Date:

December 17, 2020

To:

Interested Person

From:

Kate Green, Land Use Services
503-865-6428 / Kate.Green@portlandoregon.gov

NOTICE OF A TYPE II DECISION ON A PROPOSAL IN YOUR NEIGHBORHOOD
The Bureau of Development Services has denied a proposal in your neighborhood. The mailed
copy of this document is only a summary of the decision.
The reasons for the decision are included in the version located on the BDS website
http://www.portlandonline.com/bds/index.cfm?c=46429. Click on the District Coalition then
scroll to the relevant Neighborhood, and case number. If you disagree with the decision, you
can appeal. Information on how to do so is included at the end of this decision.

CASE FILE NUMBER: LU 20-151838 GW AD
GENERAL INFORMATION
Applicant:

Laurie Simpson / Connect Architecture
laurie@connectarchitecture.us / 503-367-8057
33 NE Monroe Street
Portland, OR 97212

Owner/Agent:

Stuart Lindquist / Lindquist Development Co, Inc
PO Box 42135
Portland, OR 97242-0135

Site Address:

S MACADAM AVENUE (also known as S Riverside Drive and State
Highway 43)

Legal Description:
Tax Account No.:
State ID No.:
Quarter Section:

TL 300 0.40 ACRES, SECTION 26 1S 1E
R991260220
1S1E26CB 00300
4031

Neighborhood:
Business District:
District Coalition:

NONE
NONE
NONE

Plan District:
Other Designations:

NONE
Flood Hazard Area, Landslide Hazard Area, Public Recreational Trail

Zoning:

Single Dwelling Residential 20,000 (R20)
Greenway River General (g)
Greenway River Water Quality (q)
Scenic (s)

Case Type:
Procedure:

Greenway (GW), Adjustment (AD) Review
Type II, an administrative decision with appeal to the Hearings Officer.
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Proposal: The applicant proposes to remove approximately 30 trees and an existing shed to
construct a new multi-story residence on a riverfront site within the River General (g) and River
Water Quality (q) overlays; these activities trigger a Greenway Review (33.440.310.A and B).
The applicant also requests an Adjustment to allow the Scenic (s) overlay setback required
along on S Riverside (also known as S Macadam Avenue/Highway 43) to be reduced from 20
feet to 9 feet (33.480.040.B/ Table 480-1) for the multi-story residence.
The public notice initially described the proposal as including a detached garage. However,
during the course of this review, BDS staff determined that the building elevations show there
is a canopy connecting the garage, entry structure, and multi-story dwelling (Exhibit C.7). This
configuration results in the building being a single structure, instead of separate detached
buildings. This detail is highlighted here for additional clarity, and the proposal description has
been modified to reflect this.
The new house is proposed to be located within the q-setback and includes an elevated
structure over the rail corridor that bisects the property. Retaining walls are proposed along
the rail corridor and near the southeast corner of the proposed house. Water and sewer
services are proposed west of the new residence. A stormwater planter and outfall are proposed
within the q-setback and riverward, between the proposed house and an existing stairway
access to an existing dock on the river. No changes are proposed to the existing dock, which
was formerly owned and operated by Lewis and Clark College.
RELEVANT APPROVAL CRITERIA:
In order to be approved, this proposal must comply with the approval criteria of Title 33. The
relevant criteria are:

33.440.350 Greenway Approval Criteria

33.805.040 Adjustment Approval Criteria

Greenway Design Guidelines
As described under “Analysis” below, BDS staff find that additional land use reviews and
criteria would apply to this proposal, however they have not been requested.

FACTS
Site and Vicinity: The subject property is situated on the west bank of the Willamette River,
near River Mile 17, south of the Sellwood Bridge and Powers Marine Park, and approximately
200 feet north of the city border with a residential area known as Dunthorpe.
The property fronts onto S Riverside Drive (also known as SW Macadam Avenue and Highway
43) and is bisected by an approximately 20-foot wide publicly owned rail corridor.
The western portion of the site, between S Riverside Drive and the rail corridor, has a gravel
area, which appears to be used as a vehicle area, and a mix of native and non-native trees and
understory vegetation. This portion of the site is relatively level and then steeply drops down to
the rail corridor. The rail corridor is relatively flat and has tracks running down the center of it,
which extend over multiple properties to the north and south. The eastern portion of the site,
between the rail corridor and the river, is steeply sloped and also includes a mix of native and
non-native trees and understory vegetation. Many of the trees are laden with ivy. A shed and a
stairway, which leads to an existing dock on the river, are located near the center of the site.
The dock is located within an in-water lease area from the Department of State Lands and was
formerly used by Lewis and Clark College for a rowing/sailing club.
The owner of the subject site also owns the two adjacent riverfront properties to the north; one
is in the R20 zone and another is in an Open Space (OS) zone. Further to the north are
properties within the OS zone, including Powers Marine Park and Riverview Cemetery. Other
nearby properties to the south and west are in the R20 and R10 single dwelling residential
zones and many are developed with houses. Several of the riverfront residences also have stairs
or ramps that lead to boat docks. The property directly across the river is within the City of
Milwaukie and is developed as a golf course and country club.
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Greenway and Scenic Resources on and around the site are described in more detail in the
sections below.
Greenway Resources: The project site is mapped within Resource Site 23.7 (Rank III) of the
Lower Willamette River Wildlife Habitat Inventory (1986). Identified resources and functional
values within these resource sites include the Willamette River, upland and riparian vegetation,
fish and wildlife, and special status species.
The functional values of the water quality resource area include: providing a vegetated corridor
to separate protected water features from development; maintaining or reducing stream
temperatures; maintaining natural stream corridors; minimizing erosion, nutrient and
pollutant loading into water; filtering, infiltration and natural water purification; and stabilizing
slopes to prevent landslides contributing to sedimentation of water features.
The BES response includes additional details:
 Endangered Species Act (ESA) Listed Species: The Willamette River provides habitat for 15
ESA listed species including Chinook and coho salmon and steelhead trout. These species rely on
intact riparian habitat for feeding, resting, rearing, and migration.
 Mature Trees: The site contains mature trees within the Willamette River riparian zone, which
functions as critical transition area for both terrestrial and aquatic species. Riparian vegetation
provides shade, food and shelter for aquatic organisms and habitat for animals that move
between land and water including insects, amphibians and birds. The mature trees the applicant
is proposing to remove also provide stormwater benefits as they intercept at least 30% of
precipitation that falls on the canopy, filter stormwater, help prevent erosion, and provide shade
which cools the air and stormwater runoff. Trees, particularly those in the riparian area, help
support Portland’s adaptation to climate change. It is difficult to mitigate for the removal of
mature trees as it can take decades for new trees to provide equivalent benefits.
 Nesting Birds: BES recommends that the applicant avoid disturbance (i.e. tree removal)
between primary nesting season, April 15 – July 31. If tree removal is necessary during this time,
it is recommended that the applicant survey the trees slated for removal for signs of nesting. If an
active nest is found (one with eggs or young), it is recommended that the applicant avoid
removing it until the young have fledged. Information on avoiding impacts on nesting birds can be
found in BES’s Terrestrial Ecology Enhancement Strategy guidance document. Additional
information can be found in the City’s Resource Guide for Bird-friendly Building Design.
 Shoreline, Floodplain, and Riparian Habitat: This site includes shoreline and riparian habitat,
which provides habitat for both aquatic and terrestrial species. The shallow water habitat is
designated as critical habitat for 5 populations of salmon and trout that are listed as threatened
under the Endangered Species Act (ESA). This habitat is also used by 10 additional Columbia
Basin populations of fish that are ESA-protected, as well as white sturgeon and Pacific lamprey,
which are on conservation alert. The lower Willamette shoreline distinctly provides natal nursery
and rearing habitat for juvenile fish, and migratory habitat for adults. Therefore, it serves
incredibly important roles for all life stages of salmon and trout. The applicant should consider
removing all non-native plant species in the 100-foot riparian setback and densely planting it
with native species of trees and shrubs to provide the maximum benefit to these listed species.
The floodplain habitat that extends across a portion of the site provides valuable high flow refuge
for numerous aquatic species, including these 15 species listed under the ESA. When connected
with the river it slows flow, providing flood hazard relief downstream and recharges groundwater
that is cooled and slowly released back to the river throughout the year. The floodplain also
provides feeding opportunities for salmon. Studies show that salmonids with annual access to
functioning floodplain habitat are on average double the size and fitness of those without access.
BES recommends the applicant restore floodplain function to the near shore area to mitigate for
the habitat loss within the overlay zone. This can be accomplished by densely planting native
trees, shrubs, and groundcover and leaving any large woody debris that washes on shore. Trees
and shrubs including willow and ninebark create roughness that will catch floating woody
debris. Woody debris is prime habitat for salmonids and their food source. Native groundcover
also provides habitat for the insects salmonids feed upon during high water events.
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Disconnecting or eliminating this habitat in the shallow water, riparian area and floodplain may
adversely affect these species that are threatened with extinction.
Scenic Resources: The Scenic Resources Protection Plan (Map 23) shows the site is situated
along Scenic Corridor 16: SW Macadam/Terwilliger Scenic Drive (SD 38-27). As further
described in the Scenic Resources Inventory this scenic resource consists of a loop drive framed
by trees (Exhibit G.3).
The Scenic Resources Protection Plan (Map 23) also identifies the Willamette River as Scenic
Corridor 1: Willamette River (SD 01-04). A note on Map 23 indicates the scenic character of SD
01-04 is protected through environmental zoning regulations, which in this case are the
Greenway regulations. However, the Willamette Greenway Plan does not identify any required
viewpoints or view corridors at this site.
Zoning: The zoning designations on the site include the Single Dwelling Residential 20,000
(R20) base zone, the River General (g) and River Water Quality (q) overlay zones, and the
Scenic Resource (s) overlay zone.
The R20 and other single-dwelling zones are intended to preserve land for housing and to
provide housing opportunities for individual households.
The River General zone allows for uses and development which are consistent with the base
zoning, which allow for public use and enjoyment of the waterfront, and which enhance the
river's natural and scenic qualities.
The River Water Quality zone is designed to protect the functional values of water quality
resources by limiting or mitigating the impact of development in the setback.
The Scenic Resource zone is to be applied to all significant scenic resources identified in the
Scenic Resources Protection Plan or the Central City Scenic Resources Protection Plan. Any
changes to land or development, including rights-of-way, within the Scenic Resource zone are
subject to the regulations of this chapter.
Land Use History: City records indicate that the following land use review was conducted for
this site:
 GP 006-80: Greenway Review for addition of a 20-foot by 14-foot boat equipment
storage building for Lewis and Clark College.
The site has also been listed as an “also-owned” property under several land use reviews for the
primary Lewis and Clark College campus, but none of those reviews appear to address
development or activities on the subject site.
Agency Review: Several Bureaus and agencies have responded to this proposal. Please see EExhibits for complete details.
The Water Bureau (Exhibit E.3) noted no concerns.
The Bureau of Environmental Services (Exhibit E.1) does not recommend approval of the
greenway review application due to outstanding information related to the proposed sanitary
connection for this development. Although there are no BES-specific approval criteria, the
applicant should submit sufficient information for BES to confirm that the proposed sanitary
connection is feasible and can be constructed within the identified disturbance areas.
BES notes that given the location of the existing public sanitary sewer lines and other utilities
in S Riverwood/Macadam/Highway 43, it could be problematic to construct a sanitary sewer
connection to serve the proposed residence. BES informed the applicant they must obtain a
public works permit to demonstrate a sanitary sewer connection is feasible within the proposed
disturbance area. To date, the applicant has not applied for the public works permit.
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BES also provided information about storm water management requirements and details about
site considerations and construction methods related to the protection of riparian resources.
Portland Bureau of Transportation-PBOT (Exhibit E.2) notes the PBOT has relieved the
applicant of the standard right-of-way improvements and necessary property dedication; and
instead, the applicant will need to submit completed and executed Street and Storm Sewer
Waivers of Remonstrance, at the time of permit review. PBOT also notes an ODOT Highway
Access Approach Permit will be required, in relation to the permit process for the new home.
The Site Development Section of BDS (Exhibit E.5) responded with information about
geotechnical, flood hazard, erosion control, and construction requirements that will apply at
the time of permit review.
Urban Forestry (Exhibit E.6) does not support approval, noting the project plans do not appear
to show all the existing trees on the site or accurately show what impacts are expected from the
proposed work.
The Fire Bureau (Exhibit E.4) and the Life Safety Section of BDS (Exhibit E.7) noted a
separate Building Permit is required for the work proposed and the proposal must be designed
to meet all applicable fire and building codes.
The Oregon Department of State Lands (DSL) provided a Wetland Land Use Notification
response (Exhibit E.8), which indicates there are wetland, waterway or other water features on
the property and the site includes or is adjacent to Essential Salmonid Habitat. DSL notes an
onsite inspection by a qualified wetland consultant is recommended to determine if there are
regulated areas subject to state and federal permits.
Neighborhood Review: A Notice of Proposal in Your Neighborhood was mailed on November 6,
2020. One written response has been received, which outlines various issues regarding the
proposal including concerns about: tree removal, traffic safety, height limits, current zoning,
required land use reviews, accessibility and use of the existing dock.
Staff Response: With regard to trees, BDS Staff concur with the Urban Forestry comments
regarding the deficiencies in the tree information provided on the applicant’s plans. The plans
do not appear to accurately or thoroughly identify all the trees on the site or provide the
scientific name of the trees. Absent those details, the applicant has not provided a complete
inventory of which trees will be impacted by the proposed development or shown how those
impacts will be effectively mitigated. This is further addressed in the analysis and findings
below.
As noted in the PBOT comments, the applicant will need to obtain a permit from ODOT for
access to and from Highway 43. The applicant has provided preliminary input from ODOT,
which calls for the site design to include space for vehicles to enter and exit the site in a
forward motion and the project plans appear to include a vehicle area for that purpose. ODOT
will determine if the design is sufficient for highway safety.
As discussed in the analysis and findings, below, the applicant has proposed to use a height
allowance for steeply sloping lots (33.110.215.D.1), which provides the height limit is the
higher of either 23 feet above the average grade of the street, or the general 30-foot height limit
for the R20 zone. The project plans show the height of the house relative to 23-feet above the
street grade.
The current zoning for the subject property is described above and shown on the attached
Zoning Map.
The reviews requested by the applicant are noted in the Proposal description, above. As
discussed in the analysis and findings, below, additional land use reviews, including a
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Greenway Goal Exception and additional Adjustment Reviews, appear to be needed and the
applicant has not elected to apply for those reviews, or to modify the proposal so those reviews
are no longer triggered.
The applicant has indicated the use of the existing dock will be for the proposed residence only.
BDS Staff have informed the applicant that a commercial use of the dock is prohibited in the
R20 zone. No changes have been proposed to the existing dock or accessway.

ZONING CODE APPROVAL CRITERIA
ANALYSIS: As outlined in the Proposal description, the applicant has requested Greenway and
Adjustment Reviews for a new residence on a riverfront site, and the proposal must meet the
applicable approval criteria for the requested reviews, which are addressed in the findings in
Part A and Part B, below, in order to be approved. However, based on the analysis below, it
appears the proposal also triggers the need for additional land use reviews, for which no
applications have been made.
The application of the Greenway regulations is dependent on where development is proposed
relative to the top of bank and the applicable greenway setback(s). The greenway setback is
established based on the riverbank topography relative to the top of bank, as defined and
measured per the Zoning Code (33.910 and 33.930.150). In this case, the site is subject to both
the River General 25-foot greenway setback and the River Water Quality 50-foot setback
(33.440.210.B.1 and 33.440.210.B.2).
Only development that is river-dependent or river-related is allowed within 25 feet of the top of
bank and riverward. Development that is not river-dependent or river-related may only be
allowed within 25 feet of the top of bank and riverward if approved through a Greenway Goal
Exception (33.440.210.C.2.b and 33.440.210.C.3), as depicted in Figure 440-3, below:

The Zoning Code provides the following definition for Top of Bank:
33.910 Top of Bank. The first major change in the slope of the incline from the ordinary high
water level of a water body. A major change is a change of ten degrees or more. If there is no
major change within a distance of 50 feet from the ordinary high water level, then the top of bank
will be the elevation 2 feet above the ordinary high water level.
BDS staff have reviewed the slope elevations provided in the applicant’s topographic survey
(Exhibit C.11) and find the location of the greenway setback noted on the applicant’s project
plans does not correspond to this top of bank definition, or the additional guidance on
measuring top of bank in 33.930.150. Additionally, BDS staff reviewed the slope assessment
provided by the applicant’s surveyor (Exhibit A.2.h), which concludes the applicant’s use of the
elevation 2 feet about the ordinary high water level as the top of bank accurately corresponds
to the code definition and measurement guidance. The surveyor goes on to acknowledge there
are changes greater than 10 percent, but then dismisses those and attributes them to the rail
construction. The applicant has failed to provide a detailed slope analysis, showing the location
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of decreased slope as necessary to accurately map the top of bank. BDS staff agree there are
slope changes over 10 percent, and there are changes over 10 degrees within 50 feet of the
ordinary high water level, which demark a major change in slope. Neither the definition of top
of bank nor the measurement guidance in the code allow for the dismissal of a major change in
slope due to past modifications of the land. Therefore, BDS staff find it is the noted major
changes in slope, not the elevation 2 feet above the ordinary high water level, which mark the
top of the bank and it is from here that the 25-foot and 50-foot greenway setbacks must be
measured.
Based on these factors, the proposed residence appears to be located within 25-feet of the top
of the bank, where only river-dependent and river-related development is allowed, unless the
development is approved through a Greenway Goal Exception.
The applicant has been informed of staff’s assessment and has not elected to provide additional
information to accurately map the top of bank; modify the proposal; or apply for a Greenway
Goal Exception, which requires a Type III land use procedure, with a final decision made by
City Council (33.840.040).
Similarly, the project plans (Exhibit C.5, C.6) show the proposed residence is located within 5feet of the south (side) lot line, instead of the 10-foot side building setback required by the R20
and scenic standards (33.110.220, 33.480.040.B.2.b). And, the plans and building elevations
(Exhibits C.5, C.7 ) show other features, including a 10+ foot tall canopy and a 20+ foot tall
entry structure, which are within the required 20-foot front building setback (33.110.220); and
a 6+ foot tall fence/gate, which exceeds the height limit for fences in the front and scenic
setbacks (33.110.255.C.1 and 33.480.040.B.2.g).
Though the applicant has used a setback exception, 33.110.220.D.4.b, which allows for a
reduced front building setback for the garage wall, this exception does not apply to the
fence/gate or to the entry structure. Nor does the exception apply to the side setback for the
residence. Therefore, to be allowed as proposed, the development would need to obtain
Adjustments to the noted standards.
The applicant has been informed of these regulations and has not elected to modify the
proposal or to apply for Adjustments to the relevant standards.
Per Zoning Code section 33.700.020, a request for development that is not allowed by
right requires approval through a land use review.
Based on the applicant’s submittal materials, BDS staff finds the proposal would need to be
approved through the following additional land use reviews, in order to be allowed:





Greenway Goal Exception (33.840.200)
Adjustment to the R20 Side Building Setback Standard (33.110.220)
Adjustment to the R20 Front Building Setback Standard (33.110.220)
Adjustment to Scenic Resource Standards (33.480.040.B.2.b and 33.480.040.B.2.g)

The applicant has declined to modify the proposal or to apply for the noted reviews; and has
requested that staff complete the requested Greenway and Adjustment Reviews with the
available information. Findings for the requested reviews are provided below:
Part A: Greenway Review
Part B: Adjustment Review
As outlined in Zoning Code Section 33.800.060, the burden of proof is on the applicant to
show that the approval criteria are met. The burden is not on the City or other parties to
show that the criteria have not been met.
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PART A. GREENWAY REVIEW
33.440.350 Greenway Review Approval Criteria
The approval criteria for a Greenway review have been divided by location or situation. The
divisions are not exclusive; a proposal must comply with all of the approval criteria that apply
to the site. A Greenway review application will be approved if the review body finds that the
applicant has shown that all of the approval criteria are met.
A. For all greenway reviews. The Willamette Greenway design guidelines must be met for all
Greenway reviews.
Findings: The Willamette Greenway Design Guidelines address the quality of the environment
along the river and require public and private developments to complement and enhance the
riverbank area. The Design Guidelines are grouped in a series of eight Issues:
• Issue A. Relationship of Structures to the Greenway Setback Area
• Issue B. Public Access
• Issue C. Natural Riverbank and Riparian Habitat
• Issue D. Riverbank Stabilization Treatments
• Issue E. Landscape Treatments
• Issue F. Alignment of Greenway Trail
• Issue G. Viewpoints
• Issue H. View Corridors
A complete description of the Design Guidelines and their applicability is provided in
Appendix C of the Willamette Greenway Plan.
The Guidelines have been regrouped according to similarity of Issues as discussed below:
Summary Findings for Issues A, B and F: The guidelines in Issues A, B and F apply
to sites with a Greenway Trail designation. The site has a Greenway Trail designation.
However, based on the city’s Administrative Rule: Determination of Rough Proportionality
from Major Public Trail Requirements, the scale of the proposed development is below the
threshold that triggers an easement or improvements for the trail, so no trail
improvements are triggered at this time. Therefore, the guidelines in Issues A, B and F
are not applicable.
Summary Findings for Issues C, D and E: The guidelines in Issues C, D and E call for
the protection and enhancement of natural riverbanks and riparian areas, suitable
bank stabilization methods, and landscaping treatments that balance human and
wildlife needs.
As noted in the Facts section, above, the site is within Resource Site 23.7 (Rank III) of
the Lower Willamette River Wildlife Habitat Inventory (1986). Identified resources and
functional values within these resource sites include the Willamette River, upland and
riparian vegetation, fish and wildlife, and special status species.
The applicant has indicated that the project has been designed and is to be constructed
to limit and minimize potential detrimental impacts to the riverbank and waterway.
However, the applicant has not demonstrated their proposed development is
practicable, as nearly the entire residence appears to be located within and riverward of
the greenway setback, where it is must be approved through a Greenway Goal
Exception to be allowed.
Absent a practicable development option, the applicant has also not demonstrated the
proposal will retain and enhance the stability and scenic qualities of the riverbank or
provide a landscape treatment that balances the needs of humans and wildlife.
Accordingly, these guidelines are not met.
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Summary Findings for Issues G and H: The guidelines in Issues G and H apply to sites
with a viewpoint or view corridor designation per the Willamette Greenway Plan. Though the
Scenic Resources inventory identifies the Willamette River as a scenic corridor, no
viewpoint or view corridor designations are applied at this location the Willamette Greenway
Plan. Therefore, these issues and the associated guidelines do not apply.
Based on the foregoing, Criterion A is not met.
B. River Frontage lots in the River Industrial zone
C. Development within the River Natural zone.
D. Development on land within 50 feet of the River Natural zone
Summary Findings for Criteria B, C, and D. The site is located within the River General
and River Water Quality zones and is not within 50 feet of the River Natural zone. Therefore,
Criteria B, C, and D do not apply.
E. Development within the greenway setback. The applicant must show that the
proposed development or fill within the greenway setback will not have a significant
detrimental environmental impact on Rank I and II wildlife habitat areas on the
riverbank. Habitat rankings are found in the Lower Willamette River Wildlife Habitat
Inventory.
Findings: The site is shown on Map 5, Zone 23 in the Lower Willamette River Wildlife
Habitat Inventory, and the nearest Rank I and Rank II wildlife habitat areas are
approximately 1+ miles downstream of the site and include the west bank of the river
north of the Sellwood Bridge to Willamette Park (Sites 23.4A and 23.5) and the shoreline
and uplands at Oaks Bottom (Sites 21.1A, 21.1B) on the east side of river.
The applicant’s narrative indicates: The proposed stormwater outfall is the only
development within the greenway setback and will not have significant impact on wildlife
habitat on the riverbank.
However, based on BDS staff analysis of the applicant’s topographic survey, in addition to
the outfall, the proposal also includes non-river dependent development (multi-story
residence, stormwater planter, retaining walls) within the greenway setback and riverward.
Non-river dependent development is only allowed within 25 feet of the top of the riverbank
and riverward, if approved through a Greenway Goal Exception. The applicant has not
applied for a Greenway Goal Exception.
Based on these factors, the applicant has not demonstrated the proposed development is
practicable or that it will avoid impacts to those wildlife habitat areas. Therefore, this
criterion is not met.
F. Development riverward of the greenway setback. The applicant must show that the
proposed development or fill riverward of the greenway setback will comply with all
of the following criteria:
1. The proposal will not result in the significant loss of biological productivity in the
river;
2. The riverbank will be protected from wave and wake damage;
3. The proposal will not:
a) Restrict boat access to adjacent properties;
b) Interfere with the commercial navigational use of the river, including
transiting, turning, passing, and berthing movements;
c) Interfere with fishing use of the river;
d) Significantly add to recreational boating congestion;
4. The request will not significantly interfere with beaches that are open to the
public.
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Findings: As noted previously, the top of bank and greenway setback do not appear to be
correctly represented on the project plans. As such, portions of the proposed residence,
stormwater planter, and retaining walls appear to be located riverward of the greenway
setback, and cannot be allowed in this location, unless approved through a Greenway Goal
Exception, and unless this criterion is met. The applicant’s narrative does not include a
response to Criterion F. Therefore, this criterion is not met.
G. Development within the River Water Quality overlay zone setback.
1. Streets, right-of-way dedications, driveways, walkways, outfalls, and utilities. For
streets, right-of-way dedications, driveways, walkways, outfalls, and utilities, the
applicant's impact evaluation must demonstrate that all of the following are met:
a. Proposed development or right-of-way (ROW) locations, designs, and
construction methods have the least significant detrimental impact to the
functional values of the water quality resource area than other practicable and
significantly different alternatives including alternatives outside the River
Water Quality overlay zone setback;
b. The location, design, and construction method of any outfall or utility
proposed within a River Water Quality overlay zone has the least significant
detrimental impact to the functional values of the water quality resource area
than other practicable alternatives including alternatives outside the River
Water Quality overlay zone setback;
c. Water bodies are crossed only when there are no practicable alternatives with
fewer significant detrimental impacts. Where a water body is crossed, the
location, design, and construction method of that crossing has the least
significant detrimental impact to the functioning of the water body and
considering practicable alternatives;
d. There will be no significant detrimental impact on functional values in areas
designated to be left undisturbed within the River Water Quality overlay zone
setback;
e. All significant detrimental impacts on functional values that cannot be
avoided will be mitigated by meeting the requirements of Subsection
33.440.350.H; and
f. The mitigation plan ensures that the proposed development will not
contribute to a cumulative loss of functional values over time.
5. Other development, excavations, and fills in the River Water Quality overlay zone
setback. Where development, exterior alterations, excavation, or fill is proposed
in the River Water Quality overlay zone setback, the applicant's impact evaluation
must demonstrate that all of the following are met:
a. Proposed development minimizes the loss of functional values, consistent with
allowing those uses generally permitted or allowed in the greenway overlay
zone without a land use review;
b. Proposed development locations, designs, and construction methods are less
detrimental to the functional values of the water quality resource area that
other practicable and significantly different alternatives including alternatives
outside the River Water Quality overlay zone setback;
c. There will be no significant detrimental impact on functional values in areas
designated to be left undisturbed;
d. Areas disturbed during construction that do not contain permanent
development will be restored with native vegetation appropriate to the site
conditions and found in the Portland Plant List;
e. All significant detrimental impacts on functional values will be offset through
mitigation;
f. The mitigation plan meets the requirements of Subsection 33.440.350.H;
g. The mitigation plan ensures that the proposed development will not
contribute to a cumulative loss of functional values over time; and
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h. Where significant restoration or enhancement opportunities have been
identified in City-adopted watershed restoration plans or where previous
restoration projects have taken place, the proposed development will not
preclude those restoration or enhancement opportunities or damage existing
restoration projects.
Findings: These criteria require the applicant to demonstrate that alternatives were
considered during the design process, that there are no practicable alternatives that would
be less detrimental to the functional values of the water quality resource area, and requires
the protection of resources outside of the proposed disturbance area from impacts related
to the proposal, such as damage to vegetation, erosion of soils off the site, and impacts to
water quality and fish habitat from increased stormwater runoff and erosion off the site.
The following findings provide an evaluation of the proposed project purpose; alternatives;
impacts; and mitigation measures.
Project Purpose: The applicant’s narrative notes the project purpose is to develop a singlefamily residential structure on the ground level, with a minimum area of living space (Exhibit
A.2.a).
The applicant’s narrative explains that the location of the proposed project is constrained by
steep topography; geotechnical considerations; a rail corridor that bisects the property; and
an existing stairway and boat rail.
Certainly, based on the configuration of the property, almost any development landward of
the rail corridor, will project into the required 20-foot base zone and scenic setbacks, and,
based on the topographic survey provided by the applicant, it appears any development
riverward of the rail corridor will be within the greenway setback.
Development that does not meet the required base zone and scenic setbacks cannot be
allowed unless those standards are modified through an Adjustment Review. And
development that is not river-dependent or river-related, such as the proposed residence,
cannot be allowed within 25-feet of the top of bank, unless approved through a Greenway
Goal Exception.
Since the applicant has not submitted application materials for all of the land use reviews,
which appear warranted for the proposed development, it is unclear how the applicant
anticipates fulfilling their stated project purpose, to construct a new residence.
Alternatives: The applicant’s narrative (Exhibit A.2.a) indicates each option includes the
same 565 square foot building footprints (garage and entry), asphalt driveway, concrete
entry court, and skybridge over the railroad ROW, and the square footage listed for each
option is for the development riverward of the railroad (the house). However, since the
garage and entry structure are connected by a canopy, the combined footprint of those
features appear to be 1,428 square feet, based the dimensions shown on the applicant’s
plans (Exhibits C.5, C.7).
In any event, the applicant’s narrative notes their preferred alternative (Option 1) was
selected after considering the following:
• Option 1 (1,260 square feet of building coverage) includes a 3-story building structure
that is outside of the riverward 25 feet of RWQ overlay zone setback, does not exceed the
height limit, and maintains a river view within the scenic corridor north of the proposed
structure. The home parallels the grade and minimizes impact to slope stability. The
photos and map of riverfront housing in the neighborhood, on Sheet A1.02, demonstrate
that the proposed home is set back from the river significantly further than any other
home in the area, including the house next door that had its permit finalized in 2018.
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The applicant’s narrative notes: Option 1 was determined to be the feasible alternative
that best meets the approval criteria.
Staff response: As outlined in the Analysis section above, this option includes
development, which does not appear to meet several required R20 and scenic standards
and the applicant has not requested Adjustments to these standards.
Additionally, this option appears to include development within and riverward of the
greenway setback, which is not river-dependent or river-related, and such development
is only allowed if approved through a Greenway Goal Exception. The applicant has not
requested a Greenway Goal Exception.
Unless all the required land use reviews are requested and approved, the development
is not allowed. As such, the applicant has not demonstrated this option is practicable.
• Option 2 (2,300 square feet of building coverage) includes a 3-story building structure
that is outside of the riverward 25 feet of the RWQ overlay zone setback and does not
exceed the height limit standard. It has a larger footprint to accommodate more internal
living space than any of the other options evaluated, which the owner highly prefers.
River views are blocked within the subject parcel and there is a greater site impact.
The applicant’s narrative notes: Option 2 would result in a more desirable and
economically viable alternative than Option 1; however, it was rejected because of the
large building coverage within the RWQ setback and the loss of all scenic corridor river
views.
Staff response: This option appears to include development, which is not riverdependent or river-related within and riverward of the greenway setback, and such
development is only allowed if approved through a Greenway Goal Exception. The
applicant has not requested a Greenway Goal Exception.
Additionally, this option includes development within the front (west) building setback,
for which the applicant has not requested any Adjustments.
Given this, the development is not allowed. As such, the applicant has not
demonstrated this option is practicable.
Additionally, this option appears to significantly limit opportunities to provide
mitigation within and riverward of the greenway setback, as the proposed structure
extends across nearly the entire width of the site.
• Option 3 (2,600 square feet of building coverage) includes a 2-story building structure
that meets the height limit standard–the owner prefers a single or 2 story house. Option 3
encroaches into the riverward 25 feet of RWQ overlay zone setback in order to provide the
minimum living space square footage. Option 3 maintains a potential river view within the
scenic corridor north of the proposed structure.
The applicant’s narrative notes: Option 3 was rejected because it encroaches into the
riverward 25 feet of RWQ setback.
Staff response: Staff concurs this option is impractical since it includes development,
which is not river-dependent or river-related within and riverward of the greenway
setback, and such development is only allowed if approved through a Greenway Goal
Exception.
• Option 4 (960 square feet of building coverage) includes a 4-story building structure
that is outside of the riverward 25 feet of RWQ overlay zone setback. The home has less
impact on the ground but exceeds the maximum height limit if the building is to provide
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the minimum living space square footage. The home becomes inefficient with four floors
and has an inappropriately tall form facing the river.
The applicant’s narrative notes: Option 4 has a smaller footprint; however, with the
increased height the building would require larger structural footings and greater soil
disturbance. This would result in a larger temporary disturbance area within the
vegetated corridor and a larger permanent disturbance area to the subsurface of the
riparian slope. In addition, to provide the minimum living space for the project, the
building structure would exceed the maximum height limits.
Staff response: This option appears to include development, which is not riverdependent or river-related within and riverward of the greenway setback, and such
development is only allowed if approved through a Greenway Goal Exception. The
applicant has not requested a Greenway Goal Exception. Given this, the development is
not allowed. As such, the applicant has not demonstrated this option is practicable.
• Option 5 (1,440 square feet of building coverage) includes a 3-story home with no
parking that avoids building on the area riverward of the rail ROW. There is no room on
or off site for parking so this option is not feasible. It also exceeds the height limit and
blocks views and access to the river. The home would be inappropriately tall and
intrusive to the passerby.
The applicant’s narrative notes: Option 5 was rejected because, although the house is
further upslope, it creates more bank disturbance as seen in the Building Section. The
buildable area landward of the rail is too small to accommodate parking for the new home
and Option 5 is unbuildable if complying with the 20’ front yard scenic setback or the
maximum height limits.
Staff response: Staff concurs, Option 5 does not comply with the 20-foot scenic
setback. As noted above, all the options include development landward of the rail
corridor, which projects into the required 20-foot base zone and scenic setbacks and
triggers the need to apply exceptions or request Adjustment Reviews to those standards.
However, the rationale that Option 5 is impractical due to the need for an Adjustment
would also rule out Option 1, and all of the other options.
Further, though the applicant states there is no room for parking with Option 5, the
project plans appear to show a garage similar to the other options (Exhibit C.6). The
plans also note the house would need to be 4 stories to provide parking, and the cross
section of Option 5 appears to show a 4-story structure. A 4-story building would likely
exceed 30-foot height limit for the R20 zone and would need an Adjustment. However, a
3-story building could likely meet that height standard.
The applicant’s narrative indicates Option 5 will warrant significant modifications to the
riverbank. However, all the development for Option 5 appears to be located landward of
the rail corridor, further away from the riverbank than any of the other options. Option
5 also appears to be the only alternative that would not trigger a Greenway Goal
Exception.
Yet, with the information provided to date, the applicant has not demonstrated Option 5
is practicable.
• Stormwater Outfall Alternatives: The project civil engineer evaluated several
locations for the proposed stormwater outfall. The selected location is adjacent to the
disturbance area for the existing stairs and results in approximately 95square feet of
temporary disturbance to install the pipe and outfall, 28square feet of which will be
permanent disturbance area for the outfall riprap pad. This location adjacent to the
existing stairs minimizes the temporary disturbance area necessary to access and install
the pipe and outfall and for any future maintenance needs. Native groundcover vegetation
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will be planted in the temporary disturbance area following installation of the pipe.
Alternative stormwater outfall locations are possible further upslope from the proposed
location, either outside of the RWQ setback or outside of the riverward 25 feet of the RWQ
setback, both of which would result in less temporary disturbance during project
construction. Given the steep slopes within the project site, discharging water further
upslope could prevent the establishment of vegetation in the temporary disturbance area
and is likely to result in erosion and slope instability downslope of the outfall. As such,
the proposed outfall location has the least detrimental impacts to the functional values of
the RWQ setback by siting it adjacent to an existing disturbance area and positioning it
with the minimum amount of distance to the receiving waterbody.
Staff response: The use of the existing stairs for construction and maintenance access
is expected to help limit impacts from the outfall and the installation of native
plantings within the temporary disturbance area is expected to help stabilize the
riverbank and improve the habitat values along the shoreline. However, the
Construction Management Plan and narrative do not explain how the outfall or riprap
pad will be constructed, where equipment or materials will be placed during
construction of these features, or how the size of the riprap pad has been minimized.
Nor does the narrative address if alternatives to the riprap pad were considered, such
as the use of wood and tree trunks, as noted in the BES response (Exhibit E.1). As
such, the applicant has not demonstrated the proposed outfall and riprap pad are
practicable or that the alternative with the least impacts has been chosen.
Potential Project Impacts, Construction Management, and Mitigation: The applicant
has not demonstrated that any of the alternatives are practicable, so it is not possible to
effectively assess the impacts of the proposal; nor is it feasible to affirm the proposed
construction management or mitigation measures are sufficient.
Though the applicant proposes to remove ivy from the shoreline trees to be retained, and
provides a protection plan for a large Douglas fir tree to be retained, which will help to
temper project impacts, information is missing regarding the location and species of all the
trees on the site and other vegetation proposed for removal. Additionally, the canopy
component of the residence is not shown on the site plans and the scale on several
drawings do not appear to be accurate, so it is problematic to confirm the potential areas of
impact. Also, the assessment of potential impacts does not adequately address how the
proposal will effectively protect the functional values of the water quality resource area,
since details about project elements and construction methods are missing.
Based on the foregoing, the applicant has not demonstrated the proposal is practicable, has
the fewest detrimental impacts on the Water Quality resources and function, or that the
project impacts have been minimized or can be effectively mitigated. Therefore, these
criteria are not met.
H. Mitigation or remediation plans. Where a mitigation or remediation plan is required
by the approval criteria of this chapter, the applicant’s mitigation or remediation
plan must demonstrate that the following are met:
1. Except when the purpose of the mitigation could be better provided elsewhere,
mitigation will occur:
a. On site and as close as practicable to the area of disturbance;
b. Within the same watershed as the proposed use or development; and
c. Within the Portland city limits.
2. The applicant owns the mitigation or remediation site; possesses a legal
instrument that is approved by the City (such as an easement or deed restriction)
sufficient to carry out and ensure the success of the mitigation or remediation
plan; or can demonstrate legal authority to acquire property through eminent
domain;
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3. The mitigation or remediation plan contains a construction timetable and a
minimum 1 year monitoring and maintenance plan that demonstrates compliance
with Subsection 33.248.090.E and includes the following elements:
a. Identification of the responsible party or parties that will carry out the
mitigation or remediation plan;
b. Identification of clear and objective performance benchmarks that will be used
to judge the mitigation or remediation plan success; and
c. A contingency plan that indicates the actions to be taken in the event that
performance benchmarks are not met.
Findings: The proposal includes mitigation measures on the subject site and the mitigation is
proposed to be implemented and maintained by the property owner. A timetable and
performance benchmarks have been identified, along with a contingency plan to be enacted if
the benchmarks are not met. However, as discussed above, the full extent of the project
impacts is not sufficiently documented. Absent a full account of the project impacts, the
applicant has not demonstrated that the proposed mitigation, performance benchmarks, or
contingencies are sufficient. Accordingly, this criterion is not met.

PART B. ADJUSTMENT REVIEW
33.805.040 Adjustment Review Approval Criteria
The approval criteria for signs are stated in Title 32. All other adjustment requests will
be approved if the review body finds that the applicant has shown that either approval
criteria A. through F. or approval criteria 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
Finding: The site is situated along Scenic Corridor 16: SW Macadam/Terwilliger Scenic
Drive (SD 38-27), which consists of a loop drive framed by trees (Exhibit G.3).
The applicant is requesting an Adjustment to reduce the scenic corridor setback
(33.480.040.B.2.a/Table 480-1), so several portions of the proposed multi-story
residence, including the connected garage, canopy, and entry structure, can be placed 9
feet from the front lot line instead of the required 20 feet.
The purpose of the scenic corridor standard is as follows:

33.480.040.B. Scenic Corridors. All development and vegetation with a scenic corridor

designation in the Scenic Resources Protection Plan or the Central City Scenic Resources
Protection Plan are subject to the regulations of this Subsection.
1. Purpose. The scenic corridor designation is intended to preserve and enhance the
scenic character along corridors, and where possible, scenic vistas from corridors. This is
accomplished by limiting the length of buildings, preserving existing trees, providing
additional landscaping, preventing development in side setbacks, screening mechanical
equipment, and restricting signs. Property owners and others are encouraged to make
every effort to locate buildings, easements, parking strips, sidewalks, and vehicle areas
to preserve the maximum number of trees.
The applicant states the proposal will enhance the scenic character of the corridor, by
limiting the building length; providing windows in the entry/skybridge; screening
mechanical and vehicle areas; retaining the largest trees; and adding new plantings to
meet the L2 standard.
Providing such features would align with the purpose of the standard. However, as
noted previously, the tree inventory and details about tree removal do not provide
sufficient information to assess the tree removal or tree protection. Additionally, the
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landscape plan does not clearly demonstrate that sufficient plantings will be provided to
meet the L2 standard. Also, as discussed above, the proposed development does not
meet several other applicable standards and the applicant has not requested
Adjustments to those standards. As such, the proposed development is not allowed.
Therefore, this criterion is not met.
B. If in a residential, CI1, or IR zone, the proposal will not significantly detract from
the livability or appearance of the residential area, or if in an OS, C, E, I, or CI2
zone, the proposal will be consistent with the classifications of the adjacent
streets and the desired character of the area; and
Finding: The subject site is a steeply sloped lot in a residential zone, R20. When a lot is
steeply sloped, features, such as street-facing doors and windows, which generally
contribute to livability by allowing for a visual connection between the street and the
residence, do not apply. Therefore, the expansive blank street-facing façade of the
proposed development does not necessarily conflict with the livability or detract from
the appearance of the residential area, as allowed by these exceptions.
However, as noted above, there are several other standards which the proposal does not
meet. Since the development is not allowed, as currently proposed, the applicant has
not demonstrated how the proposal will meet this criterion. Accordingly, this criterion is
not 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; and
Finding: This criterion is not applicable, since only one Adjustment is requested,
though, as noted previously, more Adjustments appear necessary for the development,
as currently proposed.
D. City-designated scenic resources and historic resources are preserved; and
Finding: There are no City-designated historic resource on the site. As discussed above,
the applicant has not demonstrated the proposed development is consistent with the
purpose of the scenic corridor setback or shown that the proposal will not detract from
the livability or appearance of the residential area, since the development, as currently
proposed, is not allowed. As such, the applicant has not demonstrated how the
proposal will preserve the scenic resources of Scenic Drive, SD 38-27. Therefore, this
criterion is not met.
E. Any impacts resulting from the adjustment are mitigated to the extent practical;
and
Finding: Since the development, as currently proposed, is not allowed, the impacts to
the scenic setback cannot be fully assessed. As such, the applicant has not
demonstrated the impacts are sufficiently mitigated. Therefore, this criterion is not 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;
Finding: The site is not located within an environmental zone, so this criterion does not
apply. However, the applicant provided a response, which notes moving the
development further from the river will help to preserve that resource.
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CONCLUSIONS
Per Zoning Code section 33.700.020, a request for development that is not allowed by right
requires approval through a land use review. The applicant has requested a Greenway Review
and an Adjustment Review for a new multi-story residence, as shown on the attached plans
(Exhibit C.5 and C.7) and described in the project proposal. However, based on the analysis
and findings in this report, it appears the proposal also triggers the need for additional land
use reviews. The applicant has declined to modify the proposal, so those reviews are no longer
triggered, or to apply for the needed land use reviews.
At the applicant’s request, BDS staff have completed the requested Greenway and Adjustment
Reviews with the information in the applicant’s submittal, and find that due to missing
information regarding the existing features on the site, the lack of a practicable development
alternative, and insufficient details about potential project impacts and effective mitigation
measures, the approval criteria for the requested reviews are not met.
As outlined in Zoning Code section 33.800.060, the burden of proof is on the applicant to
show that the approval criteria are met. The burden is not on the City or other parties to
show that the criteria have not been met. Based on the analysis and findings throughout this
report, the applicant has not met this burden. Therefore, the proposal should be denied.

ADMINISTRATIVE DECISION
Denial.
Staff Planner: Kate Green
Decision rendered by: _______________ _____________________________ on December 15, 2020
By authority of the Director of the Bureau of Development Services

Decision mailed: December 17, 2020
About this Decision. This land use decision is not a permit for development. Permits may
be required prior to any work. Contact the Development Services Center at 503-823-7310 for
information about permits.
Procedural Information. The application for this land use review was submitted on June 3,
2020, and, at the applicant’s request, was deemed complete on November 3, 2020.
Zoning Code Section 33.700.080 states that Land Use Review applications are reviewed under
the regulations in effect at the time the application was submitted, provided that the
application is complete at the time of submittal, or complete within 180 days. Therefore, this
application was reviewed against the Zoning Code in effect on June 3, 2020.
ORS 227.178 states the City must issue a final decision on Land Use Review applications
within 120-days of the application being deemed complete. The 120-day review period may be
waived or extended at the request of the applicant. In this case, the applicant did not waive or
extend the 120-day review period. Unless further extended by the applicant, the 120 days
will expire on: March 3, 2021.
Some of the information contained in this report was provided by the applicant. As
required by Section 33.800.060 of the Portland Zoning Code, the burden of proof is on the
applicant to show that the approval criteria are met. The Bureau of Development Services has
independently reviewed the information submitted by the applicant and has included this
information only where the Bureau of Development Services has determined the information
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satisfactorily demonstrates compliance with the applicable approval criteria. This report is the
decision of the Bureau of Development Services with input from other City and public agencies.
Conditions of Approval. If approved, 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.
Appealing this decision. This decision may be appealed, and if appealed a hearing will be
held. The appeal application form can be accessed at
https://www.portlandoregon.gov/bds/45477. Appeals must be received by 4:30 PM
on December 31, 2020. The completed appeal application form must be emailed to
LandUseIntake@portlandoregon.gov and to the planner listed on the first page of this
decision. If you do not have access to e-mail, please telephone the planner listed on the front
page of this notice about submitting the appeal application. An appeal fee of $250 will be
charged. Once the completed appeal application form is received, Bureau of Development
Services staff will contact you regarding paying the appeal fee. The appeal fee will be refunded
if the appellant prevails. There is no fee for Office of Community and Civic Life recognized
organizations for the appeal of Type II and IIx decisions on property within the organization’s
boundaries. The vote to appeal must be in accordance with the organization’s bylaws. Please
contact the planner listed on the front page of this decision for assistance in filing the appeal
and information on fee waivers. Please see the appeal form for additional information.C
If you are interested in viewing information in this file, please contact the planner listed on the
front of this notice. The planner can email you documents from the file. A fee would be
required for all requests for paper copies of file documents. Additional information about the
City of Portland, and city bureaus is available online at https://www.portland.gov. A digital
copy of the Portland Zoning Code is available online at
https://www.portlandoregon.gov/zoningcode.
Attending the hearing. If this decision is appealed, a hearing will be scheduled, and you will
be notified of the date and time of the hearing. The decision of the Hearings Officer is final; any
further appeal must be made to the Oregon Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) within 21 days
of the date of mailing the decision, pursuant to ORS 197.620 and 197.830. Contact LUBA at
775 Summer St NE, Suite 330, Salem, Oregon 97301-1283, or phone 1-503-373-1265 for
further information.
Failure to raise an issue by the close of the record at or following the final hearing on this case,
in person or by letter, may preclude an appeal to the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA) on that
issue. Also, if you do not raise an issue with enough specificity to give the Hearings Officer an
opportunity to respond to it, that also may preclude an appeal to LUBA on that issue.
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EXHIBITS
NOT ATTACHED UNLESS INDICATED
A. Applicant’s Statement
1. Initial Submittal, June 3, 2020
2. Revised Submittal, November 3, 2020
a. Narrative
b. Arborist Report
c. Deed
d. DSL Letter from applicant
e. Geotech Letter
f. ODOT email from applicant
g. Storm Report
h. Survey Trace and Slope Determination
i. Photos
B. Zoning Map (attached)
C. Plans/Drawings:
1. Coversheet
2. Proposed Development Site Plan
3. Construction Management Site Plan
4. Civil Details
5. Proposed Site Plan-Floor Plans & Staging Diagram (attached)
6. Alternative Design Options-Floor Plan & Vicinity Diagram
7. Building Elevations / Sections (attached)
8. Existing Conditions Site Plan
9. Tree Removal and Protection Plan
10. Mitigation and Remediation Plan
11. Survey
D. Notification information:
1. Mailing list
2. Mailed notice
E. Agency Responses:
1. Bureau of Environmental Services
2. Bureau of Transportation Engineering and Development Review
3. Water Bureau
4. Fire Bureau
5. Site Development/BDS
6. Urban Forestry/Parks
7. Life Safety/BDS
8. Division of State Lands
F. Correspondence:
1. James Alderman, November 26, 2020, re: concerns about the project details, trees,
traffic impacts, and review requirements
G. Other:
1. Original LU Application
2. Correspondence to/from applicant
3. Scenic Resource Inventory description
The Bureau of Development Services is committed to providing equal access to
information and hearings. Please notify us no less than five business days prior to the
event if you need special accommodations. Call 503-823-7300 (TTY 503-823-6868).

