized sports regulated under PCC 33.279, a DOLA has no
defined area or property line setbacks within city code, just as other uses in an
OS property such as jogging, Frisbee throwing or picnicking are not regulated by
a minimum area or property line setback. In addition, the parking lot is not a
new use in the park. There is currently a parking lot on the park property in this
location.
*****
“As the location, size, use and hours of the existing DOLA are not changing with
the proposed conditional use application, there is no impact to the DOLA allowing
the open character of the area to be maintained and the criterion of
33.815.100.A to be met.”
Exhibit H-15, pages 2 and 3 (emphasis added).
The Hearings Officer finds that this criterion is met.
B.

Public services.
1. The proposed use is in conformance with the street designations of the
Transportation Element of the Comprehensive Plan;
2. The transportation system is capable of supporting the proposed use in addition
to the existing uses in the area. Evaluation factors include street capacity, level of
service, and other performance measures; access to arterials; connectivity; transit
availability; on-street parking impacts; access restrictions; neighborhood impacts;
impacts on pedestrian, bicycle, and transit circulation; safety for all modes; and
adequate transportation demand management strategies;
3. Public services for water supply, police and fire protection are capable of serving
the proposed use, and proposed sanitary waste disposal and stormwater disposal
systems are acceptable to the Bureau of Environmental Services.

Findings: This finding mirrors those above under approval criteria at 33.815.105.D.1-3, whose
findings are incorporated by reference herein.
Service bureaus with responsibility for water supply and fire protection have also found that
public services are capable of serving the proposed use. BES has found that public services for
sanitary sewer and stormwater disposal are capable of serving the proposed use with a condition
of approval regarding recording a legal agreement between the school district and Portland Parks
for a sanitary line that will cross from the school site through the park to the north, with an
easement recommended to achieve this outcome. This criterion is met with regards to street
designations, transportation system capacity, water supply, and fire protection. This criterion can
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be met with regards to sanitary waste and stormwater disposal with the condition language noted
above under findings for criterion 33.815.105.D.3, incorporated herein by reference.
The Development Review Section of PBOT has reviewed the proposal and recommended a
conditional approval for the request per the above criteria, as noted above under findings for
33.815.105.D.1-2. Therefore, with incorporation by reference of the findings and recommended
condition of approval earlier in this decision at 33.815.105.D.1-2, the Hearings Officer finds that
this criterion is met for the transportation-related criteria at 33.815.100.B.1-2.
The Police Bureau has reviewed the proposal and found that they are capable of serving the
proposed use. Therefore, with regards to police-related issues at 33.815.100.B.3, the Hearings
Officer finds that this criterion is met.
With the noted condition of approval from PBOT regarding signage for the on-street loading space
th
on NE 36 Avenue, the Hearings Officer finds that this criterion is met.
C.

Livability. The proposal will not have significant adverse impacts on the livability of
nearby residential-zoned lands due to:
1.
2.

Noise, glare from lights, late-night operations, odors, and litter; and
Privacy and safety issues.

Findings: The proposed field reconfiguration on the park side of the site will not include any nighttime field lighting, and no changes are proposed to the frequency or intensity of athletic activities
in the park beyond those that exist today. The proposal will upgrade the ground surface of the
field west of the school with artificial turf and replacement bleacher structures, etc., but not
change any impacts with regards to noise, glare, late-night activities, odors, or litter. No voice
amplification or speaker systems for the recreational fields are identified by the applicant in the
submitted plans and drawings or written narrative for this project. Privacy and safety impacts are
not expected from continued and ongoing athletic activities in the park. The Schmidts here again
renew their objection to the Staff Report’s conclusions given the noise impacts and privacy and
safety concerns from the DOLA use “that will be moved closer” to their home. See Exhibit H-7,
page 4.
However, there is no evidence that the Primary Area DOLA will move closer to their home. The
opposite is true. PPS and PP&R have indicated that the Primary Area DOLA will not move. The
Hearings Officer therefore finds that this criterion is met.
D. Area plans. The proposal is consistent with any area plans adopted by the City Council as
part of the Comprehensive Plan, such as neighborhood or community plans.
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Findings: The Grant Park area is in a limited geographical section of central northeast and
southeast Portland that does not have any adopted area, neighborhood, or community plans. The
Hearings Officer finds that this criterion does not apply.
33.805.010 Purpose of Adjustment Regulations
The regulations of the zoning code are designed to implement the goals and policies of the
Comprehensive Plan. These regulations apply city-wide, but because of the city's diversity, some
sites are difficult to develop in compliance with the regulations. The adjustment review process
provides a mechanism by which the regulations in the zoning code may be modified if the
proposed development continues to meet the intended purpose of those regulations.
Adjustments may also be used when strict application of the zoning code's regulations would
preclude all use of a site. Adjustment reviews provide flexibility for unusual situations and allow
for alternative ways to meet the purposes of the code, while allowing the zoning code to continue
providing certainty and rapid processing for land use applications.
33.805.040 Approval Criteria
Adjustment requests will be approved if the review body finds that the applicant has shown that
either approval criteria A. through F., or G through I below have been met.
“A. Granting the adjustment will equally or better meet the purpose of the

regulation to be modified; and
B. If in a residential zone, the proposal will not significantly detract from the
livability or appearance of the residential area, or if in an OS, C, E, or I zone,
the proposal will be consistent with the classifications of the adjacent
streets and the desired character of the area; and
C. If more than one adjustment is being requested, the cumulative effect of
the adjustments results in a project which is still consistent with the overall
purpose of the zone; and
D. City-designated scenic resources and historic resources are preserved; and
E. Any impacts resulting from the adjustment are mitigated to the extent
practical; and
F. If in an environmental zone, the proposal has as few significant detrimental
environmental impacts on the resource and resource values as is
practicable; or
G. Application of the regulation in question would preclude all reasonable
economic use of the site; and
H. Granting the adjustment is the minimum necessary to allow the use of the
site; and
I. Any impacts resulting from the adjustment are mitigated to the extent practical.”

PCC 33.805.040.
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The Hearings Officer will address each criterion in turn.
A.

Granting the adjustment will equally or better meet the purpose of the regulation to be
modified.

Findings: The following five Adjustments have been requested:
•

Due to the lowering of the finished grade levels around both the main school building
(new courtyard level) and the old gym building (new accessible ramp and stairs),
existing nonconforming building elements are going further out of conformance with
the maximum 50’-0” height standard (33.110.245.C.1/Table 110-5). With the lowering
of the grades, the old Auditorium will now be 52’-8” in height, and the old chimney
stack/wireless-hosting structure will now be 85’-0” in height. Although these buildings
are not getting taller, Adjustments are necessary to increase the height of the old
Auditorium from 50’-0” to 52’-8”, and to increase the height of the old chimney stack
from 50’-0” to 85’-0”;

•

Waive the requirement for 15’-0” of L3 landscaping (33.110.245.C.1/Table 110-5)
where the site abuts a residential zone, to allow the existing perimeter landscaping and
lawn treatment abutting adjacent private property to remain as-is;

•

Waive the requirement for 15’-0” of L1 landscaping (33.110.245.C.1/Table 110-5)
where the site is across the street from a residential zone, to allow the existing
perimeter landscaping and lawn treatment at the campus perimeter to remain as-is;

•

Waive the requirement for perimeter parking lot landscaping (33.266.130.G.2) north of
the reconfigured parking area at the westerly turn-around, for two pedestrian
walkways through the landscaping, and on both sides of the driveway for the first 5
feet into the site from NE 36th Avenue. Simultaneously, reduce the minimum tree
planting requirement for the remaining 462 lineal feet of perimeter parking lot
landscaping along the north edge of the parking area from 31 to 15 small trees;

•

Reduce the amount of required interior parking lot landscaping (33.266.130.G.3) in the
new 67-space parking lot from 3,015 to 1,720 square feet, and reduce the minimum
number of required trees from six large and 22 small to six large and 10 small trees.

The purpose for the height and perimeter landscape buffering standards for institutional uses in
the R5 zone is as follows:
“The general base zone development standards are designed for residential
buildings. Different development standards are needed for institutional uses
which may be allowed in single-dwelling zones. The intent is to maintain
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compatibility with and limit the negative impacts on surrounding residential
areas.”
See PCC 33.110.245.A.
With regards to the height of the old Auditorium and chimney stack, the Adjustments are
somewhat of a technicality, as their overall actual height and appearance from the perimeter
streets and surrounding neighborhood will not change. The height Adjustment is only necessary
because of the lower grade created by the new sunken courtyards on the interior east side of the
new building. The courtyards allow for on-campus student activity, and the additional height will
not be experienced by the surrounding residential areas in any significant way. Therefore, with
regards to the requested height increase for the original Auditorium and chimney stack, the
Hearings Officer finds that this criterion is met.
With regards to the perimeter landscape buffering around the edge of the school campus and
park property, the Adjustments are necessary because the project intends to keep primarily open
lawn around the perimeter of the site, without a continuous hedge row along the sidewalk and
park perimeter. Significant new landscaping is proposed around the school building, primarily in
landscape beds that directly abut the building, maintaining the historic pattern of open lawn on
the campus perimeter. The park property also has significant perimeter landscaping along the
north edge of the park abutting the closest adjacent homes, including many fine mature
rhododendron and other shrub plantings. Maintaining the existing plantings around the site, and
the open front lawn between the school and NE 36th Avenue is in keeping with the historic
character of the site and will not have negative impacts on the surrounding residential areas. On
the south side of the new gym abutting NE U.S. Grant Place, a treed lawn area is proposed along
with an informal landscape bed with low shrubs and small trees, in keeping with the required L1
landscape standard. Overall the proposed landscape plan will significantly improve the tree
canopy and green character of the site, while preserving the open grassy character of the lawns
surrounding the school. With regards to the requested Adjustments to the landscape and
buffering standards, the Hearings Officer finds that this criterion is met.
The purpose of the perimeter and interior parking lot landscape standards is as follows:
“The setback and landscaping standards:
• Improve and soften the appearance of parking areas;
• Reduce the visual impact of parking areas from sidewalks, streets, and
especially from adjacent residential zones;
• Provide flexibility to reduce the visual impacts of small residential parking
lots;
• Direct traffic in parking areas;
• Shade and cool parking areas;
• Reduce the amount and rate of stormwater runoff from vehicle areas;
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• Reduce pollution and temperature of stormwater runoff from vehicle
areas; and
• Decrease airborne and waterborne pollution.”
PCC 33.266.130.A.
BES has reviewed the proposal for stormwater-related impacts associated with the adjustments
and has responded without comment or concern. The parking area overall has significant and
relatively dense landscaping along the northern edge abutting the improved athletic field, with
only minimal breaks for pass-through pedestrian traffic, which should have the benefit of
discouraging destruction of the plantings by pedestrians which otherwise might result without the
walkways. There will be a spatial separation of approximately 20’-0” from the sidewalk in NE 36th
Avenue for the parking stalls, and a planted area immediately adjacent to the parking stalls which
include trees and groundcover, improving the appearance of the parking area from the street.
When viewed from obliquely from the other homes to the northeast that will have views of the
parking area, the perimeter plantings along the north side of the parking lot will adequately
screen the vehicles and soften the appearance of the parking.
Significant new trees on both sides of the parking area will shade and cool the parking area, with
interior landscape islands provided between at the most eight adjacent parking stalls, and
frequently closer. The north end of the circular driveway loop at the western edge of the parking
lot projects into the open grassy park land, and an interior “traffic circle” in this area provides
screening for the parking area overall without creating an impediment to the three pedestrian
paths which converge at this location on the site.
No adjustments are requested to the layout standards, and the parking area is organized in a
logical manner that will effectively direct traffic.
With regards to the perimeter and interior parking lot landscaping adjustments, the Hearings
Officer finds that this criterion is met.
B.

If in a residential zone, the proposal will not significantly detract from the livability or
appearance of the residential area, or if in an OS, C, E, or I zone, the proposal will be
consistent with the classifications of the adjacent streets and the desired character of the
area.

Findings: The adjustments to height and the institutional landscape buffers will not detract from
the livability or appearance of the surrounding residential area for the reasons discussed above
under findings for criterion A. Those portions of the institutional use landscape buffering
adjustments that fall in the OS zone have no impact on the consistency of the project with street
classifications. The proposed landscape buffering adjustments will be consistent with the purpose
of the OS zone to preserve and enhance the open, natural spaces of Grant Park, while also
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screening the majority of the parked cars from view beyond the negligible landscape screening
that exists on the north side of the existing parking lot today. Therefore, the Hearings Officer finds
that this criterion is met.
C. If more than one adjustment is being requested, the cumulative effect of the adjustments
results in a project which is still consistent with the overall purpose of the zone.
Findings: Five adjustments are requested. The inconsequential nature of the height Adjustment
has no impact on the overall purpose of the R5 zone to preserve and enhance the character of
single-dwelling neighborhoods, or the intent to provide land for housing for individual
households. With approval granted based on the proposed landscape plans, the landscapingrelated adjustments will also avoid any cumulative impacts that reduce the livability or character
of surrounding housing. For the north side of the parking lot in the OS zone and the related
landscaping and buffering adjustments on the park portion of the site, there are also no
cumulative impacts that conflict with the intent of the OS zone to maintain and improve open and
natural park areas. Therefore, with approval based on substantial conformance with the
submitted plans and drawings, the Hearings Officer finds that this criterion is met.
D. City-designated scenic resources and historic resources are preserved.
Findings: City designated resources are shown on the zoning map by the ‘s’ overlay; historic
resources are designated by a large dot, and by historic and conservation districts. There are no
such resources present on the site. Therefore, this criterion is not applicable.
E.

Any impacts resulting from the adjustment are mitigated to the extent practical.

Findings: With approval granted based on the submitted plans and drawings, there are no
discernible impacts that would result from granting the requested adjustments. The Hearings
Officer finds that this criterion is met.
F.

If in an environmental zone, the proposal has as few significant detrimental
environmental impacts on the resource and resource values as is practicable.

Findings: Environmental overlay zones are designated on the Official Zoning Maps with either a
lowercase “p” (Environmental Protection overlay zone) or a “c” (Environmental Conservation
overlay zone). As the site is not within an environmental zone, the Hearings Officer finds that this
criterion is not applicable.
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
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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.
III.

CONCLUSIONS

The applicant has proposed a significant modernization project for Grant High School, including
the demolition and reconstruction of large portions of the current campus, while restoring the
primary north-, east-, and south-facing facades of the original 1923 building. Unfortunate dark
tinted windows and solid wall panels in the original window openings installed in the 1970’s will
be removed and replaced with appropriate reproduction multi-light windows. Modern classrooms
and interior gathering and administrative spaces inside the building will be complemented by
attractive and generously-sized sunken courtyards on the interior of the campus, creating a new
focus and center for student activities. Significant new landscaping will be installed throughout
the campus, and reconfigured athletic fields will be upgraded to coincide with the new school
opening. With a condition of approval regarding installation of signage for an expanded dropoff/pick-up zone for buses along NE 36th Avenue, the transportation-related approval criteria can
be met. And although not necessary to meet the approval criteria, an advisory condition of
approval has been included to encourage the applicant to work with the Portland Police Bureau
during the project and over time to address site-specific security issues as they arise. The
concurrent Adjustments are easily able to meet the relevant approval criteria and should be
approved.
IV.

DECISION

Approval of a Conditional Use Review for the Grant High School Modernization project, including
building reconfigurations that result in a new school campus of 292,219 square feet for grades 912, including on-site loading stalls and parking for 67 passenger vehicles, as well as changes to site
improvements and landscaping. The Conditional Use Review approval also includes a waiver of the
rd
maximum transit street setback for the new building from NE 33 Avenue (33.110.245.C/Table
110-5), and a reduction in the required long-term bicycle parking spaces from 260 to 256 stalls
(33.266.210.A/Table 266-6).
Approval of an Adjustment increase the height of the old Auditorium from 50’-0” to 52’-8”, and
to increase the height of the old chimney stack from 50’-0” to 85’-0” (33.110.245.C.1/Table 1105).
Approval of an Adjustment to waive the requirement for 15’-0” of L3 landscaping where the site
abuts a residential zone (33.110.245.C.1/Table 110-5).
Approval of an Adjustment to waive the requirement for 15’-0” of L1 landscaping where the site
is across the street from a residential zone (33.110.245.C.1/Table 110-5).
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Approval of an Adjustment to waive the requirement for perimeter parking lot landscaping north
of the reconfigured parking area at the westerly turn-around, for two pedestrian walkways
through the landscaping, and on both sides of the driveway for the first 5 feet into the site from
NE 36th Avenue. Simultaneously, reduce the minimum tree planting requirement for the
remaining 462 lineal feet of perimeter parking lot landscaping along the north edge of the parking
area from 31 to 15 small trees (33.266.130.G.2), as shown on Exhibit C.18.
Approval of an Adjustment to reduce the amount of required interior parking lot landscaping in
the new 67-space parking lot from 3,015 to 1,720 square feet, and reduce the minimum number
of required trees from six large and 22 small to six large and 10 small trees (33.266.130.G.3), as
shown on Exhibit C.18.
The above approvals are granted based on substantial conformance with the revised submitted
plan set, Exhibits C.1 through C.61, noting that interior floor plans are shown for reference to
exterior wall and window openings only, and otherwise subject to the following conditions:
A. As part of the building permit application submittal, the following development-related
conditions (B through E) must be noted on each of the four required site plans or included as a
sheet in the numbered set of plans. The sheet on which this information appears must be
labeled "ZONING COMPLIANCE PAGE - Case File LU 16-269579 CU AD." All requirements must
be graphically represented on the site plan, landscape, or other required plan and must be
labeled "REQUIRED."
B. A legal agreement will need to be recorded between Portland Public Schools and Portland
Parks and Recreation regarding maintenance of the sewer and stormwater facilities that will
remain in PP&R property in accordance with Exhibit E.1. An easement is recommended.
Documentation of conformance with this condition will be required prior to issuance of a
building permit for the project. Documentation of this legal agreement is not required for
issuance of demolition permits, or for shoring, site work, or other accessory permitting related
to demolition of existing structures.
C. The hours of operation of the soccer and softball fields and the dog off-leash area may not
have overlapping hours of use so long as they occupy the same or overlapping space.
D. The applicant is granted relief from the tree density requirements of Title 11, and is allowed to
provide only 62,400 square feet of “required tree area” on the school site, as opposed to the
111,078 square feet normally required. Tree Preservation standards will be met on the school
site. Urban Forestry regulates tree removal and preservation on the park site.
E. The applicant shall coordinate with the Portland Police Bureau during the modernization
project construction and over time to address site-specific security concerns regarding
visibility of address signage, maintaining perimeter foliage for visibility, use and access
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controls for gathering and parking areas (including maintenance of a dedicated parking stall
for School Resource Officers, and use and placement of security cameras).
F. Prior to issuance of a building permit for the expansion project (not including demolition
permits), the applicant must contact the Portland Bureau of Transportation Parking Control
staff to request appropriate signage to expand the drop-off/pick-up zone along the site’s NE
36th Avenue frontage.

Melvin Oden-Orr, Hearings Officer
Date

4/27/17

Application Determined Complete:
December 7, 2016
Report to Hearings Officer:
March 10, 2017
Revised Report to Hearings Officer:
March 21, 2017
Decision Mailed:
April 28, 2017
Last Date to Appeal:
4:30 p.m., May 12, 2017
Effective Date (if no appeal):
May 15, 2017 Decision may be recorded on this date.
Conditions of Approval. This project may be subject to a number of specific conditions, listed
above. Compliance with the applicable conditions of approval must be documented in all related
permit applications. Plans and drawings submitted during the permitting process must illustrate
how applicable conditions of approval are met. Any project elements that are specifically required
by conditions of approval must be shown on the plans, and labeled as such.
These conditions of approval run with the land, unless modified by future land use reviews. As
used in the conditions, the term “applicant” includes the applicant for this land use review, any
person undertaking development pursuant to this land use review, the proprietor of the use or
development approved by this land use review, and the current owner and future owners of the
property subject to this land use review.
Appeal of the decision. ANY APPEAL OF THE HEARINGS OFFICER’S DECISION MUST BE FILED AT
TH
th
1900 SW 4 AVENUE, PORTLAND, OREGON 97201. Appeals can be filed at the 5 floor reception
desk of 1900 SW 4th Avenue, Monday through Friday between 8:00 a.m. and 4:30 p.m. An appeal
fee of $5,000.00 will be charged (one-half of the application fee for this case, up to a maximum
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of $5,000). Information and assistance in filing an appeal can be obtained from the Bureau of
Development Services at the Development Services Center.
Who can appeal: You may appeal the decision only if you wrote a letter which is received before
the close of the record on hearing or if you testified at the hearing, or if you are the property
owner or applicant. If you or anyone else appeals the decision of the Hearings Officer, only
evidence previously presented to the Hearings Officer will be considered by the City Council.
Appeal Fee Waivers: Neighborhood associations recognized by the Office of Neighborhood
Involvement may qualify for a waiver of the appeal fee provided that the association has standing
to appeal. The appeal must contain the signature of the Chair person or other person authorized
by the association, confirming the vote to appeal was done in accordance with the organization’s
bylaws.
Neighborhood associations, who wish to qualify for a fee waiver, must complete the Type III
Appeal Fee Waiver Request for Organizations Form and submit it prior to the appeal deadline. The
Type III Appeal Fee Waiver Request for Organizations Form contains instructions on how to apply
for a fee waiver, including the required vote to appeal.
Recording the final decision.
If this Land Use Review is approved the final decision must be recorded with the Multnomah
County Recorder. A few days prior to the last day to appeal, the City will mail instructions to the
applicant for recording the documents associated with their final land use decision.
•

A building or zoning permit will be issued only after the final decision is recorded.

The applicant, builder, or a representative may record the final decision as follows:
•

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

•

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 County 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.
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Expiration of this approval. An approval expires three years from the date the final decision is
rendered unless a building permit has been issued, or the approved activity has begun.
Where a site has received approval for multiple developments, and a building permit is not issued
for all of the approved development within three years of the date of the final decision, a new
land use review will be required before a permit will be issued for the remaining development,
subject to the Zoning Code in effect at that time.
Applying for your permits. A building permit, occupancy permit, or development permit may be
required before carrying out an approved project. At the time they apply for a permit, permittees
must demonstrate compliance with:
•
•
•
•

All conditions imposed herein;
All applicable development standards, unless specifically exempted as part of this land use
review;
All requirements of the building code; and
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.

B.
C.

Applicant’s Statements
1. Original narrative addressing approval criteria
2. Portland Public Schools Master Planning Process Summary for Grant H.S.
3. Grant H.S. Event List for 2014-2015 school year
4. Draft description of sewer easement
5. Sanitary sewer coordination correspondence
6. Preliminary Urban Forestry Design Form
7. Geotechnical report from RhinoOne, dated 9/21/15
8. Original traffic study from DKS, dated 10/28/16
9. Original traffic study appendix from DKS, dated 10/28/16
10. Original stormwater report from BHE Group, dated 11/4/16
11. Revised traffic study from DKS, dated 2/1/17
12. Revised stormwater report from BHE Group, dated 2/21/17
13. Cover sheet with first revised plan set submittal, rec’d. 12/7/17
14. Cover sheet with second revised plan set submittal, rec’d. 3/1/17
15. Applicant’s hearing re-schedule form with 120-day extension, dated 1/18/17
16. Applicant’s response to Police Bureau questions, e-mail dated 2/27/17
17. Original plan set sheets not necessary for land use review (23 pages)
18. Original outdated lighting sheets
19. Outdated original plan set sheets replaced by 12/7/16 updates (7 pages)
20. Outdated original and 12/7 plan set sheets replaced by 3/1/17 set (6 pages)
21. Outdated large/scalable Partial Planting Plan – North, including staff landscape plan
check notes
22. Outdated large/scalable Partial Planting Plan – South, including staff landscape plan
check notes
23. Outdated large/scalable Parking Lot Planting Plan, including staff landscape plan check
notes
24. Additional 3/1/17 plan submittal sheets not necessary for land use review (2 pages)
Zoning Map (attached)
1. Existing Zoning
2. Proposed Zoning
Plans and Drawings
1. Vehicle Area Site and Materials Plan
2. Tree Protection and Removal Plan
3. Site Plan (attached)
4. Partial Site Plan – North
5. Partial Site Plan – South
6. Partial Site Plan – Southeast
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7. Partial Site Plan – North/Park
8. Enlarged Site Plan – Amphitheater and North Courtyard
9. Enlarged Site Plan – South Courtyard and Gym Entry
10. Enlarged Site Plan – Sports Fields
11. Enlarged Site Plan – Front and South Gym Entry
12. Railing, fencing and gates plan – North
13. Railing, fencing and gates plan – South
14. Site Sections/Elevations I
15. Site Sections/Elevations II
16. Site Sections/Elevations III
17. Planting – Schedule and Notes
18. Partial Planting Plan – North (attached)
19. Partial Planting Plan – South (attached)
20. Lower Level Floor Plan
21. First Level Floor Plan
22. Second Level Floor Plan
23. Roof Plan
24. Overall Exterior Elevations (attached)
25. Zone A Elevations
26. Zone C Elevations
27. Zone D/B Elevations
28. Trash Enclosure Plans and Elevations
29. Site Plan – Lighting
30. Photometric Plan
31. Lighting Cut Sheets (19 double-sided pages, last sheet of 19 is single-sided)
32. Large/Scalable Vehicle Area Site and Materials Plan
33. Large/Scalable Tree Protection and Removal Plan
34. Large/Scalable Site Plan
35. Large/Scalable Partial Site Plan – North
36. Large/Scalable Partial Site Plan – South
37. Large/Scalable Partial Site Plan – Southeast
38. Large/Scalable Partial Site Plan – North/Park
39. Large/Scalable Enlarged Site Plan – Amphitheater and North Courtyard
40. Large/Scalable Enlarged Site Plan – South Courtyard and Gym Entry
41. Large/Scalable Enlarged Site Plan – Sports Fields
42. Large/Scalable Enlarged Site Plan – Front and South Gym Entry
43. Large/Scalable Railing, fencing and gates plan – North
44. Large/Scalable Railing, fencing and gates plan – South
45. Large/Scalable Site Sections/Elevations I
46. Large/Scalable Site Sections/Elevations II
47. Large/Scalable Site Sections/Elevations III
48. Large/Scalable Planting – Schedule and Notes
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49. Large/Scalable Partial Planting Plan – North
50. Large/Scalable Partial Planting Plan – South
51. Large/Scalable Lower Level Floor Plan
52. Large/Scalable First Level Floor Plan
53. Large/Scalable Second Level Floor Plan
54. Large/Scalable Roof Plan
55. Large/Scalable Overall Exterior Elevations
56. Large/Scalable Zone A Elevations
57. Large/Scalable Zone C Elevations
58. Large/Scalable Zone D/B Elevations
59. Large/Scalable Trash Enclosure Plans and Elevations
60. Large/Scalable Site Plan – Lighting
61. Large/Scalable Photometric Plan
D. Notification information
1. Request for response
2. Posting information and notice as sent to applicant
3. Applicant’s statement certifying posting
4. First hearing notice mailing list and master copy, mailed 12/28/16
5. First hearing notice postmarked copy, mailed 12/28/16
6. Rescheduled hearing notice mailing list and master copy, mailed 2/14/17
7. Rescheduled hearing notice postmarked copy, mailed 2/14/17
E. Agency Responses
1. Bureau of Environmental Services (attached)
2. Development Review Section of Portland Transportation, including follow-up e-mail
discussion with BDS staff regarding timing for the condition language
3. Water Bureau
4. Fire Bureau
5. Portland Police Bureau
6. Site Development Section of the Bureau of Development Services
7. Life Safety Section of the Bureau of Development Services
8. Bureau of Parks, Forestry Division
F. Letters (none received at time of initial staff report publication on 3/10/17)
G. Other
1. Original LU application form and receipt
2. Pre-Application Conference Summary Notes, EA 16-217336 PC
3. Request for Completeness documents
4. Incomplete letter from staff to applicant, sent 12/1/16
5. E-mail thread from staff to applicant regarding outstanding PBOT issues, sent 1/10/17
6. Staff routing slips for large size plans, various dates
H. Received in the Hearings Office
1. Hearing Notice - Moffett, Mark
2. Request to Reschedule - Moffett, Mark
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3. Hearing Notice - Moffett, Mark
4. Staff Report - Moffett, Mark
5. Revised Staff Report - Moffett, Mark
6. Letter from Douglas L. Capps, Grant Park Neighbor - Corliss, Catherine
7. TSM Letter dated 3/22/17 - Jennifer Bragar
8. Applicant Waiver - Corliss, Catherine
9. Power Point Presentation - Moffett, Mark
10. Record Closing Information - Hearings Office
11. 3/29/17 letter with attachments - Cathcart, Paul
a. Dog Off Leash Area - Cathcart, Paul
b. Sewer Easement - Cathcart, Paul
12. 3/29/17 Memo - Moffett, Mark
13. 3/29/17 letter with attachments - Bragar, Jennifer
a. Photos (7 pages) - Bragar, Jennifer
14. 4/5/17 letter - Bragar, Jennifer
15. Applicant's Rebuttal: Grant Park High School dated 4/12/17 - Jung, Dan

