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Part 1.

Background Information and Context

Introduction
Washington Park is one of the oldest and most widely used parks in the City of Portland
(Portland). The Washington Park Reservoirs 3 and 4 are concrete lined, open basins that were
constructed in 1894. The reservoirs were created to be more than utilities and were
constructed as publicly accessible open water amenities due to their locations within “City
Park.” Washington Park as we know it today grew up around the reservoirs after the turn of
the 20th century. The reservoir site was listed in 2004 on the National Register for Historic
Places as the Washington Park Reservoirs Historic District (Historic District) and is designated as
a Historic District by the City of Portland.
The Historic District includes 11 contributing resources. The two reservoirs and other
contributing buildings, structures and objects are an integral part of Portland’s water system.
However, the reservoirs themselves face four major issues:
 Recurrent and ongoing landslide damage
 Drinking water quality/EPA ruling for uncovered finished drinking water reservoirs
 Seismic vulnerability of the system (part of an essential utility for the City) and
vulnerability of downhill areas below the site
 Age and deterioration of the system and structures (120 years old)
To address these issues, the Portland Water Bureau (PWB) proposes to build a new below‐
ground reservoir in the same general footprint as the existing Reservoir No. 3, with a reflecting
pool on top. The Reservoir No. 4 basin and the slope to the west are needed to provide
landslide abatement; the slope will be restored to its pre‐reservoir condition. This area will also
provide stormwater management, reservoir overflow and related functions; a reflecting pool is
also proposed. As described in this application, these proposed changes necessitate the
demolition of three of the Historic District’s contributing structures: the Weir Building and
Reservoir 3 and 4 basins (see Sheet 2.0 in Appendix E). These demolitions are the subject of
this land use review.

Organization of this Application
This application supports PWB’s request to demolish three of the 11 contributing historic
structures that comprise the Washington Park Reservoirs Historic District.
The narrative portion of the application includes two parts:
 Part 1 provides the background and context for the demolition review. Part 1 provides
much of the factual basis for the evaluation of demolition criteria found in Part 2.
 Part 2 addresses applicable demolition criteria found in the Portland Zoning Code (PZC)
33.846.080. Part 2 demonstrates that, on balance, the demolition proposal is
supportive of the goals and policies of the Portland Comprehensive Plan.
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Landmark Commission Review of Final Design and Rehabilitation Proposal
To address landslide damage, EPA safe drinking water regulations, and other project drivers,
PWB needs to demolish three of the contributing structures: the Weir Building and Reservoir 3
and 4 basins. In a separate land use review, the Historic Landmarks Commission (HLC) will
consider the details of PWB’s proposal to replace Reservoirs 3 and 4 with surface water
features (including reconstruction of portions of existing walkways, parapet walls, wrought iron
fencing and lamp posts associated with the two demolished reservoir basins). The HLC will also
review preservation and rehabilitation proposals for the eight remaining contributing
structures, buildings and objects within the Historic District.
Importantly, no demolition permit may be issued until, among other things, a permit for new
development on the site has been issued; hence, no demolition will proceed until the HLC has
reviewed and approved the detailed plans for Historic District improvements.
The design of the surface water features, restoration work and other site improvements:
a) Represents the consensus view of the Washington Park Reservoirs “Community
Sounding Board” and the strong preferences of the public as developed over the
course of an extensive public involvement process that began in June 2013;
b) Addresses the aesthetic and social objectives of the of the “City Beautiful”
movement of the 1890s and the Olmsted park system plan for Portland;
c) Meets the Washington Park Master Plan policies related to maintaining and
providing access to water features; and
d) Carries out the recommendations of the HLC in three separate “design advice”
meetings.
Overall, the project preserves one of the two original uses at the site (drinking water storage
and distribution for the west side of Portland) and restores the other original use (recreational
destination).

Section 1‐1: History & Context1
1‐1.1 Brief History of Portland’s Water System
Washington Park Reservoirs 3 and 4 were part of an ingenious gravity‐fed water system
constructed in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. The system originates in the
Bull Run watershed near Mt. Hood (Figure 1).

1

The following historical narrative is summarized from several key sources: National Register Nomination for the
Washington Park Reservoirs Historic District (C. Geller, 2003); Washington Park Master Plan (City of Portland,
1981); Water: Portland's Precious Heritage (C. Short, 2011); “A Phenomenal Land Slide”(D.D. Clarke, American
Society of Civil Engineers, 1904); and Report of the Park Board (Olmsted Brothers, 1903).
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In 1885, the Oregon State Legislature approved a Portland City Charter amendment that
authorized, for the first time, a City‐owned water system and provided bonding authority to
finance it.2 The amendment also created
the Portland Water Committee to oversee
the establishment of the municipal water
works. The Committee appointed Colonel
Isaac Smith as Chief Engineer of the city
water works and charged him with
studying water supply options to replace
the Willamette River with cleaner and
more affordable water. After eliminating
several of the proposed options (e.g.,
Sucker Lake (now Lake Oswego), Eagle
Creek, Clackamas River), Colonel Smith
Figure 1. The Bull Run pipeline to Portland
and the Water Committee turned their
attention to the Bull Run watershed.
After completing surveys of the watershed and possible pipeline routes from Bull Run to
Portland, Colonel Smith concluded that a gravity system was feasible using a system of pipes to
supply water to reservoirs at Grants Butte,3 Mount Tabor, and Washington Park (originally
named City Park). The system was entirely gravity‐fed, with the exception of “extra high”
locations up in the west hills, which would receive pumped water from the Washington Park
reservoirs.
For the layout of the west side water system, the Portland Water Committee engineers
explained the selection of the location of the Washington Park reservoir site as follows:
“On account of the elevation of the headworks on Bull Run, the fall required to overcome the
friction of the water in the pipe and the allowable pressure on the city mains and the
submerged pipe under the Willamette River, the reservoir must be placed at an elevation of
about 300 ft. above the base of city grades.
By survey made from the southern to the northern boundary of the city, it was ascertained that
all the lands at this elevation were on a steep hillside; that the reservoir could only be
constructed in ravines in which the required capacity could be obtained by dams of moderate
height, and the depression in the City Park was best suited for the purpose of a reservoir, and
was the only one into which the water could be discharged without encountering great and
almost insuperable difficulties in the extension of the supply main from the crossing of the
Willamette River westward.” (Portland Water Committee, as quoted in D.D. Clarke, 1904)

2 Portland Water Bureau. Water: Portland’s Precious Heritage (Portland, City of Portland, 1983)
3
Grants Butte was originally identified. Powell Butte was selected as the site in 1925 when the Water Bureau
started purchasing land on the butte.
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The Washington Park Reservoirs 3 and 4 were constructed between 1893 and 1894,
concurrently with the construction of the water conduit and distribution system from the Bull
Run watershed. The reservoir basins, buildings, and dams were constructed in a Romanesque
style for an “Old World” feel important to the City Beautiful movement’s idealization of the
natural landscape. The site and the built elements were carefully integrated, with both reser‐
voirs in “naturalistic” shapes situated within a ravine. This was an experiential destination ‐ a
place where Portlanders could get out of the crowded, dirty streets and into a naturalistic
landscape. Carriageways and pathways were constructed around the reservoirs, and light posts
extended the public visitation hours and enhanced the “romance” of the site with lights
reflecting on the water. Viewpoints were also integrated in the design.
In January 1895, Portland’s new Bull Run water system went on line. In the 120 years since that
time, Portland has enjoyed (and continues to enjoy) some of the purest drinking water
available. However, as described in Section 1‐3, recurrent landslide damage to the Washington
Park reservoirs over the years has required ongoing repairs and maintenance; the Design
Concept is intended to preserve the water storage, gravity system and water distribution
function of this historic site.

Figure 2. Portland’s Drinking Water System

Today, Portland’s water system (Figure 2) serves drinking water to about 939,000 people, or
nearly one‐quarter of Oregon's population. The gravity fed system helps reduce dependence
on expensive pumping and its intensive energy needs with only the higher elevations needing
to be pumped. Water is delivered to the City and to wholesale customers in the metropolitan
area through three large conduits (pipelines) that feed storage reservoirs at Powell Butte, and
from there supply the Mt. Tabor and Washington Park reservoirs. From these reservoirs, water
is distributed to smaller reservoirs and tanks, to local water districts, and to customers through
underground pipes.
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The primary source of this water, the Bull Run Watershed, was established by President
Benjamin Harrison as the nation’s fifth Forest Reserve in 1892. 4 Federal legislation, state law,
and city code have strengthened protections of the watershed since that time. In 1904,
President Theodore Roosevelt signed the Bull Run Trespass Act, which restricted access into the
watershed and the surrounding area. Subsequent federal and local legislation defined
management goals and limited uses such as logging within the watershed.

1‐1.2 Olmsted Recommendations
In 1903, John Charles Olmsted5
toured Portland and made
recommendations of lasting
usefulness to Portland’s
fledgling park system, and
Washington Park in particular.
In the 1903 Report of the Park
Board, Olmsted recommended
an interconnected park system
for the Portland area. He
advocated for the acquisition
of additional park lands before
“buildings and high land
values…prevent the extension
of the park [system].”
For Washington Park, then known
as City Park, he advised moving the
main entrance to Park Place,
separating vehicular traffic from
foot traffic, and changing the name
from City Park to one of more
distinction. He also advised
restoring some of the formally
planted areas to their natural
beauty with native shrubs and
ground cover. Another
recommendation was to extend
the drive to “the fine viewpoint
west of the lower reservoir” (see
Figure 3, with view over Reservoir
4 towards the Ford Street ‐ now

4
5

Figure 2. Olmsted view over Reservoir 4 toward downtown Portland
(The Sunday Oregonian. June 19, 1904)

“All reservoirs, have, in addition to their essential
quality of storing water, an element of landscape
effect; namely, that of an expanse of clear, sparkling
water. This same element forms the chief feature of
many landscapes in public parks, where it is created at
large cost, and it is clearly a thing of great value to the
public when it can be made available. In itself,
regardless of its outline or setting, a body of water is
beautiful and refreshing, and its value to the public is so
well recognized that provision is very often made for
giving the public access to the enclosure about a
reservoir, whence it surface may be seen.”
Frederick Law Olmsted, Jr. The Relation of Reservoirs to
Parks. (Boston: Rockwell and Churchill Press, 1899.)

Portland created a secondary water source along the south shore of the Columbia River in the 1980s.
A partner in the Olmsted Brothers Landscape Architects firm of Central Park fame.
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Vista ‐ Bridge). He suggested “a widening or concourse” at the viewpoint that would
“encourage people to stop and enjoy the view.”
Many of Olmsted’s recommendations were carried out, including the new park entrance, the
creation of separated pedestrian pathways, and the park name change. The drive was
extended to and beyond the viewpoint, though no particular widening or concourse was
created at the viewpoint.6
In the early 1900s, the character of City Park was typical of the parks developed during the
national urban park movement of the period. Formal plantings and clipped hedges were
interspersed with lawns, walkways and a series of scenic carriage drives. In 1903, Olmsted
recommended that formal plantings be kept to minimum both to better fit the nature of the
setting and to save money for further expansion of the park. He advised restoring the formally
planted areas to their natural beauty with native trees, low shrubs and ground cover. In 1908,
the new Park Board Superintendent Emanuel Mische (who had worked for the Olmsted firm)
began to alter the landscape according to Olmsted’s vision. Despite his efforts, however, there
remained a strong interest in formal plantings (especially roses) and Olmsted’s ideas were
never fully realized.
Over time, the landscape in the area of the reservoirs has changed as Douglas fir and other
trees have matured. Many of the views of the reservoirs from surrounding roadways are
partially or completely obscured. In the view pictured in the Oregonian, for example, there are
now many more trees at much greater height, and the viewpoint itself is obscured by
vegetation and fencing.

1‐1.3 Washington Park Master Plan
Recognizing that little planning had been done “in the 77
years that have elapsed since [Olmsted] submitted [his]
recommendations for improving Portland’s park system,”
the Portland City Council set out in 1981 to create the first
comprehensive plan for the park: the Washington Park
Master Plan (Master Plan) (Figure 4). In those 77 years, the
park had grown from 40 to more than 500 acres, and park
use had intensified to the point where “facilities which
were intended to accommodate yesterdays crowds…are
seasonally inundated by today’s enthusiasts.” (Master Plan,
1981)
The purpose of the Master Plan study was to define and
clarify present and future programming and development

Figure 3. 1981 Master Plan cover

6

Proposed plans for the restoration of historic features at the site include the creation of a small viewpoint at this
location.

Part 1. Background and Context
December, 2014

Portland Water Bureau Type IV Demolition Review
Page 8

of the park and to provide a framework in which decisions about the park could be made in the
best interest of current and future generations.
The Master Plan noted how Washington Park occupied a prominent position within the 40‐Mile
Loop Trail, a regional park and trail system that would one day link up with state and national
trail systems and provide ready access to a wide variety of recreational opportunities for city
residents. Washington Park’s section of the Wildwood Trail was part of this system, and park
was connected by the Wildwood Trail to other parks north and south, including Pittock Acres
and Forest Park. The Master Plan called for expanded pathway systems to improve pedestrian
and bicycle options, provide greater safety and connectivity, and increase opportunities for
outdoor recreational use of the park and regional trail system.
The Master Plan recognized Washington Park’s commanding views from its prominent location:
“on the face of the west hills close to downtown Portland, it provides many opportunities for
viewing the city, the river, and the mountains beyond.” The plan also noted the Park’s scenic
and historic qualities: “The north park area, particularly the International Rose Test Gardens,
water reservoirs numbers 3 and 4, and the amphitheater and Hoyt Arboretum reflects the
Park’s history. Enclosed in wrought iron fencing the stone reservoirs are visual amenity as are
the rose gardens amphitheater and arboretum.”
The Master Plan’s Park Features & Traditional Uses Policy states:
“Initiate program of scheduled improvements to Washington Park’s major features with first
priority given to their maintenance and preservation and second priority to their
redevelopment to increase their recreational, educational, and cultural value.”
Most of these features are located in the northern end of the park and they include the
reservoirs. The 1981 Master Plan also addressed reservoir‐specific issues:
“Reservoirs numbers 3 and 4 are fine features of the north part of the park. The Water
Bureau affirms that, although expensive to maintain, the reservoirs will continue in their
present use for the foreseeable future.
There is some fear of contamination of these facilities in spite of the protective chain link
fence. The Environmental Protective Agency had, at one time, urged that all such open
reservoirs be covered. They have since softened their stand, both because of non‐supportive
cost‐benefit analysis, and controversy over the potential change in use of the newly covered
areas. Although the Portland Water Bureau has been agreeable to covering these
reservoirs, the decision to do so has been deferred for the time being.”
The Master Plan included two recommendations specific to the reservoirs:
“A. Move the chain‐link fence around the reservoirs to less unsightly position lower on the
slope.
B. If the reservoirs are covered, flood the covered area with shallow water to preserve their
traditional attractive appearance.”
Part 1. Background and Context
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Portland Parks and Recreation (PP&R) plans to prepare an update of the Master Plan in the
near future. The updated plan is intended to address the current challenges and needs of the
park and guide park improvements over the next 20 years.

Section 1‐2:

Washington Park Reservoirs Historic District

On January 15, 2004, the Washington Park Reservoirs Historic District was listed on the National
Historic Registry. The nomination is included in Appendix D.

1‐2.1 Areas of Significance
The National Register Nomination notes four Areas of Significance for the Historic District:
1. Community Planning and Development,
2. Engineering,
3. Architecture, and
4. Entertainment/Recreation.
Key features of each of these areas are summarized from nomination below.
Community Planning and Development
 Oregon legislature gave Portland authorization to create a City‐owned drinking water
system in 1885. The system had been privately owned prior to that, utilizing the
Willamette River.
 The Water Committee appointed Colonel Isaac Smith, a civil engineer, as Chief Engineer,
and directed him to find water sources that would allow the system to be gravity‐fed.
 The Bull Run Watershed rights were acquired and legislatively protected by President
Harrison as the nation’s fifth national forest reserve.
Engineering
 Chief Engineer Isaac Smith proposed a system of piping from the Bull Run watershed,
30 miles away, with two reservoirs at two different heights at Washington Park and
additional reservoirs on the east side of Portland at Mount Tabor and Grants Butte. The
system was almost entirely gravity‐fed, with the exception of “extra high” locations up
in the west hills, which would receive pumped water.
 The conduit and distribution system took almost two years and $2.4 million to build,
using “day labor.”
 The method of concrete construction used in the basins was patented by Ernest
Ransome as the “concrete and twisted iron patent.” This was an early step in concrete
reinforcing and one of its early large‐scale applications.
 The concrete finish work on the buildings, as well as the circular lights cast into the
floors of the gatehouses and pump house roof, were also patented by Ransome. The
gatehouses were finished with a hand‐tooling technique simulating rusticated stone.
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Architecture
 The basins, buildings, and dams were constructed in a Romanesque style for an “Old
World” feel important to the City Beautiful movement’s idealization of the natural
landscape.
 The site and the built elements were carefully integrated, with both reservoirs in
“naturalistic” shapes set within a ravine. Viewpoints were also carefully considered.
 Carriageways and pathways were constructed around the reservoirs, creating a
recreational destination. Light posts were included, extending potential hours of
visitation by the public and further enhancing the “romance” of the site by the lights
reflecting on the water.
 Prominent Portland architects Whidden and Lewis designed the lamp‐posts, fencing,
and gates, which were constructed by Johann Tuerck, a noted Portland master iron
worker.
Entertainment/Recreation
 The addition of open water reservoirs to City Park was immediately understood as a
scenic and recreational amenity, and the reservoirs were designed as such, with
walkways around the basins and pedestrian connection points.

1‐2.2 Contributing Historic Resources
The National Register nomination consists of a total of 11 contributing resources within the
Historic District. These include five contributing buildings (Gatehouses 3 and 4, Pump House 1,
Generator House, Weir Building), four structures (Basins 3 and 4 ‐ with parapet walls, fences,
lampposts, walkways ‐ and Dams 3 and 4), and two objects (drinking water fountains). These
resources and the Historic District boundary are shown in Figure 5.
Table 1.1 provides a summary of the context, current condition, and proposed changes to the
District’s Contributing Resources. A Historic Resources Condition Assessment is provided in
Appendix B.
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Figure 4. Historic District with contributing resources
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Table 1.1: Washington Park Reservoirs Historic District – Contributing Historic Resources
Contributing
feature

Historic context

Current condition

Proposed

Reservoir 3

Irregularly shaped
components were
constructed in sympathy with
the topography. The basin is
gravity‐fed from Bull Run via
Mt. Tabor’s reservoirs and
was constructed using
Ransome’s “twisted iron”
reinforcing.

The reservoir is functional.
Much of its west side has
been rebuilt several times
due to the landslide. Liners
have been in place since
the 1970s. The parapet wall
no longer has its original
finish.

Reservoir 4

Similar to the upper
reservoir (Reservoir 3), the
shape echoes the topography
of the ravine, and the
construction was the
Ransome reinforced concrete.

A new buried drinking water reservoir will preserve
the historic drinking water storage function at the
site. A new reflecting pool/water feature will retain
the historic relationship between water and the dam
and gatehouse. The footprint of the new reflecting
pool will closely follow the footprint of the existing
basin, and the new edge will include new perimeter
walkways with a seat‐wall/retaining wall on the outer
edge. The existing basin and its parapet wall, fence,
lampposts and perimeter walkway must be removed
to construct the buried reservoir. The fence and
lampposts will be rehabilitated and installed in the
new curb wall.
A reflecting pool of water at the original water
height will be located along the dam and gatehouse,
with vegetated swale and habitat areas in the
remainder of the basin. The vegetated areas provide
a new water‐related (and required) function. The
basin’s west side and the slope above it must be
buried by heavy fill dirt to stabilize the landslide.
Parapet walls, fence and lampposts at the east and
south sides are in poor condition, and will be
rehabilitated. The new parapet edge at the west
side and north end will be differentiated from the
historic condition by having no fence or parapet
wall.
The dam will be preserved, and unneeded piping
and equipment removed. Original elements across
the top, including the parapet walls, balustrade, and
existing fence, will be rehabilitated. This includes
cleaning, baluster reconstruction, and crack and
spall repair.

Photo

Dam 3
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The reservoir is functional
but is rarely used due to
changes in customer
demands along the
Willamette River. Much of
the existing basin’s west
side and parapet edge has
been rebuilt multiple times
due to the landslide. As a
whole, parapet walls are
cracked, and at the
southwest corner, large
areas are broken.
The dam has a curving
Dam 3 is still original
decorative form, and is
concrete, except at the
battered in section with two
parapet finish and the
different angles. The dam face added asphalt surface.
drops approximately 70 feet
Documented damage is a
down to the lower reservoir.
result of weather and age.
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Table 1.1: Washington Park Reservoirs Historic District – Contributing Historic Resources
Contributing
feature

Historic context

Current condition

Proposed

Dam 4

Ransome’s patented concrete
rustication and Romanesque
styling, using a blind arcade,
create an Old World feel.

Dam 4 has an added asphalt
surface. Documented
damage is a result of
weather and age.

The dam will be preserved, and unneeded piping
and equipment removed. Original elements across
the top, including the parapet walls, balustrade, and
existing fence, will be rehabilitated. This includes
cleaning, parapet wall and baluster repair and (as
needed) reconstruction, and crack and spall repair.

Pump House 1

Pump House 1 (aka Pump
Station 1) is a one‐story
reinforced concrete building,
with flat parapet roof under
an added gable. It was built to
house water flow equipment,
including the original 1894
Pelton wheel water pump,
“Thumper No. 1.”

Although some critical equipment for drinking water
system distribution will be removed from Pump
House 1 and put into Pump House 3, Pump House 1
will still house back‐up pumps and related
equipment as well as historic "Thumper." The
building will be cleaned, and visible cracking will be
repaired. The two missing (infilled) front windows
will be reconstructed to match the existing side
windows and replaced in their original openings.

Weir Building

The Weir building (Screen
House) was added in 1946 in
a style not matching the
Richardsonian Romanesque
architecture of other
structures. It was built to
screen the water and function
as a weir.

Due to ground movement
and resulting cracking, the
Pump House is structurally
damaged. Two historic
windows remain; four have
been removed and infilled.
A gable roof was installed
over the flat roof to correct
roof leak issues, and spray‐
on synthetic stucco was
added.
The 1946 Weir building has
had doors and windows
replaced. It will no longer
serve a function as part of
the new water facility, and
has not been used as a weir
in years.

Photo
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Construction of the new reservoir requires the
installation of shoring during reservoir excavation to
protect Gatehouse 3 from damage during reservoir
construction. The Weir Building will need to be
permanently removed during construction to
protect Gatehouse 3 and allow construction access
to the reservoir from the east side.
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Table 1.1: Washington Park Reservoirs Historic District – Contributing Historic Resources
Contributing
feature

Historic context

Current condition

Proposed

Gatehouse 3

The gatehouse is oval in
shape and was designed to
hold various system piping
and equipment. It is
Romanesque in style and
constructed of concrete with
Ransome’s patented hand‐
tooled finish technique.
Round glass lights (also
patented by Ransome) were
cast into the floors.

Gatehouse 3 has
continuous horizontal
hairline cracks, though
window sashes are in good
condition. The exterior has
a visible coating of
biological growth. Metal
doors are modern.
Structurally, the building is
unreinforced.

Gatehouse 4

The lower gatehouse is round
in footprint with similar
features to Gatehouse 3. Both
gatehouses can enable water
to bypass the reservoirs to go
directly to consumers.

Cracking runs around the
building similarly to
Gatehouse 3. Metal coping
was added in 1988‐89. The
water table base is heavily
damaged.

Gatehouse 3 will continue to house system
piping, instrumentation, and reflecting pool and
circulation equipment. The building will be
structurally upgraded and the roof replaced. The
exterior will be cleaned. Unneeded (non‐historic)
exterior equipment will be removed, and holes
patched. The solid metal doors will be replaced with
more historically appropriate looking doors. The
original window sashes and frames were recently
(2009) repaired and rehabilitated, but will be
repainted. The gatehouse entry stairs will be rebuilt
with a lower rise to run to meet code and will
be built with a similar curve and design.
Gatehouse 4 will continue to be an access point for
the existing tunnel drain and site drains, and house
reflecting pool and circulation equipment and
piping. Extraneous (unneeded) exterior equipment
will be removed, and holes patched. The exterior
will be cleaned, concrete holes patched and spalls
repaired. The original window sashes and frames
were recently (2009) repaired and rehabilitated, but
will be repainted. The metal doors will be replaced
with more visually appropriate doors.

Generator
Building

The 1920 building’s original
use was to power the on‐site
lights. It is a small, concrete
building with three wood
windows and toothed
cornice.

The building is in good to
fair condition. The windows
and door have been
replaced.

Photo
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The building will be retained as a generator building.
The exterior will be cleaned.
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Table 1.1: Washington Park Reservoirs Historic District – Contributing Historic Resources
Contributing
feature

Historic context

Current condition

Proposed

Drinking
Fountain 1

Fountain 1 was located on the
concrete plinth outside the
Pump House. It illustrated the
two functions of the site;
recreational and clean
drinking water.

Fountain 1 is a broken
concrete remnant only,
consisting of the pedestal
and stem, but no basin or
metal piping. It is currently
stored in Pump House 3.

There are no known historic drawings of this object,
and no clear photographs. The nomination describes
the concrete bowl as being "1‐inch" in diameter,
which is clearly an error. No restorative work is
proposed in the absence of information about the
original design.

Drinking
Fountain 2

Fountain 2 is located inside
the fence near the Reservoir
4‐area entry in its apparent
original location. It illustrated
the two functions of the site;
recreational and clean
drinking water.

Fountain 2 is in its original
location, but is inoperable
and missing a few
components.

Fountain 2 will remain in place, made functional and
will be protected during construction.

Photo
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Table 1.1: Washington Park Reservoirs Historic District – Contributing Historic Resources
Other
features
(not
separately
contributing)
Wrought Iron
Fence

Photo

Historic context
The wrought iron components
are ornate and rather formal.
They were designed by Portland
architects Whidden and Lewis
and constructed by Johann
Tuerck. The fence is
approximately 9 feet from grade
(to top of Fleur‐de‐lis verticals)
including a 36‐inch tall concrete
parapet.

Current condition
The fence has surface
corrosion and a few missing
components. It has previously
been repaired, re‐installed
and/or welded.

Reservoir
Path Lighting

The reservoirs were both lit by a
series of single‐fixture wrought
iron gas lamps, interconnected
to the fence. The light posts
with all components (as initially
designed) were about 22 feet
high from grade.

There are 5 historic lamp‐posts
around the Reservoir 3 basin
and 7 at the Reservoir 4 basin
perimeter. All are missing their
lantern components and have
surface corrosion, similar to
the fence. Modern light poles
were installed in the 1970s.

Triple‐lantern
Gas Lamps

At both Dam 3 and Dam 4, there
were two three‐globe wrought
iron lights mounted on concrete
pedestals, one at each end of
the dams.

Freestanding lamp posts at
Dam 4 are missing. The
freestanding iron lamp post
columns are partially intact at
Dam 3, but multi‐lamp fixtures
and components are missing.
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Proposed
The wrought iron fence will be retained and
rehabilitated along both Dam 3 and Dam 4.
Additionally, the historic fence will be re‐used at
the rehabilitated east and south edges of
Reservoir
4, but not along the west edge where there is a
new configuration and all‐new materials. At the
Reservoir 3 reflecting pool, the historic fence will
be rehabilitated and adapted (shortened, with
some flourishes removed) and reinstalled around
the water.
The 1970s‐era light poles will be removed. The
historic light post ironwork will be refurbished and
reinstalled at walking paths. New visually
unobtrusive lighting will be installed along walking
paths to increase the lighting levels to code
requirements.

The four existing concrete pedestals, including the
two with wrought iron posts, will remain in place
and will be protected during construction.
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Table 1.1: Washington Park Reservoirs Historic District – Contributing Historic Resources
Other
features
(not
separately
contributing)
Site Retaining
Walls,
Perimeter
Walkways,
Gutter

Historic context
There are two concrete retaining
walls at the upper Reservoir 3
(NW and SE) and one at the
lower Reservoir 4 (SW). All are
constructed with Ransome
concrete finish. Walkways are 5
feet wide (or wider in some
places) and concrete, with edge
gutter.

Current condition
Retaining walls are cracked,
sporadically patched, and
spalling. The lower wall is
especially degraded due to
water saturation.

Proposed
Public access to the overall site, including the
Reservoir 3 and 4 areas, will be restored. The
original retaining walls and perimeter walkways
will be removed with the construction of the
buried tank at the upper reservoir area and the
landslide‐stabilizing earth fill at the lower
reservoir area. New visually compatible retaining
walls and pathways will be constructed. It is
anticipated that perimeter walkways will be
approx. 12 feet in width.

Grand
Stairway

The stairway was one of two
major entry points to the
walking paths around the
reservoirs. It was originally a 7‐
foot wide, straight run.

The stairway was covered in
vegetation until the mid‐2000s.
The stairway was altered both
at the top and along the length
with concrete repair, landings,
and new railings in 2008‐09.

The existing stairway will be removed with the
construction of the buried tank at the upper
reservoir area. A new stairway, in the same
approximate position and using original design
drawings for some of the details, will be
constructed. The stairway will be similar to the
original, but will be wider, with several landings,
and will include handrails in historically
compatible style. The stair will meet current code
requirements.

Decorative
Features
(Urns)

It is not clear whether there
were more than 3 urns on site.

There are three decorative urns
on site, as well as some low
walls and pedestals. The “Dam
3” urn and low wall shows
cracking, spalling, and
significant biological growth.

These decorative site features will be cleaned,
refurbished, and stabilized. The three urns will be
temporarily moved and then reinstalled close to
their original position.

Photo
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Table 1.1: Washington Park Reservoirs Historic District – Contributing Historic Resources
Other
features
(not
separately
contributing)
Roadways
and Basalt
Walls at
Roadway

Photo
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Historic context
The circa 1917 roadway was
installed to create access
between the two reservoir
areas. The road slope was a
constant 1:20 (5%). A 5‐foot tall
retaining wall maintained a
constant height on the downhill
side.

Current condition
The roadway has been repaved
and is in fair condition, with
some root damage and
cracking. An asphalt curb has
been added. The low wall is
deteriorated and has fallen in
places, with a significant
growth of vegetation over
much of its length.

Proposed
The roadway and low wall will be removed to
construct the landslide‐stabilizing earth fill at the
lower reservoir area. A new roadway will be
constructed in keeping with the character of the
site. The basalt from the demolished walls will be
removed, protected, and may be re‐used on the
site.
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Section 1‐3: Project Drivers and Locational Considerations
1‐3.1 Landslide
One of the key issues driving this project is the
presence of an active, ancient landslide at the
reservoir site. When the Washington Park Reservoirs
were constructed in 1893‐1894, this landslide was
reactivated by the excavation of part of the toe of the
landslide. D. D. Clarke, the engineer who led the
stabilization efforts over the next decade, described it
as follows:
“These two reservoirs were formed by dressing down
the banks of the ravine in which they are located; and,
since their completion, a serious derangement of the
western slopes of both reservoirs has taken place,
owing to movement of the adjacent hillside.” (A
Phenomenal Land Slide, D.D. Clarke, 1904)

Figure 5. Early landslide damage to Reservoir 4

This “dressing down” involved the excavation of massive quantities of soil from the bottom of
the ravine. The “serious derangement” was the cracking and failure of the reservoir walls,
which occurred repeatedly over the first decade of operation. Figure 6 shows some of the
landslide damage soon after construction. Figure 7 shows the outline of the ancient landslide
and Figure 8 illustrates its plan and section views. By 1904, the Oregonian reported:
“Shrubs [are] growing luxuriantly in the bottom [of Reservoir 4] subsisting on soil which has
washed through the broken walls. Squirrels live in the bushes...”
Prior to construction of the reservoirs, the
heavy weight of the soil at the bottom of the
slope resisted being pushed by the force of
the landslide. When the reservoir
construction removed this soil (and weight),
the landslide began to move more rapidly as
documented by D.D. Clarke (1904).

Figure 6. Outline of ancient landslide (Turner Schuster)
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Project engineers believed the problem to be
poor drainage and set out to construct a
system of drainage tunnels as deep as 115
feet below grade. The tunnel system was
completed in 1905 and succeeded in slowing
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the landslide considerably. Since then, the ancient landslide has continued to move and
damage both Reservoirs 3 and 4, and Pump House 1, requiring PWB to periodically make
repairs.
The City’s proposed landslide mitigation
strategy for the project is to resist further
movement by returning as much of that soil
weight as possible. The proposal is to re‐
create a similar topography to what existed
before Reservoir 4 was constructed. The
replaced soil fill on the toe of the slide at
the Reservoir 4 site will help slow the
overall slide movement above both
Reservoirs 3 and 4. The new below‐ground
reservoir will be located to the east of the
toe of the slide in the area of Reservoir 3,
protected from further ground movement.

1‐3.2 EPA Rule
Another key driver for this project and its
current timeline is the Long Term 2
Enhanced Surface Water Treatment Rule
(LT2) promulgated by the U.S.
Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) on
January 5, 2006.7 The goal of the rule is to
“reduce illness linked with the contaminant
Cryptosporidium and other disease‐causing
microorganisms in drinking water.”
There are two major requirements of the
Figure 7. Plan and section views of landslide (Clarke, 1904)
LT2 Rule that apply to Portland’s drinking
water system:
1. Provide additional Bull Run source water treatment to specifically address
Cryptosporidium.
2. Cover, treat or replace uncovered finished drinking water reservoirs.8 Portland has five
uncovered reservoirs, two of which are located at Washington Park.

7

71 FR 654, January 5, 2006, Vol. 71, No. 3
In 2003‐04, treatment at the outlets was studied and deemed to be infeasible. Construction of treatment plants
to treat five reservoirs would also be completely incompatible with the local residential neighborhoods and the
reservoir historic districts. The cost of treatment at the outlets was also considerably higher than the cost of other
forms of compliance.
8
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Portland does not treat for Cryptosporidium and has challenged and sought variances and
extensions to the LT2 Rule since it was first issued. In 2012, the State of Oregon issued Portland
a variance for the source water treatment requirements of LT2 in accordance with federal and
state law. However, the City was not successful in its attempts to avoid or delay the second LT2
requirement related to uncovered reservoirs. To address this requirement, the City is
constructing additional storage capacity, allowing the uncovered reservoirs to be taken off‐line.
The City has a schedule to replace its uncovered finished drinking water Reservoir 3 with
enclosed storage by December 31, 2019 and disconnect Reservoir 4 from the public water
system by December 31, 2020.

1‐3.3 Aging Infrastructure
Condition assessments were
performed at the Washington Park
Reservoir site in 1997 and 2001. Based
on these condition assessments, the
120 year old reservoirs and structures
are nearing the end of their useful
service life. Should the existing
reservoirs be maintained, they would
require significant maintenance and
retrofitting as they continue to age and
Figure 8. Photo of reservoir basin deterioration due to aging and
slide movement
will ultimately need to be completely
replaced. Both reservoirs would continue to require ongoing repairs due to landslide activity
(see Figure 9). The reservoir piping, gate houses and other historical features would require
maintenance and upgrades or would continue to deteriorate.

1‐3.4 Seismic Susceptibility
The original facilities were designed and constructed prior to current seismic standards and do
not meet structural requirements for current anticipated seismic activity. Therefore, they are
vulnerable to severe damage or failure during a significant seismic event. Failure of these
reservoirs and structures could be catastrophic and result in loss of PWB’s ability to provide
drinking water to the west side of Portland including all of downtown. Therefore, the existing
reservoirs need to be replaced with a new seismically resilient reservoir and associated critical
water facilities require considerable upgrades to meet current seismic codes.
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Section 1‐4: Public Involvement, Community Values & Design Options
1‐4.1 Public Involvement Process
Since June 2013, the Washington Park Reservoir
Improvements Project team has conducted stakeholder
interviews, met nine times with a Community Sounding
Board (CSB), briefed seven Neighborhood Associations
(NA), met with a historic advocacy group, presented the
project to the Historic Landmarks Commission (HLC) four
times (one briefing and three Design Advice requests), and
given several walking tours. Outreach has included
sending mailers to neighboring addresses, media and press
releases, outreach in Washington Park, open tours of the
site, and three rounds of public open houses (both in‐
person and online open houses).

Figure 9. CSB rating design concepts

Public Involvement Goals
The primary goals for public outreach were to:
 Reach park users and nearby neighbors
 Build project awareness
 Update stakeholders and the general public on the recommendations made to date
 Encourage people to participate in the process and provide feedback.
Community Sounding Board
The CSB is composed of park users, neighborhood association and coalition representatives and
PP&R staff. Collectively, CSB members have knowledge of their community, Washington Park
and the variety of park use activities. The CSB includes representatives from:
 Arlington Heights NA
 Goose Hollow NA
 Northwest Heights NA
 Sylvan‐Highlands NA
 Northwest District Association
 Neighbors West Northwest (NWNW) Coalition
 Portland Chapter American Institute of Architects, Historic Resources Committee
 Portland Parks & Recreation
A total of nine CSB meetings were held between July 12, 2013 and October 29, 2014. These
meetings took place from 6‐8p.m. at meeting locations near the project site. These meetings
were open to the public and time was reserved of the agenda for public comment. Figure 10
shows CSB members rating design concepts.
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Stakeholder Interviews
The project team held stakeholder interviews early on in the project. The purpose of the
interviews was to gain a better understanding of stakeholder issues and concerns, as well as
how the Washington Park Reservoirs area is currently used. Opportunities themes identified by
stakeholders are illustrated in Figure 11. Information gathered during these interviews
informed the public involvement and
outreach plan for the design process,
and helped identify key stakeholders to
serve on the CSB. In total, 10 interviews
were conducted with 29 individuals.
Interviewees represented stakeholders
who work or live in the area and/or
represent community interests in
Washington Park.
Figure 10. “Opportunities” themes from stakeholder interviews

Project Briefings
Members of the project team reached out to nearby neighborhood associations and coalitions
that were anticipated to have interest in the project. That outreach resulted in invitations to
present project information with seven neighborhood associations.
Project briefings to date have included:
 NWNW (September 2013, February 2014)
 Northwest (September 2013, February 2014)
 Arlington Heights (September 2013, February 2014, March 2014)
 Sylvan‐Highlands (September 2013, February 2014, March 2014)
 Goose Hollow (September 2013, February 2014, March 2014)
 Downtown (September 2013, February 2014)
 Pearl (September 2013, February 2014)
Additional neighborhood briefings are planned in late 2014 and early 2015.
American Institute of Architects (AIA) Historic Resources Committee Briefings
Members of the Portland Chapter of the AIA Historic Resources Committee participated on the
Community Sounding Board, attended tours of the reservoirs and participated in two briefings
on the project. A total of 12 members participated. Comments and issues raised include:
 Fence or barrier – Fence should be used, but it could be altered (shortened) ‐ some
members did not feel it should be used in its original location (separating people from
water) while others wanted it re‐used as an edge barrier. Most members agreed there
should be a barrier. The fence provides complexity of ornamentation yet simplicity as a
larger element. It creates a sequence of views.
 Historic elements ‐ Be careful to take a cue from the historic elements when designing
the new elements ‐ provide cultural and design continuity.
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Interpretive displays and elements ‐ Start thinking about the entry sequence and the
interpretive elements. The Reservoir 4 area could have a more complex story and
experience, more than simply “stormwater function.”

Public Meetings
The following public meetings were held to provide feedback on the project.
Open House #1 (July 25, 2013, First United Methodist Church – 1838 SW Jefferson)
Virtual Event: Available on the project website from July 25 to August 5, 2013.
This open house introduced the project to
neighbors, community members and
stakeholders; and to confirm an
understanding of local community issues and
opportunities. The team shared input from
stakeholder interviews and the first CSB
meeting with 38 participants. Figure 12
shows some of the attendees at Open House
#1. The project team also hosted an online
open house for the public to learn about the
project and provide feedback at their
convenience; 29 people participated in the
Figure 11. Attendees at a public open house
online event. Notification of the open house
included postcards mailed to approximately 5,000 addresses in the project area, an email
reminder to the interested parties list and area neighborhood associations, PWB media release
and blog post, posts to the project website and Facebook, and area canvassing to businesses
and residences near Washington Park.
Open House #2 (October 16, 2013, Zion Lutheran Church, 1015 SW 18th Ave)
Virtual Event: Available on the project website from October 11 through October 30, 2013.
The second public open house targeted stakeholder feedback on design concepts for the visible
features of the reservoir sites (i.e. what they will see and experience after construction).
Information from this event was also shared with the CSB as they selected a preferred concept.
A total of 13 people attended the open house. Notification of the open house followed the
same process as the first open house. The project team hosted a second online open house at
which 80 people learned about and provided feedback on the project. The online open house
replicated the in‐person open house by providing the same information that was displayed at
the public event and offered similar feedback options and survey questions as the event
comment form.
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Open House #3 – Online Only
Virtual Event: Available on the project
website from February 12 through
February 28, 2014.
The third open house online event was
intended to gather feedback on the
community‐selected Design Concept for
the visible features of the reservoir site
(Figure 13 shows a sample illustration).
Information from the event was shared
with the project team as designs were
finalized. A total of 156 people
participated in the online event. In
addition to the online open house,
targeted outreach was done during the
same time period to further educate the
public about the project and solicit their
feedback.

Figure 12. Sample paired concept for Open House #3

Additional Outreach
Providing project information at businesses in the project area was an important outreach
approach for this project. Project information was provided to over 150 businesses with high
foot traffic in the project area, concentrated along NW 21st Ave., NW 23rd Ave., and the Goose
Hollow neighborhood. The project team also coordinated project information booths at
community events and locations in the project area. Project information was provided,
including the latest project schedule, fact sheet and relevant illustrations.
Reservoir Tours
Three guided reservoir tours were held to
help the public understand the geographic
constraints of the project and to better
visualize the proposed concepts. Figure 14
shows participants on one tour. The tours
were open to the public and advertised
along with the materials for the second
round open house. Tours included history
of the existing reservoirs and engineering
constraints for the proposed concepts. Tour
Figure 13. Community members on a reservoir tour
participants were provided with draft
concepts for the two reservoirs and were encouraged to fill out a comment form. Generally,
participants were thankful for the opportunity to tour the reservoirs and learn more about the
project. A total of 47 members of the public participated in the tours, mostly residents of the
adjacent neighborhoods.
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Stakeholder Database and Project Website
The stakeholder database included over 130 stakeholders and interested parties who received
regular project updates and notification about events. PWB developed and maintained the
project web site (www.portlandoregon.gov/water/62547). The site included a project overview
and background, historic information, frequently asked questions, committee information,
details about public events, and contact information.

1‐4.2 General Agreement on Key Values
Based on feedback from neighborhood groups, interviews, the CSB, the HLC, the general public,
and other groups, most people generally prefer:
 Large expanses of open water – The desire to retain significant areas of water at the
site has been consistently and almost universally raised throughout the process and
through all forms of outreach and consultation.
 Retaining as much historic character as possible – Desire to retain the historic character
of the reservoirs has also been consistently heard by the project team. Different
stakeholders have focused on different historic aspects, including: elements, such as the
fence and buildings; the tranquil character; and the function as part of the City’s highly
regarded water system.
 Historic interpretive elements; providing quiet spaces and habitat – There has been
almost universal interest in providing educational elements about the history of the site
into any design. Many people would also like to see quiet/contemplative areas and
areas for native habitat.
 Being responsible with ratepayers’ money – This value has been consistently raised
through all forms of outreach. While people support the visible features process, they
want to ensure spending is kept within reason and adds value, not necessarily the
cheapest solution.
Based on these values, the public and the CSB reviewed and helped develop early options for
the upper and lower reservoirs (Reservoirs 3 and 4, respectively).
Stakeholder Feedback: Key Themes
Throughout the three rounds of public outreach, several consistent themes were heard:
 Water Features – Many participants commented that the project design should
incorporate a reflecting pond or water feature on top of the new reservoir.
 Historic features – The project team heard that it is important to preserve the historic
structures and character of the site.
 Cost – Many people voiced concern over project financing and their desire for PWB to
use water rates wisely.
 Public Access – One area of opportunity that many stakeholders were excited about was
the potential to increase public access to the reservoir sites.
 Neighbors – It was important to project area neighbors that construction and site use
concepts minimize the impact on surrounding neighborhoods.
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Wildlife – Many community members requested that the project maintain or create
wildlife habitat, with an emphasis on wetland or water‐based habitats.
Maintenance – Many people wanted to make sure there would be long‐term
maintenance of the reservoirs and landscaping.
Project not needed – At each outreach event, there were some people who commented
that the project was not needed and that the current reservoirs should be maintained.

Design Concepts Feedback
During the second round of outreach, stakeholders were asked to provide feedback and select
their preference out of four design concepts for Reservoir 3 and three design concepts for
Reservoir 4 (see Figure 15).
Reservoir 3

Reservoir 4

Figure 14. Concepts for Reservoir 3 & Reservoir 4

The following charts show that the Cascades concept was the preferred concept for Reservoir 3
and that two concepts (Reflecting Pool and Lowland Habitat) were almost tied as preferred
concepts for Reservoir 4.
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Figure 15. Public preferences for design options

Proposed Concept Feedback
In the third round of outreach, the staff presented the overall proposed concept for the project:
Cascade for Reservoir 3 and the Lowlands Habitat for Reservoir 4. The public was asked to
provide feedback on the proposed concept.
Generally, most people liked the proposed
concept. Specific feedback included:
 People were supportive of the large
expanse of water in the upper reservoir.
 They also supported the potential for
habitat in the lower reservoir.
 Many commented that they like the
potential for improved access to the
reservoirs.
 Many people were thankful to learn about
the project and were supportive of the
process and the direction the PWB is
headed with the designs.
 A few comments expressed that the
project is not needed but that if it has to
move forward, the designs are well done.

Reservoir 3 Concept
Reservoir 4 Concept

In addition to feedback included above, the
project team heard the following additional
Figure 16. Public preferred design options
comment themes about the proposed concept:
 Effective wildlife habitat – Some people expressed a concern that the Lowland Habitat
should be designed to attract wildlife, and not just be a habitat in name only. It was
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suggested that the project team coordinate with the Portland Audubon Society to
ensure habitat acts as a functional wildlife habitat. Others noted that plantings should
be native.
Mosquito habitat – Both supporters and detractors of the Lowland Habitat had
concerns about mosquitoes.
Secure our water – Many people thought that burying a reservoir for security reasons
was important. Some suggested that all access to the reservoirs should be limited, even
with a buried reservoir. A minority of commenters continued to question the need to
cover or bury the reservoirs for security reasons.
Construction coordination – Concerns were raised that construction should avoid
overlap with the Japanese Garden construction (which will extend into 2016). The
construction process also was the focus of the October 29, 2014 CSB meeting. The
contractor reviewed new steps proposed to reduce neighborhood impacts; CSB
members supported these steps and offered additional creative ideas that are currently
being evaluated.

Summary
To date, the feedback the project has received can generally be summarized as positive. Most
people contacted have gained a clear understanding for the need for this project. They support
the ongoing level of public process and opportunities for input. They support the direction the
project team is moving with the visible features of the project. The Historic Landmarks
Commission feedback enabled the team to continue to make design decisions and look at
successively more layers of detail.
Community and business outreach, stakeholder communications and coordination, and
advocacy group briefings will continue throughout the design, permitting, and construction of
the Washington Park Reservoir Improvements Project. Another series of neighborhood
association meetings occurred September and October, 2014.

1‐4.3 Historic Landmark Commission Design Advice
In addition to the extensive public
outreach efforts, the project team
presented the project to the HLC four
times during 2013 and 2014 (one
briefing and three Design Advice
Request (DAR) requests).
The HLC meetings were coordinated
with the ongoing meetings of the CSB
and Public Open Houses. This allowed
the design team to share public
feedback with the HLC and to bring its
feedback back to the CSB. In addition,
CSB members participated in the HLC
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meetings, highlighting areas of CSB interest and the rationale for its recommendations. While
earlier outreach included design alternatives for the major visible features at the site, the HLC
feedback received enabled the team to continue to make design decisions and look at
successively more layers of detail.
Over the course of the four meetings, the questions and advice from the HLC, with project team
responses, included:
 Have other sites been explored for a buried reservoir?
Team: Copies and summaries of siting and related studies and criteria were provided. A
range of other sites have been explored, but do not meet the siting criteria.


Preserve and restore as much as possible, including restoration of drinking fountains
and other features, important views, lighting, etc.
Team: Proposed reservation and restoration activities have been expanded and
additional detail provided to respond to HLC observations.



The “Cascade” design at Reservoir 3 is the best option, with the most water and
following the same general footprint of the original reservoir.
Team: This is the proposed design option the team moved forward with.



At Reservoir 4, Historic Landmarks Commissioners want to see more water.
Team: The amount of visible water at Reservoir 4 has been increased through redesign
and reduction of the lowland habitat and stormwater facility while still avoiding the
stabilizing fill to the west.



Keep as much as possible of the historic fence, even if it does get shortened, steps, or is
otherwise adapted.
Team: Restored or rebuilt historic fence has been expanded at both reservoirs.



Design the entry points ‐ these are important ‐ and include educational components at
these places and at major view points.
Team: The project team is paying special attention to the design of entry points. PWB is
also working with SHPO on a formal Memorandum of Agreement. Educational
components have been offered as a mitigation item, but details are still under
development and will need to be approved by PWB and SHPO.



Want to see historic restoration done to the front of Pump House 1.
Team: Pump house façade restoration is now planned, including restoration of two
original windows (that are now infilled).



Reservoir 4 original footprint should be demarcated in some fashion.
Team: This is a point also raised by SHPO. The project team has developed a
demarcation strategy and these plans are included as part of the interpretive design.

Part 1. Background and Context
December, 2014

Portland Water Bureau Type IV Demolition Review
Page 32

At the last DAR meeting in April, 2014, the HLC reviewed and provided comment on design
options for the grand staircase, fencing, seating wall, and other elements. A few commissioners
agreed that they were pleased to see the Pump House windows and doors restored. Most
commissioners agreed that the first concepts for marking the historic footprint of Reservoir 4
still needed further development but they were glad to see them included in the project.
Overall, the majority of commissioners expressed support for the direction of the design and
the improvements to the plan that the project team had made in response to HLC concerns and
questions. Commissioners also praised the work with neighborhood groups, stakeholders, and
the public.

1‐4.4 Coordination with State Historic Preservation Office
The Oregon State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) has been and continues to be actively
involved in the project. Because the site is a designated historic district and is publically owned,
documentation of the project’s effects on the historic property are required by ORS 358.653.
Several meetings were held to brief SHPO on the project as it developed through early 2014,
and copies of the City of Portland Design Advice Review packets were also provided to SHPO.
Documentation of the project was submitted in May 2014; this documentation will be updated
when the project is finished with its land use process through the City of Portland. In this
documentation, PWB and SHPO have agreed that there are adverse effects, which will require
mitigation. The mitigation agreement, or Memorandum of Agreement (MOA), is in the
negotiation process but appears to be nearing final signature phase as of early November,
2014.
Components of the MOA include a number of preservation items that PWB commits to carrying
out. These will be reviewed by SHPO in stages as they are designed, and include the
construction of a number of interpretive elements on site; replication of some missing historic
lights; restoration of a drinking fountain; and submittal of the site as a Historic American
Engineering Record to the Library of Congress.

1‐4.5 Design Concept
The combined feedback and recommendations of the HLC, CSB, stakeholders, and public have
guided the development of the Design Concept for this site. The team started with a set of
project goals, from which initial concepts were developed. These goals were to:
 Address the project drivers (i.e., aging infrastructure, seismic susceptibility, historic
landslide, safe drinking water rules),
 Provide public space adjacent to Washington Park, and
 Respect and preserve as much as possible of the historic character of the site.
The initial concepts were developed and then evaluated through the public involvement
process that incorporated the input of the HLC, CSB, other stakeholders, and the general public.
Several options were eliminated based on feedback received, such as any option that did not
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include water in its historic relationship to both dams and gatehouses. Over the course of this
public process, the project team refined the design concepts to include a two‐level cascading
reflecting pool at Reservoir 3 and a smaller reflecting pool at Reservoir 4 with an adjacent
habitat area that functions as a stormwater facility.
The proposal brings back the major objectives achieved by the original design, including public
access. The site has not been static, however, as shown in the “time‐lapse” maps in Appendix
C. While much of the change has been caused by landslide damage, other changes to the site
and existing structures resulted from physical deterioration over 120 years and from human
activity, such as alterations to windows and ongoing use as an active utility site. Thus, the site
has lost some of its physical and visual integrity.
In the late 1800s, the City Beautiful movement embraced the ideal of nature as a restorative
destination for people longing to escape the dirty, crowded city. The Washington Park
Reservoirs provided a naturalistic open setting for Romanesque architecture in the midst of
nature lightly tamed by walkways offering a series of experiential views. The Design Concept
for the proposed project seeks to preserve the beauty and restorative character of the historic
structures and setting in the park while using elements of nature to satisfy some of the
functional requirements of the site.
At Washington Park, the site can again be a destination point and not just a fenced “utility.”
Visitors can again descend the Grand Stairway, appreciate the views, the water, and the story
of the built elements. Further change to the site is necessary and desirable, and will take place
using the following restorative objectives, to guide design choices and restoration work at the
site:
 Use and Function
 Visible and Accessible Water
 Views
 Historic Character
Each of these in turn is used as a lens to illustrate the past, the present, and the future of the
site shown on the following pages. These design objectives are supported by the historic
significance of the site and are further explained in the following series of figures, Figure 19
through 24. At the end of the series, Figure 25 shows the Design Concept for the site.
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Figure 18. Washington Park changes in use and function
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Figure 19. Washington Park changes in visible water
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Figure 20. Washington Park changes in access
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Figure 21. Washington Park changes in historic character
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Figure 22. Washington Park changes in views

Part 1. Background and Context
December, 2014

Portland Water Bureau Type IV Demolition Review
Page 39

Figure 23. Washington Park summary of restorative objectives
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Dam 4
Gatehouse 4
Grassy Swale

Lower
Reflecting Pool

Sacajawea Blvd.
Gatehouse 3
Grand Stairway

Upper
Reflecting Pool

Dam 3

Pump Station 1

Olmsted Overlook

Sherwood Blvd.
Figure 24. Design Concept Plan
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1‐4.6 Looking Forward: A Visitor’s Experience
From the top of a restored Grand Stairway, the visitor can hear a gentle flow and see an
expanse of water stretching out below, anchored by the beautiful oval form of Gatehouse 3 at
the far end. The water cascades over steps to the historic water overflow level and forms a
calm pool along the face of the historic dam. Gatehouse 3, the historic fence, and the historic
balustrade stand restored atop the dam. A new accessible pathway connects with the restored
Grand Stairway, inviting the visitor to walk the perimeter of the water feature. This promenade
is accessible and lit in the evenings, much as it was historically. The visitor may not know it, but
the upper pool outlines the buried reservoir’s western edge and the moving clear water
symbolizes the active use of this site in providing drinking water to the City.
From the top of Dam 3, the visitor looks down toward Dam 4 and Gatehouse 4. The contours of
the earth removed to build Reservoir 4 have been restored, and it appears that the landslide is
gradually encroaching into the basin. Because of this encroachment, natural lowland habitat
seems to be developing at the water’s edge, while a deeper clear reflecting pool remains
against the dam face. The lowland habitat area provides stormwater management and related
functions, reflecting Portlander’s commitment to clean water and restoring natural habitats. As
at the upper reservoir, Gatehouse 4 and Dam 4 are both restored, and an accessible, lighted
promenade surrounds the reflecting pool.
The visitor could have arrived at any of the main entrances located at Dam 4, the Grand
Stairway, Sherwood Boulevard, or adjacent to Gatehouse 3. In addition to the paths
surrounding each reservoir site, a dual‐purpose utility road/path connects the two and winds
down the landslide mitigation slope. Above this path to the west, a small overlook offers views
over Gatehouse 4, the reflecting pool, and Portland from the same vantage point where Mr.
Olmsted stood admiring the view in 1904. Interpretive materials will expose features of the
site’s history through interactive, experiential elements that are woven into the site.

1‐4.7 Summary
The Washington Park Reservoir Improvement Project addresses each of the four project
drivers:
 Aging infrastructure
 Seismic susceptibility
 Historic landslide
 Provision of safe drinking water
Of the two original uses at the site, the Design Concept preserves one original use (drinking
water storage and distribution for the west side of Portland) and restores the other original use
(accessible open water that provides visual relief from urban development and a recreational
destination). Public access is restored to the site, and the historic character of the site is
respected and preserved to the greatest extent possible thanks to the input of the HLC, the
CSB, other stakeholders, and the general public.
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Part 2.

Proposed Demolition Review Findings

Section 2‐1:

Introduction

The Washington Park Reservoirs Historic District (Historic District) was listed on the National
Register of Historic Places in 2004 and includes 11 contributing historic resources – three of
which are proposed for demolition: Reservoir 3, Reservoir 4 and the Weir Building.
If this application is approved, PWB will submit a consolidated Type III application (conditional
use, environmental review, and historic resource review) for the historically sensitive
redevelopment of the two reservoirs and for the preservation, rehabilitation and/or restoration
of the eight remaining historic resources.
The Historic District Nomination (the Nomination) includes a map of the District (Figure 26).
This map, and the photos and written description of the contributing structures proposed for
demolition (Reservoir 3 basin, Reservoir 4 basin and Weir Building) on the following page are
quoted from the Nomination prepared by the Friends of Reservoirs (2003).

Figure 25. Map of Washington Park Reservoirs Historic District
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“Reservoirs 3 and 4, along with Mount
Tabor Park Reservoirs 1, 2, 5, and 6, were
constructed as part of the Bull Run water
system, a gravity‐fed mountain watershed
system built during the late nineteenth and
early twentieth centuries to provide the city
of Portland with drinking water. Reservoirs
1, 3, 4, 5, and 6 continue to function as the
city's primary water distribution sources.”

Figure 26. Reservoir 3 (National Register Nomination, 2004)

“They serve as a recreational amenity as
well, enriching the landscape of two of
Portland's largest and oldest parks with
vistas of deep open water, period historic
structures, and water sounds from small
gravity fed inlet waterfalls. Also, due to
their location on hills on the east and west
sides of the city, scenic views are afforded
across the reservoir water.”

Figure 27. Reservoir 4 (National Register Nomination, 2004)

“Adjacent to the east is a smaller utilitarian
concrete "36 Weir Building" (Screen House).
Construction of this building is thought to date
back to the building of the Westside Supply
Line in 1945. It has a metal door facing east
and two over two fixed pane wood windows
on each of the other facades. Concrete steps
lead up to this building. It is in good
condition.”
Figure 28. Weir Building (NR Nomination 2004)
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Section 2‐2: Historic Resource Demolition Review
Demolition review is required when a contributing historic resource within a historic district is
proposed for demolition (PZC 33.445.330.A) and is not exempt from demolition review (PZC
33.445.330.B):
A.1. When demolition review is required. Unless exempted by Subsection B, below,
demolition of a historic resource in a Historic District is subject to demolition review if:
a. It is a structure that is identified as contributing to the historic significance of a
Historic District; or
b. There is a covenant with the City that requires the owner to obtain City approval
before demolishing or relocating the historic resource.
2. Issuance of a demolition permit after demolition review. If the review body for
demolition review approves demolition of the resource, a permit for demolition will not
be issued until the following are met:
a. The decision in the demolition review is final;
b. At least 120 days have passed since the date the Director of the Bureau of
Development Services determined that the application was complete; and
c. A permit for a new building on the site has been issued. The demolition and building
permits may be issued simultaneously.
B. Exempt from demolition review. Historic resources in Historic Districts required to be
demolished because of the following are exempt from demolition review:
1. The Bureau of Development Services requires demolition due to an immediate danger to
the health, safety, or welfare of the occupants, the owner, or that of the general public,
as stated in Section 29.40.030 of Title 29, Property Maintenance Regulations; or
2. The Code Hearings Officer requires demolition, as provided for in Section 29.60.080 of
Title 29, Property Maintenance Regulations.
Proposed Finding: Demolition review is required because three Historic District contributing
resources are proposed for demolition; none are listed individually as historic landmarks. (PZC
33.445.330.A.1.a) The demolition proposed does not qualify for Section B exemptions because
there is no immediate danger to health, safety, or welfare of workers at the facilities proposed
for demolition and the Code Hearings Officer has not required demolition pursuant to Section
29.40.030.
The three following structures are proposed for demolition as follows:
1. Reservoir 3 and its supporting elements will be demolished. The storage function of
Reservoir 3 and the screening function of the Weir Building will be replaced by the new
underground reservoir. The basin itself, and the parapet wall, are both in poor
condition and will be removed from the site. Portions of the wrought iron fencing and
existing lamp posts will be rehabilitated off‐site and incorporated into a partially
reconstructed parapet wall that will provide historic context to the redeveloped surface
water feature.
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2. Reservoir 4 will be demolished and buried. The remains of the concrete reservoir will
be used as fill; holes will be punched in the concrete basin to allow for drainage.
Reservoir 4 has not been used to store drinking water for many years and is no longer
needed for this purpose. A new stormwater bioswale and wildlife habitat area, with
open water and connecting walkways, will be constructed in the same location.
Portions of the existing wrought iron fencing and existing lamp posts will be
rehabilitated off‐site and incorporated into the partially‐reconstructed parapet wall
(which will include sections of the existing wall where feasible) to provide historic
context.
3. The 1946 Weir Building will be completely demolished to allow for construction of the
new underground reservoir below Reservoir 3 and to facilitate the preservation of
Gatehouse 3. As noted in Section 2‐2.3, the Weir Building has a “utilitarian” design and
is considered to be “contributing” primarily because it was constructed during the
period of significance (which extends to 1954). This building has none of the classical
Romanesque design features that distinguish other contributing buildings – including
Dams 3 and 4 and Gatehouses 3 and 4. The screening function of the Weir Building is no
longer needed because water will be stored below ground and therefore will be less
likely to collect detritus.
This application relies on the preferred redevelopment concept plan (Design Concept) to show
(a) future redevelopment of the two demolished reservoirs; and (b) rehabilitation /
preservation of the eight remaining historic resources. The Design Concept is summarized and
graphically illustrated in Figures 19‐25. Because the Design Concept resulted from three HLC
design advice work sessions and extensive public outreach, this Design Concept is unlikely to
change substantially. Importantly, permits for demolitions of the three historic resources
cannot be issued until construction permits for historic redevelopment are issued. Moreover,
redevelopment permits must gain future Type III historic resource, conditional use and
environmental review approvals before construction permits are issued. (PZC 33.445.330.B)
Thus, the City and community will know precisely what will replace the historic structures
proposed demolition before permits for demolition can be approved.
Organization of Remaining Findings
PWB’s remaining findings respond to the demolition criteria found in PZC 33.846.080
Demolition Review. This code section describes the process and criteria for review of historic
resource demolition proposals.
 PZC 33.846.080 Subsection A describes the purpose of demolition review. Since this
purpose is cited as a review criterion in PZC 33.846.080.C, Demolition Evaluation Factor
“e,” findings explaining how the proposed demolition (with proposed redevelopment
and historic rehabilitation as shown on the Design Concept) is consistent with the
purpose of demolition review are provided in Section 2‐2.3 below.
 PZC 33.846.080 Subsection B describes the process for demolition review. Section 2‐2.2
below includes findings explaining the role of the HLC in making a recommendation to
the City Council in this Type IV demolition review, and how the Council’s decision relates
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to the anticipated historic review by the HLC for proposed improvements in this Historic
District and the potentially affected area that surrounds the Historic District.
PZC 33.846.080 Subsection C lists applicable approval criteria. Section 2‐2.3 below
explains why the first approval criterion related to economic hardship is not applicable.
Section 2‐2.3 explains why the second criterion is applicable and how six suggested
“evaluation factors” will be applied to explain why, on balance, the proposed
demolitions are supportive of comprehensive plan goals and policies. This section also
suggests four logical steps that set the stage for application of evaluation factors to
comprehensive plan goals and policies.

Section 2‐3 of these findings explains why demolishing the three contributing historic
resources is, on balance supportive of applicable comprehensive plan goals and policies. This
evaluation is based on six evaluation factors suggested in PZC 33.846.080(C). Because the six
evaluation factors overlap, the findings in Section 2‐3 are organized as follows:
 Section 2‐3.1 Merits of demolition with replacement reservoir and stormwater swale
redevelopment (Evaluation Factors “a” and “b”)
 Section 2‐3.2 Merits of replacement development; proposed mitigation; and effects of
both on area’s desired character (Evaluation Factors “b”, “d” and “f”)
 Section 2‐3.3 Merits of preserving the resource and effect of demolition on the area’s
desired character (Evaluation Factors “c” and “e”)
Thus, in Section 2‐3.1 through 2‐3.3, the six evaluation factors are used as a lens to explain why,
on balance, the demolition of three contributing resources in the Historic District is supportive
of applicable goals and policies of the Portland Comprehensive Plan.

2‐2.1 Demolition Review Purpose (PZC 33.846.080(A))
A. Purpose. Demolition review protects resources that have been individually listed in the
National Register of Historic Places and those that have been classified as contributing in the
analysis done in support of a Historic District’s creation. It also protects Historic Landmarks
and Conservation Landmarks that have taken advantage of an incentive for historic
preservation and historic resources that have a preservation agreement. Demolition review
recognizes that historic resources are irreplaceable assets that preserve our heritage,
beautify the city, enhance civic identity, and promote economic vitality.
Proposed Findings: Unlike private owners who benefit from property tax reductions, the city
does not pay property taxes, the city does not benefit from tax incentives available to privately‐
owned historic district nominations. There is no preservation agreement.
Section 2‐3.3 addresses Evaluation Criteria “c” and “e” by considering the effects that
demolition would have on the area’s desired character and the merits of preserving the
resource, taking into consideration the purpose described in Subsection A (quoted above).
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Part 1 of this narrative includes background information regarding the Historic District that
provides the context and underlying rationale for this demolition request. The information
provided in Part 1 is incorporated into these findings by reference and is summarized in
relevant part below.
Section 1‐2.1 summarizes the four areas of significance described in the Nomination:
1. Community Planning and Development (economic, political and engineering history of
Portland’s water system and the importance of the Washington Park Reservoirs in that
system);
2. Engineering (storage and piping of exceptionally clear water from the Bull Run
watershed 30 miles to the east, gravity‐fed storage and distribution system, patented
reinforced concrete structural design);
3. Architecture (classical Romanesque style, naturalistic setting in a ravine above the city,
careful attention to viewpoints, carriageways and pathways to provide access to open
water amenities, and beautifully designed lamp‐posts, wrought iron fencing and gates);
4. Entertainment and Recreation (open and accessible water provides a scenic respite
from urban living, reservoirs incorporated as scenic and recreational amenities in an
urban but naturalistic park).
The first two areas of significance (1 and 2 above) are considered in Section 2‐3.1, which
describes how historic values related to community planning and engineering history have been
considered and incorporated into the Design Concept for Reservoirs 3 and 4. The second two
areas of significance (3 and 4 above) are considered in Section 2‐3.2, which describes how
historic architectural, recreational and entertainment values are considered and incorporated
into the Design Concept.
Section 1‐3 describes the 11 contributing resources that comprise the Historic District. Table
1.1 shows how these resources appear today; describes their historic context and architectural
features, and how each of the resources has changed over time; and summarizes whether and
how each resource will be demolished, redeveloped, rehabilitated and/or preserved. Table 1.1
was shared with the HLC and provides the basis for Design Concept plan.
Finally, several comprehensive plan goals and policies are related to: 1) preservation of
irreplaceable historic assets that preserve our heritage, 2) beautification of the city, 3)
enhancement of civic identity, and 4) promotion of economic vitality. By showing balanced
support for applicable comprehensive goals and policies, the findings in Section 2‐3 support
overall consistency with the Section PZC 33.846.080(A) Purpose.
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2‐2.2 Demolition Review Procedure and Related Land Use Reviews
B. Review procedure. Demolition reviews are processed through a Type IV procedure.
Proposed Findings: The HLC will make a recommendation to the City Council regarding this
demolition request. Because this is a Type IV review, the City Council will make the decision as
to whether to grant the demolition request. In so doing, the Council must hold a public hearing
and make its decision consistent with the criteria set forth in PZC 33.846.080.C below.
In a separate land use review following Council’s decision on the demolition review, the HLC
will consider the details of PWB’s proposal to replace Reservoirs 3 and 4 with surface water
features served by accessible pathways. The redeveloped surface water features will have a
modern design but will incorporate reconstructed and/or rehabilitated historic elements. As
described in Part 1, the design of the surface water features that will replace Reservoir 3 and 4
basins:
 Represent the consensus view of the Washington Park Reservoirs “Community Sounding
Board”;
 Address the aesthetic and social objectives of the original Olmsted plan for City Park;
 Meet Washington Park Master Plan policies related to maintaining and providing access
to surface water features; and
 Respond to the recommendations of the HLC in three separate “design advice”
meetings by reconstructing historic parapet walls and walkways, and incorporating
rehabilitated wrought iron fencing and lamp posts into the new surface water features.
Through a Type III review process, the HLC will review the following proposals at a separate
public hearing to be held following the Council’s decision on this demolition request:
1. The final design of the surface water replacement features (including historic
reconstruction of portions of existing walkways, parapet walls, wrought iron fencing,
walkways, carriageways and lamp posts associated with the two demolished reservoir
basins); and
2. Preservation, rehabilitation and/or restoration proposals for the eight remaining
contributing structures, buildings and objects within the Historic District.
Figure 30 on the following page shows the 11 historic resources in the Historic District and
identifies which resources are proposed for demolition/redevelopment, and which resources
are proposed for historic reconstruction, rehabilitation and/or preservation.
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Figure 29. Contributing Historic Resources Proposed for Demolition
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2‐2.3 Demolition Review Approval Criteria and Organization of Findings
Subsection C below identifies two possible demolition review approval criteria – only one of
which needs to be met in order for the City Council to approve a demolition request.
Subsection C.2 suggests six factors that may be used to evaluate whether, on balance, the
demolition is consistent with the goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan.
C. Approval criteria. Proposals to demolish a historic resource will be approved if the review
body finds that one of the following approval criteria is met:
1. Denial of a demolition permit would effectively deprive the owner of all reasonable
economic use of the site; or
2. Demolition of the resource has been evaluated against and, on balance, has been found
supportive of the goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan, and any relevant area
plans. The evaluation may consider [demolition evaluation] factors such as:
a. The merits of demolition;
b. The merits of development that could replace the demolished resource, either as
specifically proposed for the site or as allowed under the existing zoning;
c. The effect demolition of the resources would have on the area’s desired character;
d. The effect that redevelopment on the site would have on the area’s desired
character;
e. The merits of preserving the resource, taking into consideration the purposes
described in Subsection A; and
f. Any proposed mitigation for the demolition.
Proposed Findings: The first criterion is not applicable. The Historic District site is owned by
the City of Portland and is located within Washington Park. This criterion normally applies to
private entities that could be deprived of any reasonable economic use of a site if a demolition
request were denied. In this case, even if the demolition request were denied, the Open Space
site would continue to be used as a park and thus would retain some economic value.
The second review criterion as considered in the context of the six suggested evaluation factors
(quoted above) is applicable. In order for the City Council to approve this demolition request, it
must find that on balance, the goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan (including any
adopted area plans) are supported by demolition of the Weir Building and Reservoirs 3 and 4.
PWB will apply the six suggested evaluation factors to determine whether, on balance, the
three demolition requests are supportive of applicable comprehensive plan goal and policies.
As noted in the City Council’s March 3, 2010, decision to authorize demolition of the Kieran
Building (aka the “Dirty Duck” – LU 09‐171259 DM), the Council determined that it has broad
discretion to decide how to balance applicable comprehensive plan goals and policies:
“The Council has broad discretion in establishing how to balance the relevant goals given a
particular proposal and that property’s location in a particular historic district. No code
provision or city policy requires the Council to give equal weight in the balancing process to
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every Comprehensive Plan goal, nor does anything mandate that equal weight be given to
every goal and policy found in other relevant area plans. The Council has the authority to
give certain relevant goals and policies more weight and other relevant goals and policies
less weight in reaching its final decision as to whether the proposal, on balance, supports the
Comprehensive Plan and other relevant area plans.”
As noted above, the City Council may consider review factors (a) through (f) in when evaluating
and balancing applicable comprehensive goals and policies. In Table 2.1 and Section 2‐4 of this
narrative, these six factors are combined into three related factors to facilitate the evaluation
of applicable comprehensive plan goals and policies. For evaluation purposes, PWB will review
applicable comprehensive plan goals and policies with respect to:
 Demolition Evaluation Factors “a” and “b” in Section 2‐3.1;
 Demolition Review Factors “b,” “d” and “f” in Section 2‐3.2; and
 Demolition Factors “c” and “e” in Section 2‐3.3.
Section 2‐3.4 provides a summary of the findings in Sections 2‐3.1 through 2‐3.3 and
recommends that substantial weight be given to Goal 11E – Water Service. The provision of
water service is an essential city service that cannot be provided effectively without the
proposed demolitions and construction of a new below‐ground reservoir. As summarized in
Section 2‐3.4 of this narrative, most comprehensive plan goals and policies support demolition
of the three historic resources – with proposed redevelopment and historic mitigation
measures that will have a positive effect on the desired character of the area.
Evaluation Steps
There are four logical steps in the demolition review process that are followed in this balancing
effort:
1. Determine the area that will be affected by the demolition and describe its character.
(Section 2‐2.4)
2. Determine which comprehensive plan goals – and related policies – apply to this
demolition request and how these policies relate to demolition evaluation factors (a)
through (f). (Section 2‐2.5)
3. Based on demolition evaluation factors (2)(a) through (f), explain why the proposed
demolitions (with proposed historically‐sensitive redevelopment and mitigation) are
supportive of, do not support, or are mixed with respect to applicable goal and related
policies. (Sections 2‐3.1 through 2‐3.3)
4. Explain why, on balance, applicable Comprehensive Plan goals and policies support the
demolition of Weir Building and Reservoirs 3 and 4. (Section 2‐3.4)
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2‐2.4 Area Potentially Affected by Demolition and this Area’s Desired
Character
For purposes of this application, the “site” is the Historic District, as shown on Figure 31. The
site is located entirely within Washington Park and is zoned Open Space (OS) with a Historic
Resource overlay. The Historic District site includes 11 contributing structures – three of which
are proposed for demolition: Reservoirs 3 and 4 (1894) and the Weir Building (1946). The
remaining structures will be protected, rehabilitated and/or restored.
Figure 31 also identifies land within Washington Park and nearby neighborhoods that
potentially could be affected by the proposed demolitions and redevelopment plan. The
potentially affected area extends approximately 1,000 feet from the boundary of the Historic
District and includes portions of the Arlington Heights, Kings Hill Historic District, and Goose
Hollow neighborhoods as well as notable Washington Park attractions such as the Japanese
Garden, the International Rose Garden and Amphitheater, a soccer field and tennis courts.
 To the north, the potentially affected area boundary generally follows W Burnside
Street, recognizing that Northwest District residents frequently access the park from the
north. Some construction access is tentatively planned from W Burnside via SW Tichner
Drive.
 To the east, the potentially affected area includes the western portions of the Kings Hill
Historic District (including the primary park access from SW Park Place) and Goose
Hollow. A work staging area is tentatively proposed immediately east of Reservoir 4.
 To the south, the potentially affected area includes largely undeveloped portions of the
park. This steeply‐sloped area includes SW Kingston Avenue and trails.
 To the west, the potentially affected area includes the eastern portions of Arlington
Heights and the Japanese Garden, as well as the Rose Garden complex.
Desired Character of the Area
The desired character of the area is determined primarily by the applicable base zones and
overlay zones. Figure 32 shows most of the potentially affected area zoned for Open Space use,
with a mosaic of overlay zones. The potentially affected area outside of Washington Park is
zoned for residential or commercial uses.
As shown on Figure 32, Washington Park is zoned Open Space (OS). Several portions of the
potentially affected area have scenic and/or environmental overlays. As noted in PZC
33.100.101:
“The Open Space 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; Enhancing and protecting the values and functions of trees and the
urban forest; Preserving the capacity and water quality of the stormwater drainage system;
and Providing pedestrian and bicycle transportation connections.”
Part 2. Proposed Demolition Review Findings
December 2014

Portland Water Bureau Type IV Demolition Review
Page 55

Figure 30. WPR Historic District in Relation to Park and Area Potentially Affected
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Figure 31. Potentially Affected Area Zoning Map
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The Historic District (site), Washington Park and the potentially affected area all have
environmental protection (p), environmental conservation (c) and scenic resource (s) zones.
As noted in PZC 33.430.010‐017:
“Environmental zones protect resources and functional values that have been identified by
the City as providing benefits to the public. The environmental regulations encourage
flexibility and innovation in site planning and provide for development that is carefully
designed to be sensitive to the site's protected resources. These regulations also help meet
other City goals, along with other regional, state, and federal goals and regulations. The
environmental regulations also carry out Comprehensive Plan policies and objectives.
 The Environmental Protection zone provides the highest level of protection to the most
important resources and functional values. These resources and functional values are
identified and assigned value in the inventory and economic, social, environmental, and
energy (ESEE) analysis for each specific study area. Development will be approved in the
environmental protection zone only in rare and unusual circumstances.
 The Environmental Conservation zone conserves important resources and functional
values in areas where the resources and functional values can be protected while
allowing environmentally sensitive urban development.”
As noted in PZC 33.480.010:
“The Scenic Resource zone is intended to: Protect Portland's significant scenic resources as
identified in the Scenic Resources Protection Plan; Enhance the appearance of Portland to
make it a better place to live and work; Create attractive entrance ways to Portland and its
districts; Improve Portland's economic vitality by enhancing the City's attractiveness to its
citizens and to visitors; [and] Implement the scenic resource policies and objectives of
Portland's Comprehensive Plan. The purposes of the Scenic Resource zone are achieved by
establishing height limits within view corridors to protect significant views and by
establishing additional landscaping and screening standards to preserve and enhance
identified scenic resources.”
As shown on Figure 32, Environmental Conservation (c) and Environmental Protection (p)
overlay zones also apply to this site. The proposed demolition of the three historic resources
will not occur in these overlay zones. The Scenic (s) overlay zone applies to this site and the
north edge of Reservoir 3 is shown within it. This zone was applied to the “Washington Park
and Hoyt Arboretum Loop,” a scenic corridor that applies to a section of Sacajawea Boulevard
at the north edge of the site. The Scenic Resources Protection Plan amended Comprehensive
Plan Policy 8.14 Natural Resources to include references to scenic resources. This policy and
applicable objectives are reviewed in Section 2‐3.2. Planned redevelopment of the site may
include limited disturbance in the scenic and environmental overlay zones. The limited
potential impacts from redevelopment of the site will be fully reviewed and mitigated through
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a separate Type III conditional use/environmental review process that requires a public hearing
before a Portland Hearings Officer.
The “site” itself (the Washington Park Reservoirs Historic District), has a Historic Resource
overlay zone. The purpose of this overlay is set forth in PZC 33.445.010 as follows:
This chapter protects certain historic resources in the region and preserves significant parts
of the region’s heritage. The regulations implement Portland's Comprehensive Plan policies
that address historic preservation. These policies recognize the role historic resources have
in promoting the education and enjoyment of those living in and visiting the region. The
regulations foster pride among the region’s citizens in their city and its heritage. Historic
preservation beautifies the city, promotes the city’s economic health, and helps to preserve
and enhance the value of historic properties.
The character of the area is clearly defined in the Historic District Nomination (Section 8, page
2) as combining water system functionality with the classical design and the accessible beauty
of open water:
“In 1871 Portland purchased 40 acres of land in the hills at the western edge of the city from
Amos and Melinda King for $32,984. Thus began the process of building City Park, one of
Portland's first parks, that was renamed Washington Park in 1912. The Water Committee
sited these reservoirs within the already defined boundaries of City Park by compensating
the Parks Bureau and acquiring additional property to complete the complex.
Using a natural steep‐sided ravine with dramatic scenic virtues, the designers married
utility with accessible beauty and recreation with their construction design. From above
Reservoir 3, the site included a view of Mount Hood and the vicinity of the Bull Run
watershed, connecting citizens not only with the water itself, but the region from where the
water flowed. The elegance of the built environment illustrated sensitivity to aesthetics
and embodied the notion of "beautility" by adapting classical architectural styles to
utilitarian structures that featured innovative technology.
The reservoirs elevated the storage and distribution of water by enhancing water's highly
prized characteristics in a landscape. They served as a recreational amenity as well,
enriching the landscape of two of Portland's largest and oldest parks with vistas of deep
open water and period historic structures, and fountains to create a destination for
inspiration and rejuvenation for park users.
The dams had finished decorative faces and concrete carriageways spanned the dams and
walkways encircled the basins. The use of lamps, powered by the generation of electricity
from the fall between the two reservoirs, even ensured evening use of the park. The
walkways surrounding the basins and dams were illuminated and the light reflecting in the
deep water created a romantic feeling. Reservoirs 3 and 4 were a monument to the
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importance of water as a life‐giving substance and as a beautiful visual resource for the
benefit of the community.”
Outside of Washington Park itself, most of the remaining potentially affected area is zoned
Single Dwelling with small pockets of Multi‐Dwelling Residential. As noted in PZC 33.110.010
and 33.120.010, the purposes of these residential zones are:



The single‐dwelling 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 multi‐dwelling zones are intended to preserve land for urban housing and to provide
opportunities for multi‐dwelling housing.

Finally, as shown on Figure 32, there are two pockets of commercial land at the edges of the
potentially affected area.
 The first is zoned Central Commercial (CX) and is located at West Burnside and 23rd
Avenue in the northeast portion of the potentially affected area.
 The second is zoned CG (General Commercial) and is located along SW Canyon Road in
southeast portion of the potentially affected area.
As noted in PZC 33.130.010, the commercial zones implement Comprehensive Plan provisions
that allow for varying intensity of commercial uses.
Thus, the potentially affected area is comprised primarily of open space – which provides
opportunities for outdoor recreation in a tranquil and peaceful setting, and for bicycle and
pedestrian recreational travel. The OS zone in particular provides a contrast to nearby urban
development while offering scenic views of Vista Bridge, Downtown Portland and Mount Hood.
The OS zone, in concert with applicable scenic and environmental overlays, is designed to
protect urban forests, water quality, stream corridors and ravines, wildlife habitat and scenic
views.
 The Historic Resource overlay is designed to protect the Historic District – notably the
engineering functionality and economy of the gravity water and storage distribution
system, the classical beauty of the waterworks themselves, and the accessible, open
water that provides a respite from urban living in the “City Beautiful” tradition.
 The character of the area is also defined by high quality residential neighborhoods to
the northwest and northeast of the Historic District, and relatively intense commercial
development in the northeast and southeast corners of the potentially affected area.
Both positive and negative effects of the proposed demolition, redevelopment and
rehabilitation of contributing historic structures should be considered.
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2‐2.5 Demolition Evaluation Criteria in Relation to Applicable Comprehensive
Plan Goals and Policies and Related
Table 2.1 below shows how the six demolition evaluation criteria relate to the evaluation of
applicable comprehensive plan goals and policies. Some of the demolition evaluation factors
overlap in terms of how they relate to applicable goals and policies. For evaluation purposes:
 Section 2‐3.1 considers Demolition Evaluation Factors “a” and “b.” This section
explains why demolishing Reservoirs 3 and 4 and the Weir Building – when considered
in the context of the Design Concept that incorporates historical community planning
and engineering values recognized in the District Nomination – is supportive of Goal 7
Energy, Goal 8 Environment, Goal 11 Public Facilities and Goal 11E Water Service.
 Section 2‐3.2 considers Demolition Evaluation Factors “b”, “d” and “f.” This section
explains why historically‐sensitive redevelopment of Reservoirs 3 and 4 – combined with
the proposed preservation or rehabilitation of the remaining eight historic resources
and other mitigation measures – will have a positive effect on the desired character of
the area. This section specifically considers architectural, entertainment and
recreational values recognized in the District Nomination and explains why the
proposed redevelopment and preservation plan is supportive of Goal 3 Neighborhoods,
Goal 6 Transportation, Goal 8 Environment, Goal 9 Citizen Involvement, Goal 11F Parks
and Recreation (including the Washington Park Master Plan) and Goal 12 Urban Design.
 Section 2‐3.3 considers Demolition Evaluation Factors “c” and “e.” This section
evaluates the effect of preserving Reservoirs 3 and 4 and the Weir Building – if it were
practicable to do so – on the desired character of the area and the purpose of PZC
33.846.080(A) Demolition Review. This section also explains how replacement of
demolished historic resources as shown on the Design Concept is supportive of certain
Goal 3 Neighborhoods and Goal 12 Urban Design historic preservation policies of
objectives.
Three comprehensive plan goals are not applicable:
 Goal 1 – Metropolitan Coordination commits the city to coordinating with Metro and
other regional partners in a wide range of planning efforts. The goal and its
implementing policies are not intended to be used as review criteria in the local quasi‐
judicial decision‐making process.
 Goal 4 – Housing and Goal 5 – Economic Development apply to residential and
employment planning and development, respectively. Since the demolition request
does not include residential or employment land or development, these goals and
implementing policies do not apply.
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Related Plans
Comprehensive Plan Policy 11.38 Master Development Plans commits the city to “maintain
master development plans for city parks that address [among other things] “development
priorities.” The Washington Park Master Plan includes specific policy direction regarding the
covering of Washington Park’s two reservoirs. This plan is addressed in the following findings.
The Historic District Nomination describes each contributing structure in some detail and
explains why the district and its contributing structures are historically significant. The
Nomination also identifies structural problems and inappropriate modifications that have
occurred over the years for each contributing structure. However, the “Nomination” does not
include specific goals or policies that can be “balanced” through this process.

Table 2.1: Demolition Evaluation Criteria in Relation to Applicable Goals and Policies
Goal & Policy Evaluation Factor “a” and “b”: Merits of demolition with reservoir redevelopment that
preserves historic community planning and engineering values identified in the District Nomination
(See Section 2‐3.1)
Goal 7 ‐ Energy: Promote a sustainable energy future by increasing energy efficiency in
all sectors of the city by ten percent by the year 2000.
 Policy 8.5 Interagency Cooperation – Water Quality
 Policy 7.2 Energy Efficiency in City Owned Facilities
 Policy 11.37 Energy Conservation.
Goal 8 Environment: Maintain and improve the quality of Portland’s air, water and
land resources and protect neighborhoods and business centers from detrimental noise
pollution.
 Policy 8.5 Interagency Cooperation – Water Quality
 Policy 8.13 Natural Hazards
Goal 11 Public Facilities: Provide a timely, orderly and efficient arrangement of public
facilities and services that support existing and planned land use patterns and
Supportive
densities.
 Policy 11.1 Service Responsibility:
 Policy 11.6 Water Supply
Goal 11 E Water Service: Insure that reliable and adequate water supply and delivery
systems are available to provide sufficient quantities of high quality water at adequate
pressures to meet the existing and future needs of the community, on an equitable,
efficient and self‐ sustaining basis.
 Policy 11.26 Quality
 Policy 11.28 Maintenance.
 Policy 11.29 Storage.
 Policy 11.31 Design and Community Impact
 Policy 11.36 Water Pressure
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Goal and Policy Evaluation Factors “b”, “d” and “f”: Merits of historically‐sensitive replacement of
Reservoirs 3 and 4, combined with proposed rehabilitation of remaining historic resources and
mitigation measures; and their effects on the historic architectural, recreational and entertainment
values identified in the District Nomination and the area’s desired character
(See Section 2‐3.2)
Goal 3 Neighborhoods: Preserve and reinforce the stability and diversity of the City's
neighborhoods while allowing for increased density in order to attract and retain long‐
term residents and businesses and insure the City's residential quality and economic
vitality.
 Policy 3.1 Physical Conditions
 Policy 3.5 Neighborhood Involvement
Goal 9 Citizen Involvement: Improve the method for citizen involvement in the on‐
going land use decision‐making process and provide opportunities for citizen
participation in the implementation, review and amendment of the adopted
Comprehensive Plan.
 Policy 9.1 Citizen Involvement Coordination
Goal 6 Transportation: Develop a balanced, equitable, and efficient transportation system
that provides a range of transportation choices; reinforces the livability of neighborhoods;
supports a strong and diverse economy; reduces air, noise, and water pollution; and
lessens reliance on the automobile while maintaining accessibility.
 Policy 6.22 Pedestrian Transportation
 Policy 6.23 Bicycle Transportation
 Urban Design Policy 12.4 Provide for Pedestrians
 Urban Design Policy 12.5 Pathways.
Goal 8 Environment: Maintain and improve the quality of Portland’s air, water and land
Supportive
resources and protect neighborhoods and business centers from detrimental noise
pollution.
 Policy 8.5 Interagency Cooperation – Water Quality
 Policy 8.14 Natural Resources
 Policy 8.16 Uplands Protection
 Policy 8.17 Wildlife Habitat.
Goal 11 F Parks and Recreation: Maximize the quality, safety and usability of parklands
and facilities through the efficient maintenance and operation of park improvements,
preservation of parks and open space, and equitable allocation of active and passive
recreation opportunities for the citizens of Portland.
 Policy 11.38 Master Development Plans
 Policy 11.39 Maintenance
Washington Park Master Plan (1981)
 Policy 3: Reservoirs
Goal 12 Urban Design: Enhance Portland as a livable city, attractive in its setting and
dynamic in its urban character by preserving its history and building a substantial legacy of
quality private developments and public improvements for future generations.
 Policy 12.1 Portland’s Character (See also Objectives C, H and I)
 Policy 12.2 Enhancing Variety
 Policy 12.7 Design Quality
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Goal and Policy Evaluation Factors “c” and “e”: Merits of preserving the three resources proposed for
demolition (if such were practicable) considering the purpose of demolition review and the effect of
demolition (with replacement redevelopment) on the area’s desired character
(See Section 2‐3.3)
Goal 3 Neighborhoods:
 Policy 3.4 Historic Preservation
Mixed
Goal 12 Urban Design
 Policy 12.3 Historic Preservation (see also Objectives A, B, C, E and F)

In summary, the proposed demolition requests with proposed replacement development
shown on the Design Concept, are supportive of the following comprehensive plan goals and
policies:
 Goal 3 Neighborhoods as implemented by Policies 3.1 Physical Conditions and 3.5
Neighborhood Involvement
 Goal 6 Transportation as implemented by Policies 6.22 Pedestrian Transportation and
6.23 Bicycle Transportation
 Goal 7 Energy as implemented by Policy 7.2 Energy Efficiency and Policy 11.37 Energy
Conservation
 Goal 8 Environment as implemented by Policies 8.5 Interagency Coordination – Water
Quality, 8.13 Natural Hazards, 8.14 Natural Resources, 8.16 Uplands Protection and 8.17
Wildlife Habitat
 Goal 9 Citizen Involvement as implemented by Policy 9.1 Citizen Involvement
Coordination
 Goal 11 Public Facilities as implemented by Policy 11.1 Service Responsibility and 11.6
Water Supply
 Goal 11E Water Service as implemented by Policies 11.26 Quality, 11.28 Maintenance,
11.31 Design and Community Impact, 11.36 Water Pressure and 11.37 Energy
Conservation (with relatively little weight given to outdated Policy 11.29 Storage)
 Goal 11 F Parks and Recreation as implemented by Policy 11.38 Master Development
Plans and 11.39 Maintenance
 Goal 12 Urban Design as implemented by Policies 12.1 Portland’s Character, 12.2
Enhancing Variety, 12.4 Provide for Pedestrians, 12.5 Pathways and 12.7 Design Quality
The proposed demolitions are mixed with respect to their support of the following policies
(even if it were practicable to preserve Reservoirs 3 and 4 and the Weir Building):
 Goal 3 Neighborhoods as implemented by Policy 3.4 Historic Preservation
 Goal 12 Urban Design as implemented by Policy 12.3 Historic Preservation
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Section 2‐3: Comprehensive Plan Goal and Policy Evaluation
This section provides an evaluation of applicable comprehensive plan goals and policies in
relation to the demolition evaluation factors found in PZC 33.846.080(A)(2):
2. Demolition of the resource has been evaluated against and, on balance, has been found
supportive of the goals and policies of the Comprehensive Plan, and any relevant area
plans. The evaluation may consider factors such as:
a. The merits of demolition;
b. The merits of development that could replace the demolished resource, either as
specifically proposed for the site or as allowed under the existing zoning;
c. The effect demolition of the resources would have on the area’s desired character;
d. The effect that redevelopment on the site would have on the area’s desired
character;
e. The merits of preserving the resource, taking into consideration the purposes
described in Subsection A; and
f. Any proposed mitigation for the demolition.

2‐3.1 Goal & Policy Evaluation Factor “a” and “b”: Merits of demolition with
proposed reservoir redevelopment
Proposed Findings:
As noted in Table 2.1: demolition of Reservoirs 3 and 4 and the Weir Building, with proposed
redevelopment of Reservoirs 3 and 4 that incorporates historic community planning and
engineering values identified in the District Nomination, is supportive of the following
comprehensive plan goals:
 Goal 7 Energy
 Goal 8 Environment
 Goal 11 Public Facilities
 Goal 11E Water Service
Section 1‐2.1 summarizes the four areas of significance described in the Nomination, two of
which are relevant to Demolition Evaluation Factors “a” and “b” as they relate to Goals 7, 8, 11
and 11E:
1. Community Planning and Development (economic, political and engineering history of
Portland’s water system and the importance of the Washington Park Reservoirs in that
system);
2. Engineering (storage and piping of exceptionally clear water from the Bull Run
watershed 30 miles to the east, gravity‐fed storage and distribution system, patented
reinforced concrete structural design);
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Goal 7 Energy
Goal 7 Energy: Promote a sustainable energy future by increasing energy efficiency in all
sectors of the city by ten percent by the year 2000.
 Policy 7.2 Energy Efficiency in City Owned Facilities. The City shall promote cost‐effective
energy savings (simple paybacks of ten years or less) in municipally‐owned buildings and
facilities and take advantage of utility, state, and federal technical and financial
assistance programs.
 Policy 11.37 Energy Conservation Pursue system improvements, efficiencies in operation
and maintenance of facilities to reduce and conserve energy.
Proposed Findings: The energy conservation goal, though outdated in terms of its target date,
clearly states the city’s policy to increase energy efficiency – which includes efficiencies in
operation and maintenance of public facilities to conserve energy. Goal 7 and Policies 7.2 and
11.37 look to the future in terms of increasing energy conservation. In this case, Portland’s
water system was designed historically to be extremely energy‐efficient because it is powered
by gravity rather than electricity and/or fossil fuels. In this case, to be supportive of Goal 7 and
Policies 7.2 and 11.37 means not doing anything to diminish the effectiveness of the existing,
historic energy‐efficient water storage and delivery system.
As documented in Section 1‐1.1 Brief History of Portland’s Water System, Portland’s water
supply system has depended on gravity to move water from Bull Run to Washington Park
(rather than electric pumps as had been the case when the water facility was privately‐owned)
for 120 years.9 If the facility were to revert back to electrical pumps to move water to higher
elevation storage levels, the system would use more energy and costs would increase
substantially, which would not be supportive of Goal 7 or Policies 7.2 and 11.37. Energy
efficiency would decrease rather than increase.
For the layout of the west side system, the Water Committee engineers explained the selection
of the location of the Washington Park reservoir site as follows:
On account of the elevation of the headworks on Bull Run, the fall required to overcome the
friction of the water in the pipe and the allowable pressure on the city mains and the
submerged pipe under the Willamette River, the reservoir must be placed at an elevation of
about 300 ft. above the base of city grades. By survey made from the southern to the
northern boundary of the city, it was ascertained that all the lands at this elevation were on a
steep hillside; that the reservoir could only be constructed in ravines in which the required
capacity could be obtained by dams of moderate height, and the depression in the City Park
was best suited for the purpose of a reservoir, and was the only one into which the water
could be discharged without encountering great and almost insuperable difficulties in the
extension of the supply main from the crossing of the Willamette River westward.
(Water Committee, quoted in D.D. Clarke, 1904)

9

Though there has been uphill development necessitating some limited pumping of water uphill, PWB has also
placed new tanks wherever possible to serve new development by gravity.

Part 2. Proposed Demolition Review Findings
December 2014

Portland Water Bureau Type IV Demolition Review
Page 66

Washington
Park
Reservoirs

Bull Run
Watershed

Figure 32. Portland’s Gravity Flow Water System

The existing Reservoir 3 location and elevation is extremely cost‐effective because electrical
energy consumption (and associated costs) is much less when water is delivered by gravity,
than when water is delivered using electrical pumps. This is noted in the District Nomination (p.
8‐5) which considers the community planning and engineering context of the reservoirs:
“The Water Committee hired Colonel Isaac Smith as staff engineer to investigate possible
sources. The Committee directed Smith that the Willamette River needed to be replaced as
the source and that pumping was prohibitively expensive. With that direction, Smith focused
on possible gravity supplies. As Smith explored options that included Oswego Lake, Eagle
Creek and Clackamas River, he increasingly was attracted to the Bull Run Lake, River, and its
tributaries in the forested mountains east of the city and west of Mount Hood.”
As documented in Section 1‐1, the location and elevation of the Washington Reservoir sites
were carefully selected to rely on gravity – rather than electric pumps – to provide sufficient
storage and pressure to meet westside water demands. In fact, an important reason why the
Washington Park Reservoirs are considered to be historically significant is because they
represented state‐of‐the art engineering, depended upon a coordinated community planning
effort, and resulted in huge energy savings for city and eventually regional water consumers.
As documented in the discussion of Goals 8 and 11 below, Reservoir 3 must be demolished to
address landslide and seismic hazards and to maintain a reliable supply of clean water
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consistent with EPA rules. In 2002, PWB actively reviewed other potential reservoir sites to
determine if it was feasible to leave the existing reservoirs in place and construct a buried
reservoir at a different location. This review determined that it was not practicable to relocate
the reservoirs to another location and confirmed the original engineering decisions that led to
siting Reservoirs 3 and 4 in their current locations.10
The contemporary design of the new below‐ground reservoir carries on the tradition of state‐
of‐the‐art engineering and community planning that led to the construction of a gravity‐fed
reservoir system in 1894. As documented in Sections 2‐3.2 and 2.2.4, Reservoir 4 is no longer
needed to store water to serve west‐side residents and businesses. Demolishing this reservoir
will make room for a large bio‐swale and lowland wildlife habitat complex that is necessary to
meet existing stormwater management requirements. This storm water detention and water
quality facility will reduce energy consumption by relying on natural systems to store and filter
stormwater rather than more energy‐consumptive systems that rely on concrete and metal
stormwater collection, storage and filtering structures. The Weir Building is no longer needed to
screen detritus from uncovered reservoirs; removing this building will reduce lighting and
heating costs and therefore will reduce energy consumption.
Energy Conservation Conclusion (Policies 7.2 and 11.37)
Reservoir 3 will be reconstructed at its current location and elevation to maintain a gravity‐fed
system that conserves energy while providing sufficient storage and pressure to westside users.
This is consistent with historic community planning and engineering decisions. Maintaining the
existing gravity system will avoid increased energy consumption and costs, which is supportive
of Goal 7 or Policies 7.2 and 11.37. Demolishing Reservoir 4, which is no longer needed to store
drinking water, will conserve energy because the drainage basin will be converted to bio‐swale
that relies on natural systems to store and clean stormwater (rather than energy‐consumptive
piping and storage). Demolishing the Weir Building, which is no longer needed to screen
objects from water, will reduce energy costs for space heating and lighting. Therefore,
demolition of Reservoirs 3 and 4 and the Weir Building are supportive of Goal 7 and Policies 7.2
and 11.37.

10

Moreover, as documented in Section 1‐3, retaining the open water reservoirs in their current location would do
nothing to address three of the four drivers for this project – the landslide, their age and state of deterioration,
and seismic susceptibility. If these basins were retained and filled with water, they would be extremely expensive
to maintain under the pressure of the moving hillside, and they would remain inaccessible, because fencing would
be required for liability reasons. They would also remain a threat to the safety of downstream residents and
businesses in the event of a major earthquake. Finally, if the reservoirs were retained but their storage function
was not, the unused and deteriorating reservoirs and associated buildings and structures could not be considered
“critical infrastructure.” The cost of maintaining these reservoirs and associated water facilities solely as a
historical and visual amenity would be high and difficult to justify in terms of PWB’s mission as an efficient and
fiscally‐responsible water service provider.
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Goal 8 Environment
Goal 8 Environment: Maintain and improve the quality of Portland’s air, water and land
resources and protect neighborhoods and business centers from detrimental noise pollution.
 Policy 8.5 Interagency Cooperation – Water Quality Continue cooperation with federal,
state and regional agencies involved with the management and quality of Portland’s
water resources.
 Policy 8.13 Natural Hazards Control the density of development in areas of natural
hazards consistent with the provisions of the City’s Building Code, Chapter 70, the
Floodplain Ordinance and the Subdivision Ordinance.
Proposed Findings: Policy 8.5 Interagency Cooperation – Water Quality commits the City to
cooperating with state and regional agencies involved with the management and quality of
Portland’s water resources. As documented in the District Nomination, the design and
construction of the reservoir system occurred in the context intergovernmental cooperation
among President Harrison (who designated the Bull Run Watershed as a national forest
reserve), the Oregon Legislature (which adopted special legislation authorizing the city to float
local bonds to fund and construct the water system) and the City of Portland (which conceived
and executed the water system funding and construction plan).
Today, the Bull Run Watershed remains in pristine condition as a result of federal protection.
The US Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) and the Oregon Health Authority (OHA) are
responsible for water quality regulations. As documented in Section 1‐3, Project Drivers and
Locational Considerations, the City must meet EPA and OHA rules, which effectively require
covering of open drinking water reservoirs throughout the City. Despite repeated efforts by the
City to seek alternatives to the mandates of the LT2 rule, EPA and OHA require that reservoirs
be covered by 2020. Therefore, demolition of Reservoir 3 and replacement with a below‐
ground reservoir is supportive of Policy 8.5.
As documented in Section 1‐3, Project
Drivers and Locational Considerations,
hillside excavation required for the
construction of Reservoirs 3 and 4
activated an ancient landslide during
reservoir construction and soon after
severely damaged both reservoirs.
Despite efforts deactivate the landslide by
dewatering the hillside, the landslide
continues to move slowly into both
reservoirs.
Policy 8.13 requires that the City control
the density of development in areas with
natural hazards consistent with the City’s
Building Code. Despite repeated
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measures to control the persistent landslide, it continues to cause serious problems for
reservoir functionality and maintenance in their existing locations at the base of the slide.
Figure 34 shows that both reservoirs must be moved at least 10 feet away from the base of the
slide. The City’s strategy is to increase the stability of the landslide above Reservoirs 3 and 4 by
restoring, with new backfill, the mass of soil removed by the original reservoir excavation. The
restored fill on the toe of the slide at the Reservoir 4 site will help slow the overall slide
movement above both Reservoirs 3 and 4.
Proposed Reservoir 3 would be shifted east, at least 10 feet away from base of the historic
landslide. Reservoir 3 would be backfilled and a buttress fill would be placed on the slope
between the reservoir and the upper leg of SW Murray Street. A “compressible inclusion”
consisting of expanded polystyrene or air pocket will be placed between the landslide mass and
the new Reservoir 3’s west wall to isolate the reservoir structure from the active slide. Future
landslide movements would be absorbed by the compressible inclusion or air pocket.
As noted in Section 1‐3.1, landslides have caused damage to Reservoirs 3 and 4 since they were
constructed in the 1890s. Even if Portland was not required to cover its reservoirs, the
persistent landslide problem would still need to be addressed.
 If Reservoir 4 were not demolished, the slope could not be stabilized by filling in the toe
of the excavated slope that extends into the old Reservoir 4 basin. If Reservoir 4
remained in place, the existing landslide conditions would remain and the aging basin
structure would continue to deteriorate and incur damage from predictable earth
movement.
 If Reservoir 3 were not demolished, it would remain vulnerable to earth movement and
there would be no room to construct the intervening “compressible inclusion” or air
pocket described above. By replacing Reservoir 3 with a new, buried reservoir located
away from the toe of slide, and creating room for the compressible inclusion or air
pocket, landslide hazards can be effectively mitigated.
 As documented in Part 1, the Weir Building must be removed to allow large‐scale
excavation and shoring needed to replace Reservoir 3 and to preserve Gatehouse 3. The
screening function of the Weir Building is no longer needed because water will be
stored below ground.
As documented in Section 1‐3, the proposed buried Reservoir 3 is designed to withstand a
major earthquake. The aging and deteriorating reservoirs are not. If there were a major
earthquake, the existing reservoirs would likely fail and cataclysmic downstream flooding could
occur. Portland’s Westside water supply would be disrupted for an extended period.
Environmental Policy Conclusion (Goal 8)
The proposed demolition of Reservoir 3 and replacement with a below‐ground reservoir is
supportive of Policy 8.5 because the City is obligated to cooperate with EPA and OHA in the
implementation of the LT2 rule. The proposed demolition of Reservoirs 3 and 4, and the Weir
Building, is supportive of Policy 8.13 Natural Hazards because the existing reservoirs are highly
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vulnerable to ongoing landslide activity and the potential for a major earthquake, whereas
replacement facilities will be designed to withstand both types of hazards with much less risk to
the public or interruption of water service.
Goal 11 Public Facilities / Goal 11 E Water Service
Goal 11 Public Facilities: Provide a timely, orderly and efficient arrangement of public
facilities and services that support existing and planned land use patterns and densities.
 Policy 11.1 Service Responsibility: Within its boundaries of incorporation, the City of
Portland will provide, where feasible and as sufficient funds are available from public or
private sources, the following facilities and services at levels appropriate for all land use
types: * * * 6 – Water Supply
Goal 11 E Water Service: Insure that reliable and adequate water supply and delivery
systems are available to provide sufficient quantities of high quality water at adequate
pressures to meet the existing and future needs of the community, on an equitable, efficient
and self‐ sustaining basis.
 Policy 11.26 Quality Maintain the quality of the water supply at its current level, which
exceeds all state and federal water quality standards and satisfies the needs of both
domestic and industrial consumers.
 Policy 11.28 Maintenance Maintain storage and distribution facilities in order to protect
water quality, insure a reliable supply, assure adequate flow for all user needs, and
minimize water loss.
 Policy 11.29 Storage Maintain city storage capacity of at least three times the average
daily use of city users. Additional storage capacity contracted by outside‐city water users
will also be maintained.
 Policy 11.31 Design and Community Impact Design water facilities to be compatible
with the area in which they are located.
 Policy 11.36 Water Pressure Provide water at standard pressures (40 to 110 lbs. per
square inch) to all users whenever possible.
Proposed Findings: Portland has a broad commitment to providing public facilities in general,
and water facilities in particular, at levels adequate to serve “all land use types” to support
planned development within its boundaries. PWB’s mission (quoted below) effectively is to
carry out Goal 11E Water Service by equitably and efficiently providing a reliable, adequate and
high quality water supply and delivery system at adequate pressures to meet future community
needs.
“The Portland Water Bureau provides the highest quality water, customer service and
stewardship of the critical infrastructure, fiscal, and natural resources entrusted to our care.
We enhance public health and safety and contribute to the economic viability and livability
of the Portland metropolitan region. We are a recognized leader among water service
agencies across the country.”
Policy 11.1 Service Responsibility commits the city to funding appropriate levels of water
infrastructure. The city has allocated sufficient funds for redevelopment of the reservoirs as
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called for in the Design Concept plan. However, it would be an inefficient use of public funds to
continue to repair the 120‐year old reservoir basins in the face of ongoing landslide activity and
under the threat of potential catastrophic earthquakes.
Policy 11.26 Water Quality commits the City to exceed state and federal water quality
standards. The clarity and purity of water in the Bull Run Watershed provided the original
impetus for the design of Portland’s water reservoir and distribution system. For PWB to
continue to “exceed all state and federal water quality standards,” the EPA and the OHA have
required that the uncovered finished drinking water reservoirs be covered.11 As documented in
Section 1‐3.2, a critical driver of this project is the federal mandate to cover open water
reservoirs.
Policy 11.28 Maintenance commits PWB to maintaining water storage and distribution facilities
to protect water quality, insure a reliable supply, assure adequate flow for all user needs, and
minimize water loss. PWB interprets this policy as applying broadly to the overall system
recognizing that aging infrastructure must be replaced as it approaches the end of its useful life.
As documented in Section 1‐3, PWB assessed the condition of Washington Park reservoir
structures in 1997 and again in 2001. The assessments concluded that the more than 100 year
old reservoirs and structures were nearing the end of their useful service lives and had been
substantially altered over the years. In order for the existing reservoirs to continue in service,
they would require significant and costly maintenance and retrofitting to address deterioration
of materials due to age and ongoing landslide damage. The assessments concluded that the
reservoirs eventually would need to be completely replaced to continue to perform their
function efficiently.
Policy 11.29 Storage commits the city to maintaining “at least three times the average daily use
of city users.” This policy is outdated because the city now has additional storage capacity in its
underground wells. Reservoir 4 has not been needed to store water to serve the westside for
several years. Loss of Reservoir 4 capacity will not jeopardize the city’s ability to provide city or
regional water needs because this lower elevation reservoir served the industrial areas along
the Willamette River in Northwest Portland. As the industries changed and their water use
declined, the water storage capacity required at Reservoir 4 also declined. The reduced
demand and additional storage provided at other sites allow the total capacity at the
Washington Park site to be reduced to the proposed Reservoir 3 capacity. As a result, Reservoir
4 is no longer needed to store drinking water, and will be disconnected from the public water
system. Reservoir 4 already is little‐used and often holds no drinking water. For these reasons,
this policy should be given relatively little weight in determining whether to demolish
Reservoirs 3 and 4.

11

As documented in Part 1, it is impracticable to treat water at reservoir outlets. Moreover, construction of new,
industrial facilities within Washington Park would inconsistent with the purpose of the Washington Parks Historic
District and incompatible with the open space character of Washington Park.
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Policy 11.31 Design and Community Impact commits PWB to designing facilities that are
compatible with the area – in this case the potentially affected area shown on Figure 31. As
explained in Section 1‐4, the preferred Design Concept resulted from an extensive public and
neighborhood involvement process that considered several design alternatives and their effects
on the area. The results of this process was considered by the HLC in three design advice work
sessions and incorporated into the preferred Design Concept. The Design Concept (Figure 25)
recognizes the importance of incorporating accessible open water features into the park design,
as called for in the original Olmsted report. The Design Concept shows the design of accessible
surface water features that will replace the existing reservoirs, which will help ensure ongoing
neighborhood compatibility.
Rehabilitating the highly‐visible dams and gatehouses was extremely important to ensuring
compatibility with the area, and was strongly supported by participants in the public
involvement process. As described further in Section 2‐3.2 and as shown on the Design
Concept, Dams 3 and 4 and Gatehouses 3 and 4 are prominent examples of Ransome’s
patented concrete engineering and rusticated, Romanesque style. The engineering importance
of these structures is recognized throughout the District Nomination. All four of these highly‐
visible historic resources will be rehabilitated and restored in the Design Concept.
Even if Reservoirs 3 and 4 could be retained in place with a tarp‐like cover that could satisfy the
EPA, they would not serve the critical historical and aesthetic open water functions originally
envisioned in the Olmsted Plan and called for in the Washington Park Master Plan. Moreover,
the result would be entirely inconsistent with the consensus from the community outreach
process. As documented in Section 1‐4 (Public Involvement Process), the CSB, the HLC, the
American Institute of Architects all agreed that covering the existing reservoirs without
providing for large expanses of accessible, open water was unacceptable from a design and
area compatibility standpoint. Moreover, the Washington Park Master Plan Policy 3
specifically calls for providing shallow open water in the event that covering the reservoirs
becomes necessary.
Both the Washington Park Reservoirs Historic District Nomination and the Washington Park
Master Plan include a quote from Frederick Law Olmsted, Jr. that recognizes the critical benefits
provided by open and accessible water in an urban park setting:
“All reservoirs, have, in addition to their essential quality of storing water, an element of
landscape effect; namely, that of an expanse of clear, sparkling water. This same element
forms the chief feature of many landscapes in public parks, where it is created at large cost,
and it is clearly a thing of great value to the public when it can be made available. In itself,
regardless of its outline or setting, a body of water is beautiful and refreshing, and its value
to the public is so well recognized that provision is very often made for giving the public
access to the enclosure about a reservoir, whence its surface may be seen.”
Frederick Law Olmsted, Jr. The Relation of Reservoirs to
Parks. (Boston: Rockwell and Churchill Press, 1899.)
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As documented in Section 1‐3, simply covering the reservoirs without regard for the
deteriorating state of the reservoir basins and their vulnerability to landslides and earthquakes
would be a temporary expedient at best. Such a short‐term approach would not address these
underlying issues and would be fiscally irresponsible in the long run. Importantly, covering the
reservoirs without providing accessible, open water would be inconsistent with Policy 11.31,
which directs the City to design water facilities to be compatible with the area in which they are
located.
Policy 11.36 Water Pressure commits PWB to maintaining adequate water pressure to users
wherever possible. Reservoir 4 is no longer in service. Both the existing Reservoir 3 and its
proposed replacement are designed to maintain adequate water pressure for the westside
service area. For reasons discussed under Goal 7 Energy below, maintaining adequate water
pressure for the west‐side service area depends upon reconstructing Reservoir 3 at its current
location and elevation. However, the new Reservoir 3 will provide much more reliable service
over time, and will not be as vulnerable to natural hazards, vandalism or pollution as the
existing reservoir.
Public Facility Conclusion (Goals 11 and 11E)
Demolition of Reservoirs 3 and 4 is necessary to carry out the policy directives found in Goal 11
Public Facilities and Goal 11E Water Service by insuring that reliable and adequate water supply
and delivery systems are available to provide sufficient quantities of high quality water at
adequate pressures to meet the existing and future needs of the community. To meet this
goal, the City must comply with EPA and the OHA rules related to water quality; the most
effective way to do this is to cover existing open water reservoirs. The preferred Design
Concept is based on extensive community input and HLC advice, and ensures that EPA and OHA
requirements can be met while maintaining the aesthetic and accessible open water function
that was originally envisioned in the Olmsted Plan and called for in the Washington Park Master
Plan.
Overall Conclusion with Respect to Demolition Evaluation Factors “a” and “b” and
Related Policies
Demolition of Reservoirs 3 and 4, and redevelopment with facilities shown on the Design
Concept, is supportive of comprehensive plan goals and policies related to natural hazards,
provision of an abundant supply of high‐quality drinking water that complies with EPA rules,
and maintaining/increasing energy efficiency associated with gravity powered water storage
and distribution system. The demolition and replacement facilities as shown on the Design
Concept maintain the historical gravity‐fed engineering concept and honor the community
planning tradition that led to the funding and design of the exceptional Portland’s water supply
and distribution system.
 Natural Hazard Mitigation: The proposed demolition of Reservoirs 3 and 4 and the Weir
Building is supportive of Policy 8.13 Natural Hazards because the existing reservoirs are
highly vulnerable to ongoing landslide activity and the potential for a major earthquake,
whereas the redeveloped facilities will be designed to withstand both types of hazards
with much less risk to the public or interruption of water service. Proposed demolition
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of Reservoir 3 and replacement with a below‐ground reservoir is supportive of Policy 8.5
Interagency Coordination because the City is cooperating with EPA and OHA to meet
applicable agency rules.
Reliable Water Service: Demolition of Reservoirs 3 and 4 is necessary to carry out the
policy directives found in Goals 11 Public Facilities and 11E Water Service by insuring
that reliable and adequate water supply and delivery systems are available to provide
sufficient quantities of high quality water at adequate pressures to meet the existing
and future needs of the community. Because providing drinking water infrastructure is
an essential city service, support of 11E Water Service should be given substantial
weight in this review process, when compared with other applicable goals and policies.
Energy Conservation: Demolition and reconstruction of Reservoir 3 at its current
location and elevation is necessary to maintain a gravity‐powered system that conserves
energy while providing sufficient storage and pressure to westside water users.
Maintaining the existing gravity system will avoid increased energy consumption and
costs. Demolishing Reservoir 4 will allow this facility to be converted to a bio‐swale that
relies on natural systems to store and clean stormwater (rather than energy‐
consumptive piping and storage). Demolishing the Weir Building, which is no longer
needed to screen objects from water, will reduce energy costs for space heating and
lighting. Therefore, demolition of Reservoirs 3 and 4 and the Weir Building are
supportive of Goal 7 and Policies 7.2 and 11.37.

2‐3.2 Goal and Policy Evaluation Factors “b”, “d” and “f”: Merits of replacement
development with proposed mitigation and effects of both on area’s
desired character
Proposed Findings: As noted in Table 2.1: proposed replacement of demolished historic
resources, rehabilitation of existing historic resources, and mitigation shown on the Design
Concept (a) incorporates key historic architectural, recreational and entertainment values
identified in the District Nomination, (b) will have a positive effect on the area’s desire historic
and open space character, and (c) is supportive of:
 Goal 3 Neighborhoods,
 Goal 6 Transportation,
 Goal 8 Environment,
 Goal 9 Citizen Involvement,
 Goal 11F Parks and Recreation (including the Washington Park Master Plan), and
 Goal 12 Urban Design.
Section 1‐2.1 summarizes the four areas of significance described in the Nomination, two of
which are relevant to Demolition Evaluation Factors “b”, “d” and “f” as they relate to Goals 3, 5,
8, 9, 11F and 12:
1. Architecture (classical Romanesque style, naturalistic setting in a ravine above the city,
careful attention to viewpoints, carriageways and pathways to provide access to open
water amenities, and beautifully designed lamp‐posts, wrought iron fencing and gates);
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2. Entertainment and Recreation (open and accessible water to provide a scenic respite
from urban living, reservoirs incorporated as scenic and recreational amenities in an
urban but naturalistic park).
The Design Concept shows that replacement development with mitigation measures recognizes
and incorporates historic architectural, entertainment and recreation values and will have a
positive effect on the desired character of the area. Section 1‐3.4 describes the specific
redevelopment proposal (the Design Concept shown on Figure 35 below) that resulted from an
extensive public involvement process and three HLC design advice work sessions.

Dam 4
Gatehouse 4
Lower
Grassy Swale
Reflecting Pool

Sacajawea Blvd.

Gatehouse 3
Grand Stairway

Upper
Reflecting Pool

Pump Station 1
Dam 3
Olmsted Overlook

Sherwood Blvd.
Figure 34. Proposed Design Concept

The uses envisioned in the Design Concept are allowable in the OS zone. In summary, the
Design Concept:
 Addresses the project drivers (i.e., historic landslide, safe drinking water rules, aging
infrastructure and seismic susceptibility);
 Provides accessible, open water with views of the Vista Bridge to complement other
recreational and open space uses in Washington Park; and
 Respects and preserves as much as possible of the historic character of the site.
Goal 3 Neighborhoods / Goal 9 Citizen Involvement
Goal 3 Neighborhoods: Preserve and reinforce the stability and diversity of the City's
neighborhoods while allowing for increased density in order to attract and retain long‐term
residents and businesses and insure the City's residential quality and economic vitality.
 Policy 3.1Physical Condition Provide and coordinate programs to prevent the
deterioration of existing structures and public facilities.
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Policy 3.5 Neighborhood Involvement Provide for the active involvement of
neighborhood residents and businesses in decisions affecting their neighborhood through
the promotion of neighborhood and business associations. Provide information to
neighborhood and business associations, which allows them to monitor the impact of the
Comprehensive Plan and to report their findings annually to the Planning and
Sustainability Commission.
Goal 9 Citizen Involvement: Improve the method for citizen involvement in the on‐going
land use decision‐making process and provide opportunities for citizen participation in
the implementation, review and amendment of the adopted Comprehensive Plan.
Policy 9.1 Citizen Involvement Coordination Encourage citizen involvement in land use
planning projects by actively coordinating the planning process with relevant community
organizations, through the reasonable availability of planning reports to city residents
and businesses, and notice of official public hearings to neighborhood associations,
business groups, affected individuals and the general public.

Proposed Findings: Section 1‐3.1 documents the extensive damage caused by landslides soon
after reservoir construction. Table 1.1 documents the existing condition of historic resources
and proposes specific rehabilitation measures. Section 1‐4.4 describes the Design Concept and
shows the proposed redevelopment plan for Reservoirs 3 and 4, proposed preservation or
rehabilitation of the eight remaining historic resources, and proposed mitigation measures.
Figures 20‐24 show the changes that have occurred to historic resources within the District
from 1894 through today and provide a graphic and written summary of proposed
redevelopment, rehabilitation and mitigation plans.
In support of Policy 3.1, PWB has repeatedly repaired Reservoir 3 and 4 basins and parapet
walls in response to persistent landslide activity. The City made extensive efforts to improve
hillside drainage above the reservoirs in 1905 – which was moderately successful in reducing,
but not eliminating landslide damage. The doors and windows of the 1946 Weir Building have
been replaced. Other historic resources have been repaired over the years to prevent further
deterioration. Nevertheless, the reservoirs in the Historic District are now 120 years old and at
the end of their useful lives. Given persistent landslide activity and the threat of a major
earthquake, there is little the City can do to prevent further deterioration of the two existing
reservoirs in their current location. However, as shown on the Design Concept, Table 1.1 and
Figures 20‐24, PWB proposes systematic rehabilitation and/or preservation of the eight
remaining historic resources on the site, which is supportive of Policy 3.1 and consistent with
the preservation of classical Romanesque structures of historical architectural values in the
District. Moreover, the new facilities that replace Reservoirs 3 and 4, require less maintenance
because of landslide and earthquake resistant design. The Weir Building is no longer needed to
screen surface water from Reservoir 3 and will require no maintenance. The screening function
of the Weir Building is no longer required because drinking water in Reservoir 3 will be covered
and, therefore, will be less susceptible to foreign materials accumulating in the reservoir –
which will also reduce maintenance requirements.
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Policies 3.5, Goal 9 and Policy 9.1 all require coordination with neighborhood groups and
citizens in the planning process and effective programs to ensure meaningful public
involvement. Section 1‐4.1 describes the active and extensive public involvement process that
led to a consensus recommendation to redevelop the reservoirs generally as shown on Figure
35. Since June 2013, the Washington Park Reservoir Improvements Project team has
conducted stakeholder interviews, met nine times with the CSB, briefed seven Neighborhood
Associations/Coalitions, met with a historic advocacy group and presented the project to the
HLC four times (one briefing and three Design Advice requests). The Design Concept is based
on advice from the HLC to preserve historic architectural, recreational and entertainment
values of the District – as discussed in Part 1 and in the text related to Goal 12 Urban Design.
Outreach has included sending mailers to neighboring addresses, media and press releases,
outreach in Washington Park, open tours of the site, and three rounds of public open houses
(both in‐person and online open houses).
In addition to presentations at neighborhood association meetings, this public involvement
process included area neighborhood association representation on the Community Sounding
Board from the following associations:
 Arlington Heights NA
 Goose Hollow NA
 Northwest Heights NA
 Sylvan‐Highlands NA
 Northwest District Association
 Neighbors West Northwest
Public Involvement Conclusion (Goals 3 Neighborhoods and 9 Citizen Involvement)
The proposed Design Concept resulted from an extensive community and neighborhood
involvement program. The primary vehicle for public outreach was the Community Sounding
Board, which included representatives from area neighborhood and district associations.
Therefore, the process leading to broad agreement regarding the Design Concept is supportive
of Goal 3 as implemented by Policy 3.5 Neighborhood Involvement, and Goal 9, as
implemented by Policy 9.1 Citizen Involvement Coordination.
Policy 3.1 Physical Condition requires the City to provide and coordinate programs to maintain
public facilities such as the reservoirs. Despite extensive repair and maintenance efforts over
the last 120 years, the reservoirs have reached the end of their useful life and cannot withstand
continued damage from landslides or potential damage from a major earthquake. The original
functions of Reservoir 4 and the Weir Building are now obsolete. The proposed demolition is
supportive of Policy 3.1 because these structures cannot practicably be maintained and their
replacement facilities will require much lower maintenance costs in the future. The Design
Concept shows that eight of the 11 remaining historic resources will be systematically
rehabilitated and restored, which is supportive of Policy 3.1.
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Goal 6 Transportation / Urban Design Policies 12.4 & 12.5
Goal 6 Transportation: Develop a balanced, equitable, and efficient transportation system that
provides a range of transportation choices; reinforces the livability of neighborhoods; supports a
strong and diverse economy; reduces air, noise, and water pollution; and lessens reliance on the
automobile while maintaining accessibility.
 Policy 6.22 Pedestrian Transportation Plan and complete a pedestrian network that
increases the opportunities for walking to shopping and services, schools and parks,
employment, and transit.
 Policy 6.23 Bicycle Transportation Make the bicycle an integral part of daily life in
Portland, particularly for trips of less than five miles, by implementing a bikeway
network, providing end‐of‐trip facilities, improving bicycle/transit integration,
encouraging bicycle use, and making bicycling safer.
 Urban Design Policy 12.4 Provide for Pedestrians Portland is experienced most
intimately by pedestrians. Recognize that auto, transit and bicycle users are pedestrians
at either end of every trip and that Portland’s citizens and visitors experience the City as
pedestrians. Provide for a pleasant, rich and diverse experience for pedestrians. Ensure
that those traveling on foot have comfortable, safe and attractive pathways that connect
Portland’s neighborhoods, parks, water features, transit facilities, commercial districts,
employment centers and attractions.
 Urban Design Policy 12.5 Pathways: Develop clearly designated pedestrian and bicycle
pathways as means of reducing reliance on energy‐consuming modes of travel within
the park.
Proposed Findings: The following discussion considers four transportation‐related policies from
Goal 6 Transportation and Goal 12 Urban Design. The Washington Park Reservoirs National
Register Nomination discusses the importance of accessible open water to Olmsted’s original
park design (pp. 8‐1 and 8‐2):
“The carriageways and walkways provided accessibility making the reservoir site a
recreational destination…From above Reservoir 3, the site included a view of Mount Hood
and the vicinity of the Bull Run watershed, connecting citizens not only with the water itself,
but the region from where the water flowed. The elegance of the built environment
illustrated sensitivity to aesthetics and embodied the notion of ‘beautility’ by adapting
classical architectural styles to utilitarian structures that featured innovative technology.
The reservoirs elevated the storage and distribution of water by enhancing water's highly
prized characteristics in a landscape. They served as a recreational amenity as well,
enriching the landscape of two of Portland's largest and oldest parks with vistas of deep
open water and period historic structures, and fountains to create a destination for
inspiration and rejuvenation for park users.”
For safety, liability and water quality reasons, PWB enclosed the reservoirs with a chain link
fence, which limits access to the vulnerable water supply. The unused Grand Stairway became
overgrown with vegetation. The old carriageway and walkway remain in place but inaccessible
to the general public. As documented in the National Register Nomination (7‐3)
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“In the 1970s, the Water Bureau encircled the basin with freestanding aluminum fixtures
with conical shades and ceased to use the historic arc lamps. The parapet wall has some
cracking, spalling and efflorescence. The wrought iron fence is sound but the finish shows
distress…A concrete walkway surrounds the parapet wall and was intended to serve as a
promenade, while draining storm water away from the reservoir. At the north end of the
basin a wide flight of concrete steps, flanked by concrete jardinieres, connects the walkway
to one of the principal drives through Washington Park. The chain link fence now enclosing
the reservoirs blocks the stairs at the top and the stairway and jardinieres are overgrown
with ivy. Along the walkway east of the basin is a poured‐in‐place, reinforced concrete wall
cast and finished to look like stone. The walkway shows the effects of the landslide with
cracking, buckling and some spalling especially on the west side. Overall, it is in good
condition.”
As shown on Figure 36, the trail system that serves the reservoir site is part of larger system of
Washington Park roads and trails, which is supportive of transportation policies that promote
multi‐modal transportation options. The Washington Park Master Plan describes the park’s
prominent link to the 40‐Mile Loop Trail, part of a regional park and trail system that would one
day link up with state and national trail systems and provide ready access to a wide variety of
recreational opportunities for city residents. Washington Park’s section of the Wildwood Trail
is part of the 40‐Mile Loop system, and the park is connected by the Wildwood Trail to other
parks north and south, including Pittock Acres and Forest Park. The Washington Park Master
Plan calls for expanded pathway systems to improve pedestrian and bicycle options, provide
greater safety and connectivity, and increase opportunities for outdoor recreational use of the
park and regional trail system.
To mitigate the loss of the reservoir basins and as shown on the proposed Concept Plan, PWB
proposes several measures that improve access to the reservoirs and park trail system, and
improve the pedestrian experience:
1. Re‐open public access to the redeveloped water features that will replace the two
demolished reservoirs.
2. Re‐construct portions of the parapet walls around the reservoirs, rehabilitate a portion
of the ornamental fencing and lamp posts, and incorporate these historic elements into
the project design. Re‐construct existing walkways around both reservoirs and restore
historic access points and walkways at or near their original location.
3. Re‐construct and widen the grand staircase that provides access to the site and a
significant view over Reservoir 3.
As indicated on Figure 36, PWB also proposes to re‐open public access to and through the site,
improving connectivity with other parts of the park, including the Wildwood Trail (40‐mile
Loop). The original Olmsted plan emphasized the view over the city from the hill above
Reservoir 4. The view is now partially obscured by a fence and vegetation and goes unnoticed
by the casual passer‐by. PWB proposes to open up the Olmsted viewpoint by lowering the
fence on the slope and trimming back overgrown vegetation.
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Figure 35. Proposed Access and Circulation
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Transportation Conclusion (Goal 6 Transportation / Urban Design Policies 12.4 &
12.5)
Figure 36 shows access and circulation improvements that are proposed as part of the Design
Concept. These improvements will restore access to the redeveloped reservoirs and to open
water associated with them. Proposed improvements will also enhance the pedestrian
experience within the Historic District and enhance bicycle and pedestrian connectivity
throughout Washington Park. Transportation improvements proposed as part of the Design
Concept are, therefore, supportive of Goal 6 Transportation and transportation‐related policies
of Goal 12 Urban Design.
Goal 8 Environment
Goal 8 Environment: Maintain and improve the quality of Portland’s air, water and land
resources and protect neighborhoods and business centers from detrimental noise pollution.
 Policy 8.14 Natural Resources Conserve significant natural and scenic resource sites and
values through a combination of programs which involve zoning and other land use
controls, purchase, preservation, intergovernmental coordination, conservation, and
mitigation. Balance the conservation of significant natural resources with the need for
other urban uses and activities through evaluation of economic, social, environmental,
and energy consequences of such actions.
 Policy 8.16 Uplands Protection Conserve significant upland areas and values related to
wildlife, aesthetics and visual appearance, views and sites, slope protection, and
groundwater recharge. Encourage increased vegetation, additional wildlife habitat
areas, and expansion and enhancement of undeveloped spaces in a manner beneficial
to the city and compatible with the character of surrounding urban development.
 Policy 8.17 Wildlife Habitat Conserve significant areas and encourage the creation of
new areas, which increase the variety and quantity of fish and wildlife throughout the
urban area in a manner compatible with other urban development and activities.
Proposed Findings: The proposed Design Concept is supportive of Goal 8 Environment and the
implementing policies listed above. The Design Concept plan minimizes impacts to significant
natural resources with an Environmental Protection (P) or Environmental Conservation (C)
overlay. The proposal also provides upland protection by stabilizing the slope above the two
reservoirs. The native vegetation and associated wildlife habitat would be lost if there were a
major slope failure.
Policy 8.14 Natural Resources is implemented through the City’s adoption of environmental
and scenic overlay zones to portions of the project site in the early 1990s. The City completed
an Economic, Social, Environmental, and Energy (ESEE) consequence analysis as directed by the
policy. Thus, the policy has been implemented by the City and its implementing overlay zones
will be fully addressed through a separate Type III land use review. Objective C. Impact
Avoidance is supported because redevelopment of the site is proposed to occur in previously
disturbed areas with minimal incursion into natural and scenic resource areas. Scenic views
from the Sacajawea scenic corridor will be enhanced by the lowering of the perimeter fence
and the restored access to views from the top of the Grand Stairway. When the redevelopment
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plan is completed, any unavoidable impacts to natural and scenic resources will be minimized
and mitigated following the requirements of the scenic and environmental overlay zones. Any
such potential impacts will be reviewed as part of the Type III review with a public hearing
before a Portland Hearings Officer. Objective K. Enhancing View Corridors is supported
because views from the Sacajawea scenic corridor, and the Grand Stairway in particular, will be
reopened to the public. In addition, unsightly electrical and other utility conduits, light posts
and other modern additions to the historic district will be removed or placed underground.
Policies 8.16 Uplands Protection and 8.17 Wildlife Habitat are supported by the
redevelopment of a portion of Reservoir 4 from a concrete reservoir to a lowland habitat
complex, and by extensive native plantings on upland slopes throughout the area. Reservoir 4
was constructed as a drinking water storage basin. It primarily served the industrial areas along
the Willamette River in Northwest Portland. As the industries changed and their water use
declined, the water storage capacity
required at Reservoir 4 also declined.
Current View of Reservoir 4 from Dam 3
As a result, Reservoir 4 is no longer
needed to store drinking water, and
will be disconnected from the public
water system. Reservoir 4 already is
little‐used and often holds no drinking
water.
Operationally, the new buried
Reservoir 3 and all associated
development must meet requirements
that did not exist when the open
reservoirs were originally built. These
requirements include the following:
1. Manage stormwater runoff
volumes, rates, and quality;
2. Manage the flow rate and
water quality of discharges
from cleaning the buried
reservoir and water features;
and
3. Detain and manage overflow
from the covered reservoir, if
one should occur.
Meeting these stormwater
management standards requires space
on the site, below the elevation of the
new Reservoir 3. Creation of above‐
ground, stormwater management
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facilities with native plantings is supportive of Policy 8.17 Wildlife Habitat. The landslide
severely limits the on‐site area available for these important functions, but there is enough
room at the Reservoir 4 site. The physical area needed to serve the stormwater, overflow, and
de‐chlorination functions is smaller than the current Reservoir 4 footprint, even after moving
outside the path of the landslide.
The proposed new water quality and stormwater facility at Reservoir 4 allows materials used to
infill the basin to serve the dual purposes of water quality treatment and water detention.
Water soaks into the basin topsoil and is taken up by planted vegetation within the treatment
area, with any excess water discharging into the stormwater system. The proposed vegetation
will be native, lowland habitat plantings.
The proposal to re‐establish the hillside’s contours and redevelop the Reservoir 4 basin in part
for stormwater functions allows Reservoir 4 to continue to serve the City’s water system. This
approach will also preserve the Gatehouse 4, Dam 4, and some of the historic wrought iron
fencing and walkways, which helps to preserve historic architectural, recreational and
entertainment values identified in the District Nomination. As shown on the Design Concept, a
large and accessible open water pool will be re‐created at the Reservoir 4 site, thus maintaining
the historic relationship of open water, the prominent historic dam and gatehouse – which in
turn retains important historic views, experiences, and character‐defining features.
Environment Conclusion (Goal 8)
The Design Concept is supportive of Goal 8 Environment because the quality of Portland’s water
resources will improve by redeveloping Reservoir 4 to serve as a stormwater detention and
water quality facility. The Design Concept is supportive of Policy 8.14 Natural Resources
because it avoids natural and scenic areas of the site. Scenic views from the Sacajawea scenic
corridor will be enhanced by the lowering of the perimeter fence and the restored access to
views from the top of the Grand Stairway. The Design Concept is supportive of Policy 8.16
Uplands Protection because it minimizes impacts to significant natural resources with an
Environmental Protection (P) or Environmental Conservation (C) overlay. The proposal also
provides upland protection by stabilizing the slope above the two reservoirs. The native
vegetation and associated wildlife habitat would be lost if there were a major slope failure. The
Design Concept is supportive of Policy 8.17 Wildlife Habitat due to planned redevelopment of a
portion of Reservoir 4 from a concrete reservoir to a lowland habitat complex, and planned use
of native plants in landscape areas throughout the Historic District. By retaining open water,
historic architectural, recreational, scenic and entertainment values described in the District
Nomination are maintained.
Goal 11 F Parks and Recreation
Goal 11 F Parks and Recreation: Maximize the quality, safety and usability of parklands and
facilities through the efficient maintenance and operation of park improvements,
preservation of parks and open space, and equitable allocation of active and passive
recreation opportunities for the citizens of Portland.
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Policy 11.38 Master Development Plans Maintain master development plans for city
parks that address user group needs, development priorities, development and
maintenance costs, program opportunities, financing strategies and citizen involvement.
 Policy 11.39 Maintenance Provide programmed preventive maintenance to all city park
and recreational facilities in a manner, which reduces unplanned reactive maintenance
and emphasizes the use of scheduled service delivery.
Washington Park Master Plan (1981)
Policy 3: Reservoirs
A. Move the chain‐link fence around the reservoirs to less unsightly position lower on the
slope.
B. If the reservoirs are covered, flood the covered area with shallow water to preserve their
traditional attractive appearance.
Proposed Findings: PP&R participated in the Community Sounding Board process to ensure
consistency with the Washington Parks Master Plan and with Goal 11F Parks and Recreation.
The Design Concept supports Goal 11F Parks and Recreation and Policy 11.39 Maintenance by
maximizing the quality and usability of park improvements managed by PWB within the Historic
District and reducing future maintenance costs by demolishing deteriorating reservoirs, through
historically‐sensitive and landslide‐resistant redevelopment of Reservoirs 3 and 4, and by
preserving or rehabilitating the eight remaining historic resources in the District. The safety
and usability of Washington Park will be increased by reconstructing the Grand Stairway and
reconstructing Reservoir 3 to reduce potential earthquake damage. The usability of
Washington Park will be improved by providing pedestrian access to the two open water
features for the first time in many years, and reconstructing existing paths, parapet walls,
lighting and fencing to improve the pedestrian experience and improve access for disabled
people. The Design Concept does not change the balance between passive and active
recreational experiences in Washington Park or the amount of open space in the park. The
Design Concept simply improves passive recreational opportunities within the Historic District
portion of the park and makes existing open space more accessible.
The Design Concept supports Policy 11.39 Master Development Plans by explicitly recognizing
policy direction provided in the Washington Park Master Plan that addresses user group needs,
development priorities, development and maintenance costs, program opportunities, financing
strategies and citizen involvement. The Design Concept supports Policy 3 of the Washington
Park Master Plan because (a) portions of the chain link fence will be moved and the reservoirs
will generally be accessible for viewing and strolling during daylight hours when the park is
open; and (b) the below‐ground Reservoir 3 will have an attractive, visible surface water
feature above it.
Park and Recreation Conclusion (Goal 11F)
The Design Concept supports Goal 11F Park and Recreation and related policies because it
maintains the existing balance between passive and active recreational uses in Washington
Park, while reducing future maintenance costs and improving the quality of passive recreational
opportunities in the Historic District. The Design Concept supports the explicit policy direction
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in the Washington Park Master Plan by moving sections of the existing chain‐link fence to a less
conspicuous location and providing attractive, accessible open water above Reservoir 3, which
must be covered.
Goal 12 Urban Design
Goal 12 Urban Design: Enhance Portland as a livable city, attractive in its setting and
dynamic in its urban character by preserving its history and building a substantial legacy of
quality private developments and public improvements for future generations.
 Policy 12.1 Portland’s Character Enhance and extend Portland’s attractive identity. Build
on design elements, features and themes identified with the City. Recognize and extend
the use of City themes that establish a basis of a shared identity reinforcing the
individual’s sense of participation in a larger community.
Relevant Objectives:
C. Enhance the sense Portlanders have that they are living close to nature. Improve
access to the City’s rivers, lakes, creeks and sloughs. Establish a system of trails that
connect Portland’s urbanized areas with nearby woods, forests, meadows, wetlands
and riparian areas. Increase the degree to which natural areas and public open
spaces penetrate the City. Extend forest and water corridors and join them to provide
a network of fish and wildlife habitat areas that mesh with the City’s parks, open
spaces and circulation system for pedestrians. Design new development to enhance
the natural environment that is so much a part of Portland’s character.
H. Preserve and enhance existing public viewpoints, scenic sites and scenic corridors.
As new development occurs, take advantage of opportunities to create new views of
Portland’s rivers, bridges, the surrounding mountains and hills, and the Central City
skyline.
I. Encourage the use of materials and a quality of finish work, which reinforce the sense
of this City as one that is built for beauty and to last. Reflect this desire in both public
and private development projects.
 Policy 12.2 Enhancing Variety Promote the development of areas of special identity and
urban character.
 Policy 12.7 Design Quality Enhance Portland’s appearance and character through
development of public and private projects that are models of innovation and leadership
in the design of the built environment. Encourage the design of the built environment to
meet standards of excellence while fostering the creativity of architects and designers.
Proposed Findings: Goal 12 Urban Design focuses on preserving Portland’s history by
rehabilitating most historic resources in the Historic District and building a substantial legacy of
quality through exceptional design of reservoir redevelopment. Figures 19‐23 show the changes
that have occurred in the Historic District since its original construction in 1894 to current conditions.
These figures summarize – both graphically and in narrative form – how (a) the two reservoirs will be
redeveloped using modern materials, but in a historically‐sensitive manner; and (b) the eight remaining
resources will be preserved, rehabilitated and/or restored to their original condition.
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The Design Concept strikes a balance between modern park design and the City Beautiful
movement that inspired the design of the Washington Park Reservoirs. The Design Concept is
supportive of Goal 12 Urban Design, Policy 12.1 Portland’s Character, Policy 12.2 Enhancing
Variety and Policy 12.7 Design Quality because the Design Concept builds on Historic District
design themes (engineering excellence, accessible open water, classical Romanesque
architecture, incorporating viewpoints along pathways through natural areas) in an area of
special identify (the Historic District and Washington Park) while introducing design variety and
quality that will enhance Portland’s livability for future generations. Notably, representatives
from the HLC and American Institute of Architects were actively involved in the review of
alternative designs and support the Design Concept.
The Design Concept also supports Policy 12.1 Portland’s Character by preserving/rehabilitating
eight of the 11 contributing historic resources in the Historic District, and removing
incompatible structures that are not supportive of Policy 12.7 Design Quality. One of the key
design themes associated with the
Historic District and the City are
related to the use Ransome’s
rusticated reinforced concrete
technique in classical Romanesque
architecture. The two dams and their
gatehouses are Portland’s earliest
examples of Ransome reinforced
concrete and are the most visually
prominent of the resources on the
site. However, the reservoir basins
have been substantially reconstructed
over the years and the Weir Building
does not have the classical
Romanesque styling that
characterizes the gatehouses and
dams.

Figure 37. Reservoir 3 Reconstruction (1976)

As described in Part 1, Gatehouse 3 cannot be preserved without the removal of the Weir
Building. The location of the Weir Building, built in 1946 and now functionally obsolete, was
strictly utilitarian, with none of the “City Beautiful” concepts of harmony between structures
and the landscape. It was placed in a highly unfortunate spot close to the oval Gatehouse 3
building (see Figure 43). The low, square, unabashedly concrete building creates a jarring
dissonance between the curving, graceful forms of the Dam, Reservoir, and Gatehouse.
Removal of the Weir Building restores space around the Gatehouse and recaptures some of the
original views of the other contributing structures.
Dam 3 and 4 and Gatehouse 3 and 4 are the most visible historic resources in the Historic
District and will be rehabilitated – as will other less prominent historic resources. Thus, eight of
the 11 contributing Romanesque resources will be preserved, rehabilitated, and/or restored to
Part 2. Proposed Demolition Review Findings
December 2014

Portland Water Bureau Type IV Demolition Review
Page 87

varying degrees. The Design Concept calls for increased pedestrian access to rehabilitated
resources, so they can better serve as a basis of a shared identity reinforcing the individual’s
sense of participation in a larger community.
The Design Concept also proposes the removal of incompatible structures in the Historic District –

such as the 1970s‐era light poles and some chain‐link fencing which visually detract from the
historical value of the Historic District and the quality of design in Washington Park as a whole.
As shown on Figure 38, the reservoir basins themselves have required extensive reconstruction
over the last 120 years. As such, the Reservoir 3 and 4 basins are the least preserved resources
in the Historic District.
The Design Concept supports Goal 12 Urban Design and Policy 12.1 (including Objective H) by
bringing public accessibility and a new level of interpretation and interest to an existing historic
site, especially one that is tied in so many ways to Portlanders’ shared pride in our excellent
municipal water system. The redevelopment plan for the two reservoir basins incorporates
high‐quality, durable materials and details that specifically reference the historic structures on
the site, while acknowledging the modern period of design and construction. With the
proposed changes, the public enjoyment and understanding of the site can extend another
century into the future. In support of Objective H, existing public viewpoints will be preserved
and enhanced – especially the classic view of Reservoir 3 from the Grand Stairway and of the
Vista Bridge from a clearing above Reservoir 4. (See Figures 3 and 21.) Ironically, this clearing
was created by a localized landslide above Reservoir 4.
Policy 12.1 (including Objectives C and I) is also supported by rectifying existing design issues
that detract from the Historic District as a model of innovation and leadership in the design of
the built environment. Due to incremental changes, historic resources in the Historic District
currently suffer from a lack of visibility, limited access, and a commensurate loss of public
familiarity and connection with its features and its history. The proposal aims to achieve a
renewed appreciation of the Historic District. The Washington Park facility will undergo a
restorative transformation that will promote this area’s special open water identity. The
themes that will carry through the design and details of the site design will include:
 The importance of the federally protected Bull Run system providing us with some of
the best drinking water in the world;
 The impressive engineering of Portland's original gravity‐fed water supply and
distribution system;
 The egalitarian ideals of the City Beautiful movement, a value which still drives much of
our public decision‐making;
 The geologic underpinnings of our local topography threatening landslides, found
throughout the West Hills and Forest Park, which even now threaten the stability of
various areas of Portland;
 The sophistication and beauty of the patented architectural engineering techniques of
E.L. Ransome, who was a pioneer in reinforced concrete work; and
 The value we place on restoration of habitat areas for native species.
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Many of these City themes can be divided further into sub‐themes, but it is clear there are
many fascinating topics that can be explored within the Historic District. Part of the story will
be presented in a series of interpretive elements to be included in the final site design. This will
occur once the State Historic Preservation Office (SHPO) agrees to include these interpretive
elements as a component of the project’s mitigation for the loss of contributing historic
structures. SHPO has been in consultation of the preliminary interpretive design and has
provided positive feedback.
Interpretive components will expose features of the site’s history through interactive,
experiential elements that are woven into the site. This occurs via text and images placed
adjacent to views into or across the site; and placement of objects and artifacts preserved on‐
site thus merging functional features with storytelling. The site’s various stories will be exposed
by themes of capturing, marking, and merging the past with the present. For example, the
edge of the original Reservoir 4 will be marked with posts that sit in the landscape and indicate
an edge that no longer exists as shown in Figures 39 and 40. These new interpretive
components on the site are subject to review and approval by the SHPO prior to being reviewed
by the HLC.

Figure 38. Marking existing Reservoir 4 Edge
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Goal 12 Urban Design is also supported by preservation
activities currently under review by the SHPO. In recognition
of the importance of the Historic District to Portland’s legacy,
PWB is committed to providing information to the public
documenting how coordinated community planning and
historic engineering combined to make Portland’s gravity‐fed
water system, including the Washington Park reservoir
system, possible. This helps ensure that the site’s story will be
preserved and passed on to future generations. PWB plans to
develop and install on‐site interpretive elements that transmit
information in artful and integrated forms. This further
mitigates demolition impacts by preserving an understanding
and appreciation of what once was there. The demolished
reservoirs will be redeveloped as open‐water features, while
maintaining the original water storage and distribution
function of the site. Significantly, the other key function of
the site, as a publicly‐accessible recreational destination, will
be restored.
The project is truly civic and should reflect the interest of
every citizen of Portland. It is impossible to meet every
Figure 39. Edge Marker Concept
citizen’s desires for the site, but the project sets a high bar.
For the above reasons, the project design enhances Portland’s appearance and character
through the development of a public project that represents a model of innovation and
leadership in the design of the built environment while preserving its connection with its
historic past.
Urban Design Conclusion (Goal 12)
In summary, the Design Concept melds modern but historically‐sensitive design of the
reconstructed reservoirs with preservation of the remaining historic resources on the site, and
rehabilitation or even reconstruction of some of the components that contribute strongly to
the character of the site. Notably, the four most visually‐prominent historic resources that are
emblematic of Ransome’s engineering and classical Romanesque design (the dams and their
gatehouses) will be rehabilitated. Pedestrian access to open water features and classic
viewpoints will be restored. New features will respect the existing ones by incorporating
materials, alignments, textures, and design details found in the original resources. The
proposed overall design will link the past and present, providing Portlanders with many reasons
to appreciate the Historic District and our shared history evident in this unique and beautiful
site. Thus, the Design Concept, when fully implemented, will provide a substantial legacy of
quality public improvements for future generations.
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Overall Conclusion with Respect to Demolition Evaluation Factors “b”, “d” and “f” and
Related Policies
Thus, for reasons stated in Section 2‐3.2 and summarized immediately following, the Design
Concept is supportive of the following comprehensive planning goals and related policies and
objectives:
 Goal 3 Neighborhoods
 Goal 6 Transportation,
 Goal 8 Environment,
 Goal 9 Citizen Involvement,
 Goal 11F Parks and Recreation (including the Washington Park Master Plan), and
 Goal 12 Urban Design.
The proposed historically‐sensitive reconstruction of Reservoirs 3 and 4, combined with the
preservation or rehabilitation of eight remaining historic resources and mitigation shown on the
Design Concept, incorporate key historic architectural, recreational and entertainment values
identified in the District Nomination.
The Design Concept calls for rehabilitating the prominent dams and gatehouses with their
classical Romanesque styling of rusticated reinforced concrete, maintaining the naturalistic
setting in a ravine above the City, restoring and enhancing historic viewpoints, enhancing the
Grand Stairway, restoring and extending pathways to provide access to open water amenities,
partially restoring/rehabilitating parapet walls, original lamp‐posts, wrought iron fencing and
gates adjacent to the accessible open water.
The Design Concept also considers and incorporates historic values identified in the District
Nomination. Historic values associated with open and accessible water provides will continue
to provide a scenic respite from urban living, and will be incorporated as scenic and recreational
amenities in an urban but naturalistic park. Construction of proposed improvements shown on
the Design Concept will have a positive effect on the area’s desired historic and open space
character by improving upon the passive recreational experiences in the Historic District and
Washington Park, restoring and enhancing pedestrian access to the reservoir system,
incorporating wildlife habitat into the reconstruction of Reservoir 4, incorporating the results of
an extensive public and professional outreach effort and advice from the HLC, complying with
the policy direction set forth in the Washington Park Master Plan, protecting/rehabilitating
eight of the 11 historic resources in the Historic District, and incorporating modern design and
engineering principles in the historically‐sensitive redevelopment of Reservoirs 3 and 4.
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2‐3.3 Goal and Policy Evaluation Factors “c” and “e”: Merits of preserving the
resources taking into consideration of the purpose of demolition
review, and the effect of demolition on the area’s desired character
As noted in Table 2.1, preservation of the three
historic resources would be supportive of Goal 3 –
Neighborhoods (Policy 3.4 Historic Preservation),
and Goal 12 – Urban Design (Policy 12.3 Historic
Preservation) and the purpose of demolition review
if it were practicable to do so. However, the
proposal to demolish the Reservoirs 3 and 4 and the
Weir Building provides the opportunity to
implement the Design Concept, which is supportive
of many of Policy 12.3 Historic Preservation
objectives. The following discussion explains why
the proposed demolitions, with replacement
development, are mixed in terms of their support
for the historic preservation policies of Goals 3 and
4.

Figure 40. Reservoir 3, Dam 3 and Gatehouse 3 soon
after construction

PZC 33.846.080(A) Purpose. Demolition review protects resources * * * that have been
classified as contributing in the analysis done in support of a Historic District’s creation. * * *
Demolition review recognizes that historic resources are irreplaceable assets that preserve
our heritage, beautify the city, enhance civic identity, and promote economic vitality.
Goal 3 Neighborhoods: Preserve and reinforce the
stability and diversity of the City's neighborhoods while
allowing for increased density in order to attract and
retain long‐term residents and businesses and insure
the City's residential quality and economic vitality.
 Policy 3.4 Historic Preservation Preserve and
retain historic structures and areas throughout the
city.
Goal 12 Urban Design: Enhance Portland as a livable
city, attractive in its setting and dynamic in its urban
character by preserving its history and building a
substantial legacy of quality private developments and
public improvements for future generations.
 Policy 12.3 Historic Preservation Enhance the
Figure 41 Fountain to be
City’s identity through the protection of Portland’s
preserved and rehabilitated
significant historic resources. Preserve and reuse
historic artifacts as part of Portland’s fabric. Encourage development to sensitively
incorporate preservation of historic structures and artifacts.
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Policy 12.3 Objectives
A. Preserve and accentuate historic resources as part of an urban environment that is
being reshaped by new development projects.
B. Support the preservation of Portland’s historic resources through public information,
advocacy and leadership within the community as well as through the use of
regulatory tools.
C. Maintain a process that creates opportunities for those interested in the preservation
of Portland’s significant historic resources to participate in the review of development
projects that propose to alter or remove historic resources.
E. Protect potentially significant historic structures from demolition until the City can
determine the significance of the structure and explore alternatives to demolition.
F. Preserve artifacts from structures and sites that are historically, architecturally
and/or culturally significant and seek to reintroduce these artifacts into the City’s
streetscape and building interiors.
Proposed Findings: The purpose of demolition is to protect contributing historic resources in
Historic Districts. This purpose would be supported by preservation of all contributing
resources in the Historic District – including the three resources proposed for demolition – if it
were practicable to do so. This application narrative recognizes that all 11 contributing
resources in the Washington Park Reservoirs Historic District are “irreplaceable assets that
preserve our heritage, beautify the city, enhance civic identity, and promote economic vitality.”
Section 1‐2 Project Drivers and Locational Considerations describes the historic and ongoing
effects of landslide activity, the potentially catastrophic effects of a major earthquake, the
requirements of EPA’s rules related to covering open reservoirs, and the deteriorating condition
of both reservoir basins to explain why it is not practicable to protect the reservoirs and
maintain their historic function in providing high quality drinking water while maintaining the
energy and cost benefits of a gravity‐fed system.
Goals 3 Neighborhoods and 12 Urban Design, as implemented by Policies 3.4 Historic
Preservation and 12.3 Historic Preservation, also support the retention and historic restoration
of Reservoirs 3 and 4, including appurtenant walkways, concrete parapet walls, wrought iron
fencing and historic lampposts. To a lesser extent, these policies support retention and
adaptive re‐use of the 1946 Weir Building which, though lacking a current function and visibly
unlike the Romanesque structures designed in the previous century, was constructed during
the period of significance from 1894 – 1953.
Figures 38 and 41 show Reservoir 3 soon after it was constructed in 1896 and again in the
1970s when major maintenance and reconstruction were required. Figure 43 shows the
Romanesque Gatehouse 3 in relation to the utilitarian Weir Building. As documented in Part 1,
Gatehouse 3 will be rehabilitated along with seven other historic resources.
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The Weir Building, which was unfortunately sited next to the Gatehouse and as a result,
negatively impacts some of the most significant views of Gatehouse 3 and upper reservoir, is
proposed for demolition. The existing Reservoir 3 basin must be taken out, which entails a
large‐scale removal of earth and
concrete. The earthwork needed for this
removal and the shoring needed to
protect and support Gatehouse 3 while
the site is being excavated will require the
removal of the Weir Building.
The Weir Building was designed in 1945
and completed in 1946. In style the
structure is Modern/Utilitarian, but it has
lost some integrity with its windows and
doors no longer original. It is also
functionally obsolete. As noted
previously, the location of the structure
was strictly utilitarian, with none of the
Figure 42. Utilitarian Weir Building next to Gatehouse 3
“City Beautiful” concepts of harmony
between structures and the landscape. Removal of the Weir Building restores space around
Gatehouse 3 and re‐opens the original views of the other contributing structures. The Weir
Building would not survive relocation, as it is a poured concrete structure.
Section 1‐2 summarizes and the District Nomination that provides a detailed description of four
over‐lapping areas of historic significance: Community Planning and Development, Engineering,
Architecture, and Entertainment/Recreation. The reservoir basins are important engineering
and architectural features; their open water contributes substantially to Washington Park’s
aesthetic and recreational value. These four “areas of significance” are considered and
incorporated into the findings in Sections 2‐3.1 and 2‐3.2. Overall, all four areas of significance
are considered and incorporated into the preferred Design Concept.
PWB, the Community Sounding Board, and the Historic Landmarks Commission all recognize
that these historic structures, especially the open water of Reservoirs 3 and 4, enhance
Portland’s livability in multiple ways. They have historically contributed to Portland’s urban and
recreational fabric and epitomize Portland’s legacy of visionary government, intergovernmental
cooperation and the exceptional engineering – characteristics that make Portland a truly great
city. The preferred Design Concept continues these traditions and represents the results of an
inclusive and open community, professional and agency outreach program.
PWB recognizes that the reservoir basins are extremely important to the Washington Park
Reservoirs Historic District. Absent the four drivers for this project as described in Section 1‐3,
PWB would not have proposed demolition of these historically significant structures in the first
place. However, the landslides will continue to damage the aging basins and structures, the
seismic threat is certain and destructive, and the state and federal rules require that the
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reservoirs be covered. Recognizing that these critical drivers exist (as documented in Section 1‐
2 (Table 1.2) and Section 1‐4), PWB has taken extraordinary measures to recreate bodies of
open water within an accessible, tranquil setting that is so critical to the original vision of
Washington Park.
Notably, the proposed demolitions are supportive of applicable Policy 12.3 Historic
Preservation objectives as follows:
 Objective 12.3.A: The Design Concept preserves and rehabilitates eight of the 11
contributing resources in the Historic District and, through proposed mitigation
measures, will make these resources more attractive, accessible and interesting to
Washington Park users.
 Objective 12.3.B: PWB has sponsored and supported an extensive public involvement
process that has created opportunities for interested parties to participate in its
proposal to remove certain historic resources and construct new elements with a
historic character in the Historic District.
 Objective 12.3.C: PWB incorporated the design advice of the HLC into the preferred
Design Concept.
 Objective 12.3.E: As documented in Part 1, PWB has explored a variety of alternatives to
demolition of these significant historic resources.
 Objective 12.3.F: As shown on the Design Concept, PWB will preserve artifacts from the
demolished reservoirs, including wrought iron fences, lamp‐posts and fountains. At
Dam 3 and the eastern border of Reservoir 4 (including Dam 4), the walkways, parapet
walls, fencing and lighting will be reconstructed in a historically accurate manner, and
placed at or near their original location in relation to the new surface water features.
As documented in Section 1‐4, the reservoirs originally had two primary functions: first, to
provide clean drinking water to Portland residents and businesses, and second, to provide a
destination where Portlanders could leave their urban setting and experience the restorative
powers of nature. Thus, the reservoirs provided clear and accessible open water to complete
the pastoral experience. Their open water features were critical to the original Olmsted plan
and are cherished by Portland’s citizens.
The effect of preservation of Reservoirs 3 and 4 on the surrounding area would be extremely
positive if these reservoirs could remain open and accessible to the public and if these aging
structures were not extremely vulnerable to landslides and seismic events. However, the
reservoirs have been fenced since the 1970s for security, liability and water quality reasons.
They remain extremely vulnerable to landslides and seismic events, they are aging and need to
be replaced, and they must be covered to meet state and federal water quality regulations. As
documented in Section 1‐4.4, the reservoirs no longer function as recreational destinations due
to limited access; any residual aesthetic value would be severely compromised if the existing
reservoirs were covered by some sort of plastic or tarp‐like material.
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Overall Conclusion with Respect to Demolition Evaluation Factors “c” and “e” and
Policies 3.4 and 12.3
Preservation in the abstract would benefit nearby residents and park visitors and would be
supportive of the historic preservation policies of Goals 3 Neighborhoods and 12 Urban Design;
however, preservation of covered and inaccessible basins would have little or no practical
recreational or aesthetic benefit for park users. Demolition of the reservoir basins, in this case,
makes it possible to carry out the proposed redevelopment plan (Design Concept). The Design
Concept calls for open, accessible water features which, combined with rehabilitation of
remaining contributing historic resources and proposed mitigation measures, would have a
positive impact on neighboring residents, park users, and water customers.

2‐3.4 Balancing the Results of Comprehensive Plan Goal and Policy Evaluation
As noted in the City Council’s March 3, 2010, decision to authorize demolition of the Kieran
Building (LU 09‐171258 DM),12 the Council has broad discretion in deciding how to balance
applicable comprehensive plan goals and policies:
The Council has broad discretion in establishing how to balance the relevant goals given a
particular proposal and that property’s location in a particular historic district. No code
provision or city policy requires the Council to give equal weight in the balancing process to
every Comprehensive Plan goal, nor does anything mandate that equal weight be given to
every goal and policy found in other relevant area plans. The Council has the authority to
give certain relevant goals and policies more weight and other relevant goals and policies
less weight in reaching its final decision as to whether the proposal, on balance, supports the
Comprehensive Plan and other relevant area plans.
Thus, not all comprehensive plan goals and policies need to or should be given equal weight. As
documented in Section 2‐3.3 above, most of the relevant Comprehensive Plan Goals and
implementing policies support the proposed demolition requests when considered with the
Design Concept, including proposed mitigation measures.
Supportive Goals and Policies include:
 Goal 3 Neighborhoods as implemented by Policy 3.5 Neighborhood Involvement
 Goal 6 Transportation as implemented by Policies 6.22 Pedestrian Transportation and
6.23 Bicycle Transportation
 Goal 7 Energy as implemented by Policy 7.2 Energy Efficiency
 Goal 8 Environment as implemented by Policies 8.5 Interagency Cooperation – Water
Quality, 8.13 Natural Hazards, 8.14 Natural Resources, 8.16 Uplands Protection and
8.17 Wildlife Habitat
 Goal 9 Citizen Involvement as implemented by Policy 9.1 Citizen Involvement
Coordination

12

This is the only other Type IV demolition review approved by the City Council and establishes Council precedent
for the review of historic resource demolition requests.
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Goal 11 Public Facilities
Goal 11E Water Service as implemented by Policies 11.26 Quality, 11.28 Maintenance,
11.31 Design and Community Impact, 11.36 Water Pressure and 11.37 Energy
Conservation (with relatively little weight given to outdated Policy 11.29 Storage)
Goal 11 F Parks and Recreation as implemented by Policy 11.38 Master Development
Plans and 11.39 Maintenance
Goal 12 Urban Design as implemented by Policies 12.1 Portland’s Character, 12.2
Enhancing Variety, 12.4 Provide for Pedestrians and 12.7 Design Quality

The proposed demolitions and Design Concept are also supportive of the Washington Park
Master Plan, Policy 3 Reservoirs, which specifically calls for “flood[ing] the covered reservoirs
with shallow water to preserve their traditional attractive appearance.”
The proposed demolitions are not fully supportive of the two historic preservation policies in
the Portland Comprehensive Plan: Neighborhoods Policy 3.4 Historic Preservation and Urban
Design Policy 12.3 Historic Preservation. However, the goal of preserving the reservoirs was to
preserve two essential characteristics: (1) the storage and distribution of high quality water
using a gravity‐fed system; and (2) open and accessible water that provides aesthetic, spiritual
and recreational value to park visitors seeking solace and respite from urban living. In fact, the
covering of Reservoir 3 at its current location is necessary to maintain the first characteristic
(water quality), at least to the satisfaction of federal and state regulators; and the second
characteristic (open and accessible water) is impossible to achieve if the existing reservoirs are
closed to the public.
In the final analysis, the number of supportive goals and policies is one measure of balancing
applicable Comprehensive goals and policies. But this is more than a counting exercise. Goals
11 Public Facilities and 11E Water Service relate directly to the provision of essential public
facilities – which is the principal role of local government. Policy 8.13 requires that Portland
protect its citizens from foreseeable natural disasters.
On balance, the provision of key public facilities and services is a public necessity and should be
given great weight in the review process. Based on the analysis of “project drivers,” PWB has
no reasonable choice but to demolish Reservoirs 3, Reservoir 4, and the Weir Building. The
alternative is to maintain aging infrastructure that has been and will continue to be damaged by
an active landslide, put the public at risk of losing vital water supplies and downstream flooding
as a result of a major seismic event, continue to age and deteriorate, and violating state and
federal rules which require that these reservoirs be covered.
Of course, the design to replace the aging reservoirs must provide the open and accessible
water features, maximize the value of remaining historic resources, respect the environment,
conserve energy and be exceptionally well‐designed. Because Portland has adopted strong
protections for our shared resources and an open process for decision‐making, the Design
Concept plan must also be consistent with the character of the surrounding area and based on
an effective and inclusive public involvement process. Taken together, the proposed site
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improvements – including the restoration of public access and connectivity, preservation and
rehabilitation of historic features, and the inclusion of interpretive features – are necessary to
satisfy the demolition approval criteria and gain land use approval. These improvements are
also necessary to obtain historic resource, conditional use and environmental land use
approvals, which must be completed before any development permits can be issued. As
demonstrated in these proposed findings, and as illustrated by Figure 44, all of these objectives
(as set forth in the goals and policies of the Portland Comprehensive Plan) are met by the
proposed demolition and redevelopment plan as expressed in the Design Concept.

Site re‐opened for public access,
with improved views

Site with limited views and
no public access

Reservoir 3 ‐ Large open water

Reservoir 3 ‐ Similar footprint & open
water over new buried reservoir, original
reservoir demolished

Rehabilitated
structures

Deteriorating
structures

Ongoing
landslide
damage

Landslide
attenuated,
new reservoir
out of its path

Reservoir 4 –
Large open water

Reservoir 4 – Buried and
redeveloped with reflecting
pool & stormwater swale

Figure 43. Existing Reservoir Site Plan versus New Design Concept Site Plan

Part 2. Proposed Demolition Review Findings
December 2014

Portland Water Bureau Type IV Demolition Review
Page 98

