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Assoc.:

Arlington Heights

District Coalition:

Neighbors West/Northwest
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Open Space (OS)

Overlays:

Environmental Conservation (c) and Protection (p)
Scenic Resource (s)
Washington Park Reservoirs Historic District
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Type III Conditional Use, Environmental and Tree Review

Pre‐app Conference:

Pre‐app EA 14‐139549 (see Appendix G)

Proposal:

To implement changes to structures within the Washington Park Reservoirs
site as recommended in the Design Proposal. Proposed changes include:
a) Historically‐sensitive redevelopment of Reservoirs 3 and 4 including
open water features and incorporating historic restoration actions.
b) Construction of a below‐ground, 13 million gallon reservoir with
other water system improvements.
c) Construction of stormwater bio‐swales and habitat improvements.
d) Improved public access, restored views, and interpretative elements.
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Part 1.

Background Information and Context

Section 1‐0: Introduction
Part 1 of this application describes the land use and historic reviews that are necessary to
implement the Design Proposal. Part 1 also provides background information regarding the
history of the Washington Park Reservoir system and the Washington Park Reservoir
Improvements Project.
Part 2 includes the proposed findings, analysis and conclusions to support approval of the
consolidated Conditional Use, Environmental Review and Tree Review applications.
The Design Proposal
PWB requests hearings officer approval of the “Design Proposal” as described in this application
and as shown in the Design Proposal (Appendix A) and Design Proposal Drawings (Appendix B).
Figure 1 is a rendering of the overall Design Proposal. If approved, the new below‐ground
reservoir will be constructed beneath the “Upper Reflecting Pool.”
Pump Station 3
Pump Station 2
Chlorination Building

Lower
Gate House 4 Reflecting
Pool
Grassy Swale /Lowland Habitat

Sacajawea Blvd.
Reservoir 3
(buried)
Grand
Stairway

Dam 4

Gate House 3
Upper Reflecting Pool

Dam 3

Pump Station 1

Olmsted Overlook
Sherwood Blvd.

Figure 1. Design Proposal

Part 2 of this application narrative focuses on potential area impacts from planned
improvements set forth in the Design Proposal. This consolidated land use application has three
related land use reviews:


Conditional Use review (Section 2‐1) to allow modifications to an approved basic utility
use (a new below‐ground drinking water reservoir and appurtenances to replace the
two existing open water reservoirs) and related passive recreational uses (new above‐
ground reflecting pools and restored and improved public access) in the Open Space
(OS) zone;
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Environmental Review (Section 2‐2) to allow slope mitigation and other disturbance
within an environmental conservation (EC) zone; and



Tree Review (Section 2‐3) to allow removal of trees in the Scenic Resource zone.

Concurrent Historic District Applications
PWB has submitted two related historic review applications that also are necessary to
implement the Design Proposal:
1. Type IV Historic Resource Demolition Review to allow demolition of three of the 11
contributing historic resources in the Washington Park Reservoirs Historic District; and
2. Type III Historic Review to allow proposed alterations to the eight remaining
contributing historic resources and replacement development within the Historic
District from a historic preservation perspective. The Type III Historic Resource Review
application is predicated on City Council approval of the Type IV demolition request,
which occurred June 30, 2015.
It is anticipated that the Hearings Officer will have the benefit of the HLC decision on the Type
III historic resource request prior to the public hearing on the conditional use, environmental
review and tree review applications.
Type IV Historic Resource Demolition Request
PWB submitted a Type IV application to demolish three of the 11 contributing historic
resources in the Washington Park Reservoirs Historic District (the two reservoir basins and the
Weir Building). On April 13, 2015, the Historic Landmarks Commission (HLC) provided a letter
to City Council supporting the proposed request. On June 25, 2015, the City Council voted
unanimously to approve the proposal (Order of Council was issued June 30, 2015).
The demolition request is necessary to address four major issues driving this project, which are
addressed in Section 1‐3 of this application:


Recurring 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)

Type III Historic Review
PWB has also submitted a Type III Historic Review (HR) application to approve the Design
Proposal. This Type 3 HR Review will focus on proposed alterations to the eight remaining
contributing resources and proposed replacement development in the Historic District. The
HLC will make the final decision on this application, which may be appealed to the City Council.
To approve this request, the HLC must determine that the Design Dam
Proposal
is consistent with
4
the ten Historic Review criteria found in PZC 33.846.060.G.
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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 drinking water
system constructed in the late nineteenth century. The system originates in the Bull Run
watershed near Mt. Hood, as shown on Figures 2 and 3. 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 system. 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 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
Figure 2. The Bull Run pipeline to Portland
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 of the river, 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
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).
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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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)
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, with lamp
posts to enhance the “romance” of the site. 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, recurring landslide damage to the Washington
Park reservoirs over the years has required ongoing repairs and maintenance and ongoing
changes in safe drinking water standards necessitate change. The Design Proposal is intended
to preserve the drinking water storage, gravity system and water distribution function of this
historic site.
Today, Portland’s water system (Figure 3) 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 water service
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, Kelly 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.
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. 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.
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Figure 3. Portland’s Drinking Water System

1‐1.2 Olmsted Recommendations
In 1903, John Charles Olmsted4 toured Portland and made recommendations of lasting
usefulness to Portland’s fledgling park system. 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 in
the park 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.” Figure 4 is copied
from the Sunday Oregonian
(June 19, 1904) and shows a
view over Reservoir 4 towards
4

Figure 4. Olmsted View over Reservoir 4 of Vista Bridge and Downtown Portland

Olmsted was a partner in the Olmsted Brothers Landscape Architects firm of Central Park fame.
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the Ford Street Bridge (now Vista Bridge) known as the “Olmsted View.” 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.5
In the early 1900s, the
“All reservoirs, have, in addition to their essential quality of
character of City Park was
storing water, an element of landscape effect; namely, that
typical of the parks
of an expanse of clear, sparkling water. This same element
developed during the
forms the chief feature of many landscapes in public parks,
national urban park
where it is created at large cost, and it is clearly a thing of
movement of the period.
great value to the public when it can be made available. In
Formal plantings and clipped
itself, regardless of its outline or setting, a body of water is
hedges were interspersed
beautiful and refreshing, and its value to the public is so
with lawns, walkways and a
well recognized that provision is very often made for giving
series of scenic carriage
the public access to the enclosure about a reservoir, whence
drives. In 1903, Olmsted
it surface may be seen.”
recommended that formal
Frederick Law Olmsted, Jr. The Relation of Reservoirs to Parks.
plantings be kept to a
(Boston: Rockwell and Churchill Press, 1899.)
minimum both to fit the
Quoted from the Washington Park Master Plan (1981)
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 from a cleared and newly
landscaped site to one with maturing Douglas fir and other trees. Today 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.

5

Proposed plans for the restoration of historic features at the site include the creation of a small viewpoint with
interpretive signage at this location.
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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) shown in Figure 5. 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 yesterday’s
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
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.

Figure 5. 1981 Master Plan cover

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.”
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.”
As documented in Section 2, the Design Concept responds to the policies quoted above.
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Section 1‐2: Washington Park Reservoirs Historic District
On January 15, 2004, the Washington Park Reservoirs Historic District was listed on the National
Register of Historic Places. The National Register nomination includes 11 contributing
resources within the Historic District. There are five contributing buildings (Gate Houses 3 and
4, Pump Station 1, Generator Building, Weir Building), four contributing structures (Reservoir
Basins 3 and 4 ‐ with parapet walls, fences, lamp posts, walkways ‐ and Dams 3 and 4), and two
contributing objects (two drinking water fountains). The Nomination also notes four “Areas of
Significance” for the Historic District: Community Planning and Development, Engineering,
Architecture, and Entertainment/Recreation.
Proposed changes to historic resources are reviewed in two related land use applications, as
described in the Introduction (Section 1‐0).

Section 1‐3: Project Drivers
As noted above, there are four major issues driving this project. These issues are summarized
below.
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 as shown in
Figure 6.
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).
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
Figure 6. Outline of landslide (Turner Schuster)
grade. The tunnel system succeeded
in slowing the landslide considerably. Since then, the ancient landslide has continued to move
and damage both Reservoirs 3 and 4, and Pump Station 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
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toe of the slide at the Reservoir 4 site will help slow the overall slide movement above both
Reservoirs 3 and 4. Early landslide damage is shown in Figure 7. The new below‐ground
reservoir will be located to the east of the toe of the
slide in the area of Reservoir 3 and isolated 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,
2006.6 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 LT2 Rule
that apply to Portland’s drinking water system:
1. Provide additional source water treatment to
address Cryptosporidium.

Figure 7. Early landslide damage to Reservoir 4

2. Cover or treat uncovered finished drinking
water reservoirs.7 Portland has five uncovered reservoirs, two of which are located at
Washington Park.8
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
6

Figure 8. Reservoir basin deterioration due to aging and slide movement

71 FR 654, January 5, 2006, Vol. 71, No. 3.
7
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, open
spaces, environmental zones 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
In 2009, Portland City Council opted to replace the uncovered reservoirs by building new buried storage at Powell
Butte, Kelly Butte and Washington Park and discontinue using open reservoirs for drinking water (Shaff, Report to
Council, March 25, 2009)
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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 will ultimately need
to be completely replaced. Both reservoirs would continue to require ongoing repairs due to
landslide activity (see Figure 8). The reservoir piping, gatehouses and other historical features
would require 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.

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 three times with a historic advocacy group (AIA Portland
Historic Resources Committee), presented the project to the Historic Landmarks Commission
(HLC) four times (one briefing and three Design Advice Requests). The team has also attended
meetings with the Washington Park Transportation Management Association, Portland
Commission on Disability, Portland Parks and Recreation, and Portland Japanese Gardens.
Outreach has included sending mailers to neighboring addresses, media and press releases,
outreach in Washington Park, public tours of the site, and three rounds of public open houses
(both in‐person and online open houses).
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



Encourage people to participate in the process and provide feedback.
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Community Sounding Board
The CSB is composed of park users, neighborhood association and coalition representatives and
Portland Parks and Recreation (PP&R) Bureau staff. Collectively, CSB members have knowledge
of their community, Washington Park and the variety of park use activities. The CSB includes
representatives from the Arlington Heights NA, the Goose Hollow NA, the Northwest Heights
NA, the Sylvan‐Highlands NA, the Northwest District Association, the Neighbors West
Northwest (NWNW) Coalition, and the Portland Chapter of the American Institute of Architects
(AIA) Historic Resources Committee. Nine CSB meetings were held between July 12, 2013 and
October 29, 2014. Figure 9 shows CSB members rating design options.
Stakeholder Interviews
The project team held stakeholder interviews early in the
project to gain a better understanding of stakeholder
issues and concerns, and how the Washington Park
Reservoirs area is currently used. Information gathered
during these interviews guided the public involvement
and outreach plan for the design process, and helped
identify key stakeholders to serve on the CSB. In total,
ten 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 9. CSB members rating design options

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:


Arlington Heights (September 2013, February 2014, February 2015)



Downtown (September 2013, February 2014)



Goose Hollow (September 2013, February 2014, February 2015)



Neighbors West NW (September 2013, February 2014)



Northwest District (September 2013, February 2014)



Pearl (September 2013, February 2014).

 Sylvan‐Highlands (September 2013, February 2014, February 2015)
Neighborhood briefings are planned to continue through construction.
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American Institute of Architects (AIA) Historic Resources Committee Briefings
Members of the Portland Chapter of the AIA Historic Resources Committee participated on the
CSB, attended tours of the reservoirs, and participated in three project briefings. 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.



Historic elements ‐ Be careful to take a cue from the historic elements when designing
the new elements ‐ provide cultural and design continuity.



Interpretive displays and elements ‐ Think about the entry sequence and the
interpretive elements. Reservoir 4 could have a more complex story and experience,
more than simply “stormwater function.”

Public Meetings
Three public open houses were held to gather feedback on the project (Figure 10).
 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 gain an
understanding of local community issues and opportunities.
 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 options for the visible
features of the reservoir sites (i.e., what they will see and experience after construction).
Information from this event was shared with the
CSB as they selected a preferred concept.


Open House #3 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 option for the
visible features of the reservoir site.

Additional Outreach

Figure 10. Attendees at a public open house

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 Avenue, NW 23rd Avenue, and the
Goose Hollow neighborhood. The project team also coordinated project information booths at
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community events and locations in the project area. Project information was provided,
including the latest project schedule, fact sheet and Design Concept illustrations.
Reservoir Tours
Three guided reservoir public tours were held to
help the public understand the geographic
constraints of the project and to better visualize
the proposed concepts. Figure 11 shows
participants on one tour. The tours were open
to the public and advertised along with the
materials for the second open house. Tours
included history of the existing reservoirs and
engineering constraints for the proposed
concepts.
Stakeholder Database and Project Website

Figure 11. Community members at a reservoir tour

The stakeholder database included over 130 stakeholders and interested parties who received
regular project updates and notification about events. PWB developed and continues to
maintain a project website (www.portlandoregon.gov/water/62547). The site includes a
project overview and background, historic information, frequently asked questions, committee
information, and details about public events, project updates, and contact information.
1‐3.2 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 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 the 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, but 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).
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Stakeholder Feedback: Key Themes
Throughout the three rounds of public
outreach, several consistent themes were
heard (illustrated in Figure 12):


Water Features – Many participants
commented that the project design
should incorporate a reflecting pool or
water feature on top of the new reservoir.

Figure 12. “Opportunities” themes from stakeholder



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.



Wildlife – Many community members requested that the project maintain or create
wildlife habitat, with an emphasis on lowland 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 some people commented that the project
was not needed and that the reservoirs should be preserved.

Design Options Feedback
During the second round of outreach, stakeholders were asked to provide feedback and select
their preference out of four design options for Reservoir 3 and three design options for
Reservoir 4 shown on Figure 13.
Reservoir 3

Reservoir 4

Figure 13. Design Options for Reservoir 3 & Reservoir 4
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The stakeholders preferred the Cascades concept for Reservoir 3 and were evenly divided in
their preferences for the Reflecting Pool and Lowland Habitat concepts (a virtual tie) for
Reservoir 4.
In the third round of outreach, the public supported the replacement concepts for Reservoirs 3
and 4 shown on Figure 14. People were supportive of the large expanse of water at the upper
reservoir and the lowland habitat function with a reflecting pool against the dam and
gatehouse at the lower reservoir. Many supported improved access to the reservoirs and
appreciated the opportunity to learn about the project and supported the public involvement
process. A few people commented that the project is not needed but that if it has to move
forward, the designs were well done.
Reservoir 3 (Upper Reflecting Pool)

Reservoir 4 (Lower Reflecting Pool and Habitat)

Figure 14. Public preferred design option (aka Design Concept)

In addition to feedback included, the project team heard the following additional comment
themes about the preferred design options:


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
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 to the extent possible. The construction
process was the focus of a CSB meeting in fall 2014. The contractor reviewed new steps
proposed to reduce neighborhood impacts; CSB members supported these steps and
offered additional creative ideas to address construction traffic concerns.
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Summary
The project feedback 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. 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.
1‐3.3 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 Requests). The
HLC meetings were coordinated with the ongoing meetings of the CSB and Public Open Houses.
This allowed the project team to share public feedback with the HLC and bring its feedback
back to the CSB. In addition, CSB members participated in the HLC meetings, highlighting areas
of CSB interest and the rationale for its recommendations. While earlier outreach included
design options for the visible features at the site, HLC feedback enabled the project team to
further the design and look at successively more layers of detail.
Over the course of the four meetings with the HLC, the project team was able to refine the
preliminary Design Concept and respond to the following issues:


Have other sites been explored for a buried reservoir?
o Response: Yes, a range of other sites have been explored, but do not meet the
siting criteria. Copies and summaries of siting and related studies and criteria
were provided.



Drinking fountains, viewpoints, light fixtures and other historic features should be
preserved and rehabilitated as possible.
o Response: Proposed preservation and restoration activities have been expanded
in the Design Concept.



The “Cascade” design option at Reservoir 3 is the best option, with the most water and
following the same general footprint of the original reservoir.
o Response: The Cascade design option has been incorporated into the Design
Concept.



At Reservoir 4, Historic Landmarks Commissioners want to see more water, particularly
against the dam.
o Response: The area of visible water at Reservoir 4 has been increased through
redesign and reduction of the lowland habitat and stormwater facility while still
avoiding the mitigation fill to the west.
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Keep as much as possible of the historic fence, even if it is shortened, stepped, or is
otherwise adapted.
o Response: At the Lower Reflecting Pool, the historic fence will be rehabilitated
along the eastern edge and preserved along the southern edge of Reservoir 4.
The historic fence will be shortened and adapted around the Upper Reflecting
Pool. The length of rehabilitated and preserved fence has increased for both
reservoirs.



Design the entry points ‐ these are important ‐ and include educational components at
these places and at major viewpoints.
o Response: The project team is paying special attention to the design of entry
points. PWB is working with the Oregon State Historic Preservation Office
(SHPO) on a formal Memorandum of Agreement (final MOA due out soon).



The front of Pump Station 1 should be rehabilitated.
o Response: Pump station façade rehabilitation has been planned, including
restoration of two original windows that have been filled in with concrete.



Reservoir 4 original footprint should be demarcated in some fashion.
o Response: This is a point also raised by SHPO. The original Reservoir 4 western
edge will be demarcated by a series of vertical structures. The original east and
south side footprint will not be changed.

At the April 2014 DAR meeting, the HLC reviewed and commented on design options for the
grand stairway, fencing, seating wall, and other elements. A few commissioners were pleased
to see Pump Station 1 windows 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. 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 public involvement
efforts with neighborhood groups, stakeholders, and the public.
1‐3.4 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 the design was developed through
early 2014. The design progress was shown in copies of the City of Portland DAR packets that
were 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 that require mitigation.
The Memorandum of Agreement (MOA) between PWB and SHPO identifies several additional
preservation commitments. These include: the construction of interpretive elements on site;
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replication of some missing historic lamp posts; restoration of a drinking fountain; and
submittal of the site as a Historic American Engineering Record to the Library of Congress.
1‐3.5 Basis for the Design Proposal
The project team developed initial design concepts based on four goals:
A. Address the project drivers (i.e., aging infrastructure, seismic susceptibility, historic
landslide, safe drinking water rules),
B. Provide public space adjacent to Washington Park,
C. Respect and preserve as much as possible of the historic character of the District, and
D. Incorporate the preservation commitments of the MOA with the SHPO.
The initial design options recognized that historic resources in the District have lost some of
their physical and visual integrity over time. These design options were developed and then
evaluated through the public involvement process that incorporated the input of the HLC, CSB,
other stakeholders, and the public. Several design options were eliminated as the result of this
process. Notably, options that did not include open and accessible water in its historic
relationship to both dams and gatehouses were eliminated. During the course of this public
process, the project team refined the Design Concept to include a two‐level cascading reflecting
pool at Reservoir 3 (Upper Reflecting Pool) and another reflecting pool at Reservoir 4 (Lower
Reflecting Pool) with an adjacent habitat area that also functions as a stormwater facility. This
is the Design Proposal shown in Figure 15.
The Design Proposal meets the major objectives achieved by the original reservoir system
design as set forth in the Historic District Nomination. At Washington Park, the Historic District
can again be a destination point rather than just a fenced “utility.” Visitors can again descend
the Grand Stairway, appreciate expansive views, the water, and participate in the beauty and
the story of the built elements. Further change to the site is necessary and desirable, and will
take place consistent with the following five historic preservation objectives, to guide design
choices, construction and restoration work at the site:


Use and Function



Visible Water



Accessibility



Views

 Historic Character
The Design Proposal (Appendix A) and Drawings (Appendix B) further each of these objectives
by respecting and celebrating the past, the present, and the future of the District.

Part 1. Background and Context
July 2015

Portland Water Bureau CU/EN/TR Review
Page 20

Grand Stairway

Sacajawea Blvd.
Upper
Reflecting Pool
Reservoir 3
(buried)

Sherwood Blvd.

Gate House 3
Dam 3

Pump Station 1

Chlorination Building
Olmsted Overlook
Dam 4
Gate House 4
Lower
Reflecting
Pool

Pump Station 2
Pump Station 3

Lowland
Habitat

Figure 15. Design Proposal
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Part 2.

Proposed Conditional Use, Environmental and Tree Review
Findings

Section 2‐0: Introduction
Introduction
Section 2 of this application includes the proposed findings of the conditional use,
environmental and tree reviews. Section 1 of this application includes useful background
information regarding the history of the Washington Park Reservoir system and the Washington
Park Reservoirs Improvement Project. Section 1 is incorporated into these findings by
reference.
Most of the reservoir system was constructed in 1894. Inspired by the “City Beautiful”
movement and subsequent advice from John Charles Olmsted, the reservoir system was
designed to serve as publicly accessible, open water amenities in what then was called “City
Park.” Washington Park as we know it today grew up around the reservoir structures after the
turn of the 20th century.
Concurrent Historic District Applications
PWB has submitted two related historic review applications that also are necessary to
implement the Design Proposal:
1. Type IV Historic Resource Demolition Review to allow demolition of three of the 11
contributing historic resources in the Washington Park Reservoirs Historic District; and
2. Type III Historic Review to allow proposed alterations to the eight remaining
contributing historic resources and replacement development within the Historic
District from a historic preservation perspective. The Type III Historic Resource Review
application is predicated on City Council approval of the Type IV demolition request,
which occurred on June 30, 2015.
It is anticipated that the Hearings Officer will have the benefit of the HLC decision on the Type
III historic resource request prior to the public hearing on the conditional use, environmental
review and tree review applications.
The Design Proposal
PWB requests hearings officer approval of the “Design Proposal” as described in this application
and as shown in the Design Proposal (Appendix A) and Drawings (Appendix B). Figure 16 is a
rendering of the overall Design Proposal.
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Pump Station 3
Pump Station 2
Chlorination
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Dam 4
Lower
Gate House 4 Reflecting
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Sacajawea Blvd.
Reservoir 3
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Stairway

Gate House 3
Upper Reflecting Pool

Dam 3

Pump Station 1

Olmsted Overlook
Sherwood Blvd.

Figure 16. Design Proposal

The Design Proposal includes the following improvements as described in this document and
shown in the Design Proposal (Appendix A) and Drawings (Appendix B):
 New Reservoir 3: A new below‐ground 13 million gallon concrete reservoir including
two cells, piping, valves and vaults.


Landslide mitigation: Engineered earth fill and a compressible inclusion to isolate the
new reservoir and associated facilities from the active historic landslide.



Upper Reflecting Pool: A new cascading reflecting pool above the new below‐ground
reservoir (Reservoir 3).



Gate House 3: Seismic upgrades to the gatehouse, a critical infrastructure. Houses
water treatment and recirculation system for the Upper Reflecting Pool and controls for
Reservoir 3.



Lower Reflecting Pool: A new reflecting pool with adjacent grassy swale and lowland
habitat that will detain and treat stormwater, and provide reservoir drainage and
overflow at the old Reservoir 4 site.



Gate House 4: Houses the water recirculation and treatment equipment for the Lower
Reflecting Pool.



Drainage Facilities: Reservoir drainage and overflow, and stormwater management
facilities discharge to the grassy swale and habitat area next to the Lower Reflecting
Pool.



Public Access: Restore public access during regular park hours and improve vehicular
access to the reservoir site for operations and maintenance.
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Fencing: New perimeter fencing (segments), gates, and access controls.



Equipment: New mechanical, electrical, instrumentation, and controls; new site security
system including replacement of existing cameras and poles with new cameras and
poles more harmonious with site elements.



Pump Station 3: Seismic upgrades to the building, a critical infrastructure. Critical
infrastructure including some electrical, instrumentation and controls located in Pump
Station 1 will be relocated to Pump Station 3.



Landscaping: Areas disturbed by construction and landslide mitigation activities will be
restored and landscaped.



Lighting: Historic lamp posts will be restored. New, low‐level lighting will replace the
existing 1970s lights that currently surround the reservoirs.



Historic Resources: Preservation of historic resources in the Historic District (to be
reviewed separately by the HLC).

Section 2‐1 Conditional Use Review
Design Proposal improvements are subject to conditional use review as described below. The
conditional use process allows PWB to identify and mitigate potential impacts from the Design
Proposal on nearby open space areas and residential neighborhoods. Reservoirs and their
accessory buildings and infrastructure are considered a “basic utility” use under the PZC (PZC
33.920.400.C).
“Examples include water and sewer pump stations; sewage disposal and conveyance
systems; electrical substations; water towers and reservoirs; Small Scale Energy Production,
water quality and flow control facilities; water conveyance systems;” (Emphasis added).
The Open Space (OS) zone allows basic utilities such as water reservoirs and associated
infrastructure as a conditional use (PZC 33.100.B.5). The water reservoir use was established in
1894 (before City zoning existed) and is, therefore, considered to have approved status as an
automatic conditional use (PZC 33.815.030 Automatic Conditional Use Status). Type 3 CU
Review is required “due to the large area of exterior improvements involved in the project at
the reservoirs.” (Pre‐Application Conference Notes, Appendix G) The proposed redevelopment
of the site will increase exterior improvements by more than 1,500 square feet (PZC
33.815.040.B.1.d).
The Design Proposal also includes related passive recreational uses above and around the new
replacement reservoir. Such passive recreational uses – recreational trails, above‐ground water
features and natural areas—are allowed by‐right in the OS zone and do not in themselves
require discretionary land use review. However, they are integrally related to the basic water
utility and their impacts are considered in this application.
The findings below demonstrate that implementation of the Design Proposal, which includes a
series of impact mitigation measures, will have no significant adverse impacts on open space
values or the livability of nearby neighborhoods. In fact, the proposed improvements will
improve significantly the open space experience for future park users.
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Thus, the Design Proposal is consistent with the purpose of conditional use review as set forth
in PZC 33.815.010 Purpose:
“Certain uses are conditional uses instead of being allowed outright, although they may
have beneficial effects and serve important public interests. They are subject to the
conditional use regulations because they may, but do not necessarily, have significant
adverse effects on the environment, overburden public services, change the desired
character of an area, or create major nuisances. A review of these uses is necessary due to
the potential individual or cumulative impacts they may have on the surrounding area or
neighborhood. The conditional use review provides an opportunity to allow the use when
there are minimal impacts, to allow the use but impose mitigation measures to address
identified concerns, or to deny the use if the concerns cannot be resolved.”
The applicable conditional use approval criteria are considered below. Text quoted from the
PZC is presented in italic font.
33.815.100 Uses in the Open Space
Zone
These approval criteria apply to all
conditional uses in the OS zone
except those specifically listed in
other sections below. The approval
criteria allow for a range of uses and
development that are not contrary
to the purpose of the Open Space
zone. The approval criteria are:
A.
B.
C.
D.

Character and Impacts
Public Services
Livability
Area Plans

Figure 17. Reservoir 4 and Gate House 4 2014

These four approval criteria are
addressed in the following text.
A. Character and Impacts
On June 30, 2015, City Council approved
the demolition of Reservoir 4 in the
Type IV land use review. Figure 17
shows Reservoir 4 as it currently exists.
Note that the reservoir is not accessible
to the general public and is not filled
with water. Portions of the reservoir
have been reconstructed several times
over the last 120 years due primarily to
landslide damage. Modern lighting was
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installed in the 1970s and the historic Gate House 4 and parapet walls are in need of repair.
Figure 18 shows how implementation of the Design Proposal will restore public access to open
water features and rehabilitated historic resources during regular park hours. Historic views of
downtown and the Vista Bridge will be restored. Reservoir drainage, overflow, and stormwater
drainage will be captured on site, detained and treated within the swale and lowland habitat
area. The slope above the old Reservoir 4 will be restored and replanted. Dam 3 with related
parapet walls, wrought iron fencing and lamp posts will be rehabilitated.
A.1. The proposed use is consistent with the intended character of the specific OS
zoned area and with the purpose of the OS zone;
Proposed Findings: This criterion has two parts: (A) the proposed use must be consistent with
the intended character of the specific open space area and (B) the proposed use must be
consistent with the purpose of the OS zone. The findings in support of this criterion follow.
Demonstration of Consistency with the Specific OS Zoned Area
To determine whether the proposed use, as described above, is “consistent with the intended
character of the specific OS zoned area” a number of steps are required:
1. Define the specific OS zoned area;
2. Examine its intended character; and
3. Analyze whether the proposed use is consistent with the intended character.
The Specific Open Space Zoned Area
For purposes of this application, the “site” is the Historic District and the “limits of permanent
water system improvements” as shown on Figure 19.9 The site is located mainly within
Washington Park and is zoned Open Space (OS); the Historic District has a Historic Resource
overlay. The Historic District site includes 11 contributing structures – three of which are
proposed for demolition in a separate Type IV land use review: Reservoirs 3 and 4 (1894) and
the Weir Building (1946). The Design Proposal under review by the HLC ensures that remaining
structures will be preserved and in most cases rehabilitated.
Figure 20 identifies OS zoned land that may be affected by the proposed improvements. The
“specific open space area” includes park land within 1,000 feet of the reservoir site; this area
also includes the Japanese Garden and the Rose Garden because these gardens will benefit
from proposed landslide mitigation. The specific open space area outside the site is devoted to
passive recreational uses and includes trails, gardens, improved lawns with trees, streets with
metered parking, and forested areas.

9

The findings in Section C “Livability” address potential impacts on residential areas within approximately 1,000
feet of the site boundary (the limit of permanent water system improvements) in the Goose Hollow, Kings Hill and
Arlington Heights neighborhoods.

Part 2. Proposed Findings
July 2015

Portland Water Bureau CU/EN/TR Review
Page 27

Figure 19. Potentially Affected Area ‐ Approximately 1,000 feet from site boundary
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Figure 20. Area Zoning Map
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The Intended Character of the Specific Open Space Area
As shown on Figure 20, Washington Park is zoned Open Space (OS). The intended character of
the specific OS area is determined primarily by the applicable base zone and overlay zones as
well as the actual uses within these zones. Figure 20 shows the specific OS area, with a mosaic
of overlay zones. Several portions of the potentially affected area have scenic and/or
environmental overlays. As previously noted, potential impacts to residential areas outside
Washington Park are addressed in Section C Livability.
As noted in PZC 33.100.010 (Purpose):
“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.”
The project site and the passive recreational uses located in the specific OS area have all of the
open space characteristics listed above. Pedestrian and bicycle connections are provided to
nearby neighborhoods and Washington Park and link to the 40‐Mile Loop Trail. The gardens,
improved and natural areas provide a welcome contrast to the built environment, preserve
scenic qualities, and protect sensitive environmental areas (as noted immediately below). The
forested areas around the site enhance and protect the functions of urban forests and help
maintain water quality.
The site and the affected OS area have areas of overlapping environmental and scenic overlay
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.
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
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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 20, Environmental Conservation (c), Environmental Protection (p) and
Scenic (s) overlay zones apply to this site. The limited potential impacts in these zones from
redevelopment of the site are reviewed in Sections 2‐2 and 2‐3 of this application.
The “site” includes the Historic District, which 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 site also includes water storage and distribution facilities which are recognized as an
approved conditional use because they have been in continuous use since 1894. The 1981
Washington Park Master Plan (p. 5) describes the historic role of the reservoirs in providing
accessible open water and passive recreational opportunities. The Master Plan (p. 39)
recognizes the reservoirs as a “traditional use” – along with the Rose Test Garden, Hoyt
Arboretum and the Amphitheatre.
Washington Park’s traditional uses are concentrated in the northern part of the park and are
generally located on east‐facing slopes with views opening out onto the city and Mt Hood
beyond. Formal plantings predominate and the atmosphere is one of well‐tended refined
city park. The north park area, particularly the International Rose Test Gardens, water
reservoirs numbers 3 and 4, the amphitheater and Hoyt Arboretum, reflects the park’s
history. Enclosed in wrought iron fencing the stone reservoirs are a visual amenity as are the
rose gardens, amphitheater and arboretum
Thus, the intended character of this specific OS zoned area includes water storage and related
transmission and distribution facilities. From its genesis, the site was envisioned as a location
for water storage and distribution, providing a stable supply of pure Bull Run drinking water,
and an experiential destination providing visitors respite from the crowded neighborhoods and
busy streets of Portland.
Overall, the site and specific OS area provide opportunities for outdoor recreation in a tranquil
and peaceful setting, while maintaining historic water storage and distribution facilities. The
specific OS area provides a contrast to nearby urban development while offering scenic views of
the reservoirs, Vista Bridge, downtown Portland and Mt. Hood. The OS zone, together with
applicable scenic and environmental overlays, is designed to protect urban forests, water
quality, stream corridors and ravines, wildlife habitat and scenic views.
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Consistency with Open Space Character
The last step in addressing this part of the criterion is to evaluate whether and how proposed
changes to the site are consistent with the intended OS character of the site and the specific OS
area. Consistency with scenic and environmental overlay zones is demonstrated in Sections 2.2
and 2.3 of this application. The Design Proposal will maintain the existing basic water utility and
passive recreational uses on the site.
1. The Design Proposal will maintain the basic utility
use on the site by replacing existing above‐ground
Below‐
water reservoirs with a single below‐ground
Ground
drinking water reservoir and improvements to
Reservoir
associated infrastructure such as monitoring,
overflow and stormwater facilities. The basic utility
use of the site has been in operation for 120 years
and is recognized as an “approved conditional use.”
The new below‐ground reservoir will have no
impacts on the character of the specific OS area
because it will not be visible. Proposed landslide
and seismic mitigation will protect the new below‐
ground reservoir, related historic structures and
replacement development (reflecting pools) from
ongoing earth movement and potentially
catastrophic earthquake damage. Proposed
mitigations will also benefit the Rose Garden and
Japanese Garden, which are located on the top of
the ancient landslide above the reservoirs. Thus,
the basic utility use is compatible with the specific
OS area and consistent with its intended character.
The Design Proposal will maintain and enhance the
Figure 21. New Below‐Ground Reservoir &
passive recreational use on the site by restoring
Reflecting Pools
historic structures, replacing the demolished
reservoirs with open water reflecting pools, and restoring public access to the entire
historic district for the first time since the 1970s. The Washington Park Master Plan
recognizes the passive recreational use of the reservoir site as a “traditional use” that
augments other passive recreational uses in the specific OS area (the gardens, trails,
forests and improved park areas), and therefore is consistent with the specific OS
character of Washington Park.
2. The water reservoirs and related water utility structures were designed as integral open
water features of Washington Park. These features have provided passive recreational
opportunities for park visitors for 120 years. The importance of open water is
recognized in the National Register Nomination and was lauded by Olmsted as having
passive recreational and scenic value. In keeping with the intended use and maintaining
open space character, the Design Proposal includes constructing the Upper Reflecting
Pool above the replacement reservoir and the Lower Reflecting Pool and lowland
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habitat/swale area within the old Reservoir 4 as shown in Figure 21. The swale is
designed to improve water quality by retaining and filtering surface water runoff before
it enters the city stormwater system.
In the 1970s, public access to the open water reservoirs was restricted with the intent of
ensuring a safe and uncontaminated drinking water supply and reducing liability from
public use of walkways adjacent to open water which, in some cases, had been
damaged by landslides. The Design Proposal will improve water quality and safety of
the water system by the construction of a below‐ground drinking water reservoir. This
allows the restoration and improved access to and circulation around the Upper and
Lower Reflecting Pools during park hours. Park visitors will be able to walk among and
view rehabilitated historic resources and new interpretative elements in the Historic
District and will again be able to experience the restored historic structures and open
water features that are integral to the ensemble of passive recreational opportunities
provided in the specific OS area. As noted in Part 1, the passive recreational values
associated with the original reservoirs were described by John Charles Olmsted in 1903.
All of these changes enhance the character of the area as a location for passive
recreational activities, which is a key component of its intended character.
The Design Proposal will also help maintain passive recreational facilities in the specific
OS area by reducing risks associated with ongoing landslide activity and reducing
damage from a major earthquake. The extent of this historic landslide is shown in
Figure 22. The slope above the old Reservoir 4 will be restored to more closely match its
original grade to mitigate the landslide. This additional fill limits the size of the Lower
Reflecting Pool and Lowland Habitat/Grassy Swale to about 70 percent of the old
reservoir footprint. As noted above, landslide mitigation will also reduce landslide risks
during a major earthquake. As documented in Section 1‐3.1, the Design Proposal will
isolate the new buried drinking water reservoir from the landslide, thereby reducing risk
to the basic utility function that is characteristic of the site which is part of the specific
OS area.
Landslide Extent
Soil

Japanese Gardens
Rose Garden
Slide Debris
Basalt Bedrock
Reservoir 4
Soil
Figure 22. Profile Showing Extent of Landslide above Reservoir 4

Summary
The character of the specific OS area is defined primarily by its passive recreational facilities –
the Japanese and Rose Gardens, historic reservoir structures, forested areas and areas with
lawns and trees. The proposed improvements to the site – preserved historic structures, open
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water reflecting pools, and restored views and public access, augment the passive recreational
opportunities that characterize the area.
The Design Proposal will maintain the historic drinking water function with a new, below‐
ground reservoir (basic utility) which allows the restoration of public access to passive
recreation that the open water reservoirs and related historic structures have served from 1894
until 1970s. Consistency with scenic and environmental overlay zones is further addressed in
Sections 2.2 and 2.3 of this application.
Consistency with the Purpose of the Open Space Zone
The second part of Criterion 1 requires a demonstration that the proposed use will be
consistent with the purpose of the OS zone. The purpose is listed in the code as follows:
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;
• Preserving the capacity and water quality of the stormwater drainage system; and
• Providing pedestrian and bicycle transportation connections.
The proposed basic utility and passive recreational uses are consistent with these functions for
reasons stated below. Consistency with each bulleted sub‐purpose is addressed sequentially
below.
Providing Opportunities for Outdoor Recreation
The reservoir site within Washington Park has provided an open water amenity since they were
constructed in 1894. However, public access to the reservoir site has been limited since the
1970s, and was intermittently limited back to the 1950s. Part of the Design Proposal for this
project provides public access for walking into and around the Historic District (including its
rehabilitated historic resources and open water features) to improve the pedestrian experience
during park hours. This will restore the historic relationship between open water features and
public access that has existed prior to fencing off and securing the drinking water reservoirs.
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Figure 23. Grand Stairway View: View of Upper Reflecting Pool from Grand Stairway

After project completion, the public will be able to enter the site at four entry points: 1) below
the Lower Reflecting Pool at the East Entrance, 2) above the Upper Reflecting Pool at the
Sherwood Entrance located off Sherwood Boulevard, 3) at the Gate House 3 Entrance with
access from Madison Drive, and 4) at the Grand Stairway Entrance at the north end of the
reservoir site as shown in Figure 23. The four entrances are shown in Figure 24. Once on site,
pedestrians will be able to walk around the reflecting pools and preserved historic structures
and go between the upper and lower levels. The connecting roadway, SW Murray Street, will
be rebuilt in harmony with the new topography of the landslide mitigating fill underneath it.
This roadway will be open to pedestrians as an ADA‐accessible route. The access
road/promenades around each water feature will be reconstructed to allow visitors to circulate
around them and appreciate the views of the water features, City, and natural landscape from
different elevations.
The internal circulation system of the reservoir site will connect with the Washington Park trail
system including the nearby MAC Trail and the Wildwood Trail as shown on Figure 24. The
reservoir site is part of a much larger system of park roads and trails that connect with the 40
Mile Loop Trail. After completion of the project, hikers and walkers will be able to leave the 40
Mile Loop Trail, circulate down around the reservoirs through the site, and exit the park into
the Goose Hollow neighborhood. The site will generally be open during park hours and will
offer an improved experience for active park users.
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Figure 24. Proposed Access and Circulation

Adding to existing recreational opportunities at the site will be new interpretive components
that expose features of the site’s history through interactive, experiential elements woven into
the site. This occurs via text and images placed on the ground plane; text and images cast into
a retaining wall; objects and artifacts preserved on‐site: thus merging functional features with
storytelling of the Historic District’s various stories. 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 Figure 25. These new site elements have been reviewed and are
supported by the SHPO.
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Figure 25. Marking existing Reservoir 4 Edge

Providing Contrasts to the Built Environment
Washington Park open space provides a marked contrast to the built environment in nearby
areas, and represents a transition between the built up areas (Arlington Heights, Kings Hill and
Goose Hollow neighborhoods and the West Burnside and Highway 26 corridors) within the
impact area, and the forested areas of Washington Park.
Implementation of the Design Proposal will preserve the natural and landscaped character of
the site and provide visual relief to viewers within the site. The landscape design of the project
is consistent with the City Beautiful theme that inspired the original park design. As shown on
Figure 26, the proposed landscaping idealizes the natural landscape, with the site and its built
elements carefully integrated, each reservoir assuming “naturalistic” shapes within the existing
ravine. The landscape plan for the site will replace trees removed for construction (see
Sections 2‐2 and 2‐3) with extensive replanting with trees, shrubs and groundcover. In
addition, the landscape plan will include extensive removal and management of invasive
species that have encroached on the site to restore the site to a more open native landscape.
By re‐opening the site to pedestrian activity, the site will be restored as an experiential
destination where city dwellers can escape into a naturalistic landscape. This maintains the site
as a peaceful contrast to the densely developed urban landscape that can be viewed from
various vantage points on the property.

Part 2. Proposed Findings
July 2015

Portland Water Bureau CU/EN/TR Review
Page 37

Figure 26. Gate House 3 Entry View: Gate House 3 and Upper Reflecting Pool

Preserving Scenic Qualities
The scenic qualities of the reservoir site will be preserved and enhanced by the proposal on
several levels. The new drinking water reservoir will be buried to protect the City’s drinking
water source and will no longer be visible. However, the Upper Reflecting Pool (ranging in
depth from 18 to 24 inches) will be built over the new reservoir and with open water views.
The calming sound of cascading water and the visual “riffle” of water movement between two
levels of water will be new components. The scenic qualities of Upper Reflecting Pool will also
be less subject to landslide damage due to proposed mitigation measures.
Figure 27 shows viewpoints that will be restored through implementation of the Design
Proposal. Importantly, access to these viewpoints will no longer be impeded by security fencing
during regular park hours.10

10

Access will generally be open during regular park hours. However, the site will remain fenced and can be closed
periodically for security, safety and operational needs.
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Reservoir 4 Entry View
(See Figure 32)
Gate House 3 Entry View
(See Figure 26)

Grand Stairway View
(See Figure 23)
Upper
Reflecting
Pool

Lower
Reflecting
Pool

Dam 3 View
(See Figure 29)
Olmsted View
(See Figure 28)

Figure 27. Restored Historic District Views and Accessible Viewpoints

The Lower Reflecting Pool will provide continuous open and visible water next to Dam 4 and
Gate House 4. Note that the Vista Bridge and downtown Portland are currently obscured by
trees. Currently, there is no open water view from the historic “Olmsted Viewpoint.” Instead,
the view is obscured by a chain‐link fence and existing vegetation, and is of the empty reservoir
threatened by ongoing landslide activity as shown in Figure 28.

Figure 28. Olmsted View: View from Sherwood Blvd., existing photo and proposed rendering

Impacts from tree removal are addressed in Sections 2‐2 and 2‐3 of this application. Reservoir
construction work will require removal of selected trees from the site, allowing some historic
views to be reopened with replanted vegetation used to frame these views. This overlook will
offer views over Gate House 4, the Lower Reflecting Pool, and downtown Portland from the
same point where John Charles Olmsted stood admiring the view in 1904. Improvements to the
East Entrance area will also de‐clutter the view by removing some existing canopies and
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equipment, visually mitigating some of the contemporary elements, and replacing incompatible
light poles installed in the 1970s with reconstruction of the original missing wrought‐iron lamp
posts and new less intrusive low‐level lighting.
The view from Dam 3 will be restored to offer an impressive vista toward the Lower Reflecting
Pool with the historic dam and gatehouse, the lowland habitat area, and the pedestrian
paths/access roads sloping down along the restored landform as shown in Figure 29. Native
plantings will grace the foreground and accent the open water.

Figure 29. Conceptual view from Dam 3, south toward Gate House 4 and Reservoir 4.

Protecting Sensitive Environmental Areas
Environmental impacts in designated environmental zones are addressed in Section 2‐2. The
Design Proposal protects most sensitive environmental areas by locating the utility facilities in
the areas of the site that are already disturbed by longstanding development. The new
reservoir, reflecting pools and associated infrastructure are sited in areas that are already
disturbed or are outside City environmental zones. The hillside restoration and related
improvements in the southwest portion of the site will have relatively minor impacts to trees in
the environmental conservation (c) zone. The Design Proposal provides long‐term upland
protection by restoring the slope above the reservoirs and the native vegetation and associated
wildlife habitat that would be lost if there were a major slope failure. The overall
environmental condition of the site will be improved by adding the grassy swale/lowland
habitat complex, removing invasive plant species, and by extensive native plantings, particularly
in environmental zone areas. See planting plans in the Design Proposal (Appendix A) and
Design Proposal Drawings (Appendix B).
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As a replacement for Reservoir 4, the Grassy Swale/Lowland Habitat Area also functions as a
Reservoir 3 overflow, drainage and new stormwater filtration basin that will provide an added
environmental benefit to the site by serving the dual purposes of water quality treatment and
detention. Water soaks into the basin topsoil and is taken up by planted vegetation within the
treatment area. The proposed vegetation will be a native, lowland habitat planting.
Preserving Water Quality and Capacity of Stormwater Drainage System
The Design Proposal manages the impacts of stormwater runoff through an on‐site detention
and water quality facility (i.e., Grassy Swale/Lowland Habitat Area). The new buried reservoir
and all associated development on the site must meet City stormwater requirements that did
not exist when the open reservoirs were originally built. These requirements include:


Manage stormwater runoff volumes, rates, and quality;



Manage the flow rate and water quality of discharges from cleaning the buried reservoir
and water features; and

 Detain and manage overflows from the reservoir if one should occur.
Meeting these requirements requires space on the site, below the elevation of the new
reservoir. Portland’s Stormwater Management Manual strongly favors above‐ground, planted
stormwater management facilities. The site topography and landslide limit on‐site area
available for these important functions. Fortunately, there is enough room for stormwater
functions adjacent to the Lower Reflecting Pool after accounting for the slope mitigation area.
Thus, the old Reservoir 4 area will be repurposed to serve multiple functions: retention and
treatment of stormwater, water storage capacity in case of an overflow event, a de‐chlorination
area when needed, lowland habitat, and reservoir drain basin for cleaning and maintaining.
The facility will be constructed to meet City of Portland Stormwater Management Manual
standards. Extensive coordination with Bureau of Environmental Services (BES) staff has
already occurred, as documented in the Stormwater Management Report (Appendix I). This
stormwater management system discharges clean water eventually to the Willamette River.
Overall, the proposed development on the site preserves the capacity of the stormwater
system and insures the protection of water quality.
Providing Pedestrian and Bicycle Connections
Currently there is no regular public access to the reservoirs site – primarily to protect the safety
and integrity of the drinking water supply. With the new, below‐ground Reservoir 3, there is
generally no longer a need to restrict public access during park hours. The site’s historic
resources and open water amenities will be open to visitation, without risk of contaminating
the drinking water supply. The access improvements to the site are significant and were
described above under “outdoor recreation opportunities.” Briefly, they are:


Four entry points: by the Lower Reflecting Pool at the East Entrance, above the Upper
Reflecting Pool at the Sherwood Entrance, at the Gate House 3 Entrance off Madison
Drive, and at the Grand Stairway Entrance at the north end of the site (shown in Figure
30).
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A reconstructed SW Murray Street connecting the reservoirs, built atop the mitigated
landslide area.

 Promenades/access roads around the perimeter of the upper and lower water features.
In addition, the internal trail system will connect with the Wildwood and Mac trails that
connect to other parks north and south, including Pittock Acres and Forest Park. Bicycle
parking facilities and paved and ADA‐accessible walkways will be provided at the main
entrances to the reservoir site, as shown in Figure 24 and Appendix B drawings.

Figure 30. New "Grand Stairway" pedestrian entrance to site

Character and Impacts Conclusion
In summary, the basic utility (water reservoir) function will remain at the site and the access to
open water (new reflecting pools) will be enhanced. The changes shown in the Design Proposal
will have significant open space benefits by providing accessible opportunities for passive
outdoor recreation; providing clear contrasts with nearby urban areas; preserving and
enhancing scenic qualities; protecting and enhancing sensitive environmental areas; improving
the water quality and capacity of the stormwater drainage system; and providing pedestrian
and bicycle transportation facilities and connections. Thus, the proposed project and its use are
consistent with both the intended character of the specific OS zoned area and with the purpose
of the OS zone.
The primary public benefit associated with the site’s redevelopment is restoration of full public
access to the site for the first time in more than 40 years. Re‐opening the site to passive
recreational use during park hours restores a recreational element for the site that fits with its
historic and open space character. This intended character, from its earliest conception,
included both water system storage and distribution and an opportunity for public visitation
that provides visual relief and contrast from the bustle of the nearby urban setting. The project
fulfills this ambition, combining the primary, utilitarian use of the site for water storage and
distribution with the recreational, scenic values of a City park. In this way, the proposal is
consistent with OS zoning.
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A.2. Adequate open space is being maintained so that the purpose of the OS zone in
that area and the open or natural character of the area is retained; and
Proposed Findings: The project site is being maintained as open space. The area of the site
being devoted to the basic utility use will be modified as a result of the project (from two
reservoirs to one reservoir with stormwater, drainage, and overflow basins). However, as
shown on Figure 31, the open space area will be increased considerably: the areas around the
reservoirs will now become accessible to the public during regular park hours.
In the old Reservoir 4 area, the Design Proposal includes a new reflecting pool and lowland
habitat area. This area will continue to serve a drinking water function in a support role by
providing reservoir drainage and overflow detention for Reservoir 3, as well as dechlorination
and stormwater treatment. As such, it serves several functions identified in the purpose
statement of the OS zone: preserving the capacity and water quality of the stormwater
drainage system, enhancing environmental resources, and preserving scenic qualities.
The purpose of OS zone is in part “to preserve and enhance public and private open, natural,
and improved park and recreational areas.” Also included in the purpose statement is a list of
functions that should be preserved or provided: opportunities for outdoor recreation, contrasts
to the built environment, scenic qualities, environmental areas, stormwater drainage, and
pedestrian/bicycle connections.
The “open or natural character” of the area will be retained by providing more usable and
accessible areas around the reservoirs, providing lowland habitat and enhancing upland
habitat, mitigating slope hazards, opening views at select locations, and increasing use of native
plants in the landscape design.

Figure 31. Reservoir 4 as proposed, and as originally designed in 1894
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As documented under the Criterion 1 above, the Design Proposal includes specific elements
that meet each of the purposes listed above and shown on Figure 19 ‐ Potentially Affected
Area. These elements include improved passive recreational and educational opportunities,
improved pedestrian and bicycle connections and facilities, extensive landscaping consistent
with Olmsted’s recommendations, mitigation of slopes to isolate proposed improvements from
the landslide, improved scenic views and viewpoints, and creation of a new lowland habitat
area that provides additional contrasts between the open and the built environment.
The Design Proposal features and principles will retain the open or natural character of the area
and the purpose of the OS zone by including:


Creation of two distinct outdoor spaces (upper and lower area) connected visually, and
through landscape elements and trail access



Creation and restoration of Olmsted view into, across, and beyond the reservoir area



Cascading reflecting pool at Reservoir 3, large area of open water



Reflecting pool and grassy swale/lowland habitat area at Reservoir 4



New pedestrian access into and through the site, with connections to the greater
Washington Park trail system



Interpretive elements, such as posts demarcating the historic edge of the original
Reservoir 4

Figure 32. Illuminated and Accessible Dam 3, Lower Reflecting Pool and Lowland Habitat

The original site construction reflected the City Beautiful park design principles. The City
Beautiful theme was to make the noisy, bustling city more livable and orderly, and for open
outdoor areas to provide respite from the chaos of the city. Design principles included
establishing naturalistically designed and arranged parks that were an escape to nature,
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provided a peaceful setting among the bustle of the city, and offered an area for recreation that
could restore the spirits of city‐dwellers. The original design of the reservoir area of
Washington Park successfully achieved these goals, and the new design follows these principles
while incorporating the 21st century technological knowledge about landslides and water
quality. The historic elements of site design and the landscape plan proposed will help to
ensure that the natural character of the site is retained.
Notably, both reservoirs will be open during the early evening hours to park visitors. As shown
on Figure 32, lamp posts and seat‐wall lighting will enhance the quality of an evening stroll
around the reflecting pools – much like the experience when gas lamps illuminated the open
expanses of water in the original reservoirs.
Adequate Open Space Area Conclusion:
In short, proposed changes to the reservoir area of the site and creation of new public access
through and around these water storage features maintains and even expands the open space
area, which is consistent with the purpose of the OS zone. The OS zone purpose statement
includes providing pedestrian connections, opportunities for outdoor recreation, and scenic
qualities, all of which will be improved by the project. Overall, the project and the landscaping
and circulation plans maintain adequate open space and retain the area’s open and natural
character.
A.3. City‐designated environmental resources, such as views, landmarks, or habitat
areas, are protected or enhanced.
Proposed Findings: The reservoir site is affected by three City‐designated resources:


Portland’s scenic overlay zone, which covers a small area north of Reservoir 3



Washington Park Reservoirs Historic District, which covers most of the project site



Portland’s environmental zone,
which covers the area west and
south of Reservoir 4
The Design Proposal includes measures to
protect and enhance the scenic, historic
and environmental resources that are the
focus of these zoning overlays as follows.
Scenic Resources
The Scenic Resources Protection Plan
(Scenic Plan) identifies several scenic sites
in the north end of Washington Park, one
of which applies to the reservoir site. The
Washington Park and Hoyt Arboretum
Loop is identified in the Scenic Plan as a
scenic corridor (Figure 33). A scenic
Figure 33. Washington Park and Hoyt Arboretum Loop Drive
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corridor is a linear scenic resource that may include streets, bikeways, trails or waterways
(rivers, creeks, sloughs) through parks, natural or urban areas. The scenic corridor designation
is intended to preserve and enhance the scenic character along corridors, and where possible,
scenic vistas from corridors. This is accomplished by a set of development standards (e.g.,
limiting the length of buildings, screening mechanical equipment, and restricting signs).
The Washington Park and Hoyt Arboretum Loop, also referred to as Scenic Drive 23‐25, is
located adjacent to the north boundary of the site along SW Sacajawea Boulevard, ending at
the intersection with Lewis and Clark Way. This loop is approximately six miles long and
consists of “a mixture of gardens, wooded areas, and some residential areas. Hiking trails
crisscross the arboretum and excellent views of the mountains and of the City are obtained
from various vantage points off the main loop.” This loop is shown in Figure 33. The
designated loop is travelled in a clockwise direction (due to some one‐way streets) and includes
a one‐mile section of W. Burnside Street.11
A short segment of the scenic corridor borders the Washington Park Reservoir site. This
segment follows Sacajawea Blvd. to the intersection of Sacajawea Blvd. and Lewis & Clark Way.
The Scenic (s) overlay zone follows the scenic corridor alignment (Figure 34).
Section 2‐3 addresses the Scenic zone standards and criteria that apply to this section of the
scenic corridor. The discussion in that section
is incorporated into this section and
Scenic Zone Boundary
demonstrates that scenic resources along this
short segment of the corridor are protected
and enhanced.
Historic Resources
The reservoir site is located within the
Washington Park Reservoirs Historic District.
Historic districts are “historic resources”
according to PZC 33.910.030.
The HLC is concurrently reviewing proposed
changes to historic resources and other
structures within the Historic District. It is
anticipated that the Hearings Officer will have
the benefit of the HLC’s decision regarding
PWB’s HR proposal prior to the public hearing
for this application. The HR Review addresses
the historic resources within the Historic
District, how they will be modified or
preserved, and what steps are being taken to
protect the site’s historic character. The

Figure 34. Scenic Overlay Zone following Sacajawea Blvd.

11

The City’s scenic (s) overlay zoning does not include Sterns Drive or the south section of Lewis & Clark Way; the s
zone begins at the intersection of Sacajawea Blvd. and Lewis & Clark Circle, then travels west on Sacajawea Blvd.
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National Register Nomination for the Historic District identifies 11 contributing resources.
These include five contributing buildings (Gate Houses 3 and 4, Pump Station 1, the Generator
Building, and the Weir Building), four structures (Reservoir Basins 3 and 4 ‐ with parapet walls,
fences, lampposts, walkways ‐ and Dams 3 and 4), and two objects (water fountains). As noted
elsewhere in this application, the City Council has approved the demolition of three of these
contributing resources under a separate Type IV land use review (LU 14‐249689 DM). As a
result, there will be eight contributing resources remaining, all of which will be preserved or
rehabilitated as a result of this project (and protected from damage during construction). As
described above, interpretive elements will also be installed as part of this project.
In any event, the preservation and/or rehabilitation of resources within the Historic District will
enhance the open space experience for park users. Proposed interpretive elements will add
educational and recreational value. The Design Proposal restores the experience of the site for
pedestrians, who will be able to learn about the site’s history. As described in this application
and in the concurrently reviewed HR application, City designated landmarks will be protected
and enhanced.
Environmental Resources
Portions of the site have an Environmental Conservation (c) overlay. Generally, the c‐ zone
applies to the forested land to the south and west of the existing Reservoir 4. The
Environmental Protection (p) overlay applies to a small stream corridor southwest of Reservoir
4.
This application includes an environmental review that addresses all the applicable criteria for
protection of the environmental resources at the site. Removal of native vegetation and any
ground‐disturbing activities within these zones must either meet objective environmental
development standards or show how impacts are effectively mitigated. As part of the review,
impacts to environmental resources and potential design alternatives are evaluated in the
Impact Evaluation (Appendix C). A Construction Management Plan (Appendix D) and a
Mitigation Plan (Appendix F) have been developed with the goal to minimize impacts and
replace any loss of resource values.
Except for proposed landslide mitigation measures, the redevelopment plan generally avoids
impacts to significant natural resources. The proposal also provides upland protection by
supporting the slope above the two reservoirs and protecting the native vegetation and
associated wildlife habitat that would be lost if there were a major slope failure.
The enhancement of “habitat areas” as outlined by the conditional use criterion is achieved
through the redevelopment of a portion of the demolished Reservoir 4 from a concrete
reservoir to a grassy swale/lowland habitat area, and by extensive native plantings and invasive
species management throughout the environmental areas of the site. The proposed new water
quality and stormwater area (grassy swale/lowland habitat area) at the Reservoir 4 site allows
for water quality and water detention. Water soaks into the basin topsoil and is taken up by
planted vegetation within the treatment area. In addition to the proposed lowland habitat
planting, native trees, shrubs and groundcover are proposed to enhance habitat functions in
the forest areas west of the stormwater area.
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City Designated Resources Conclusion:
Environmental and scenic impacts are addressed in Sections 2‐2 and 2‐3, respectively. Impacts
to historic landmarks are being addressed by the HLC in a separate HR review. Overall, the
proposed changes to the reservoirs protect or enhance City‐designated environmental
resources and landmarks. Specifically, remaining historic buildings and structures will be
physically restored, impact to existing habitat areas will be avoided (except where necessary to
mitigate slope hazards) and new habitat areas created, and views from a Washington Park
Scenic Drive will be protected and enhanced.
B. Public Services
The Open Space (OS) zone allows basic utilities such as water reservoirs and associated
infrastructure as a conditional use (PCC 33.100.B.5). The Design Proposal also includes related
passive recreational uses above and around the new replacement reservoir. Such passive
recreational uses – recreational trails, above‐ground water features and natural areas—are
allowed by‐right in the OS zone and do not in themselves require discretionary land use review.
However, they are integrally related to the basic water utility and their impacts are considered
in the following review of criteria related to public services.
B.1. The proposed use is in conformance with the street designations of the
Transportation Element of the Comprehensive Plan;
Proposed Findings: This proposal will not change existing basic utility and passive recreational
uses on the site. Existing and proposed uses include (a) basic water utility structures and (b)
passive recreation.
Improvements related to the Basic Utility Use
The open reservoirs will be replaced by a below‐ground reservoir with related changes to water
infrastructure. No new water facility buildings will be constructed and maintenance traffic (2‐4
vehicle trips per day) will not increase as a result of the proposed water system improvements.
Improvements related to the Passive Recreational Use
The site has been used for passive recreational activities (strolling around open water features,
appreciation of the classical architecture, and the contemplative activities they inspire) since
the reservoirs were completed 120 years ago. Passive recreational improvements include
preservation of existing historic resources and construction of new reflecting pools to replace
existing open water reservoirs.
Because of proposed public access improvements within the Historic District, pedestrian
activity will increase within the Historic District boundary. As shown on Figure 35, the Design
Proposal will re‐open four historic pedestrian entry points via:
1. Sherwood Entry via Sherwood Boulevard
2. Grand Stairway Entry at the north end of the site
3. Gate House 3 Entry
4. East Entry
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Murray Street

Figure 35. Circulation Plan

However, proposed passive recreational improvements are unlikely to significantly affect
vehicular traffic to the park as a whole. The Historic District already exists and is one of several
passive recreational uses in the specific OS area (other uses include the Rose Garden, the
Japanese Garden, forested areas, lawn areas, and hiking trails). To put this in context, if PWB
were to fully restore public access to the existing open water reservoirs (which is not advisable
due to water quality and public liability issues), this decision would also increase pedestrian
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access to the reservoirs without significantly increasing overall park traffic, and would be
permitted without public review.
Since the basic utility and passive recreational uses that currently exist will not change as a
result of this proposal, the proposed uses will not affect the park’s conformance with existing
street designations. The Portland Bureau of Transportation (PBOT) did not request a
transportation impact study for this reason.
SW Murray Street
SW Murray Street provides limited access to and through the site. The Transportation Element
of the Comprehensive Plan designates SW Murray Street as follows: local service traffic street,
local service transit street, local service bikeway, local service walkway, local service truck
street, and minor emergency response street. These designations exist despite the fact that
this segment of SW Murray is closed to the public and only provides vehicular access for PWB
staff; it is not a public right‐of‐way and is maintained by PWB.
SW Murray Street will be rebuilt to accommodate the re‐grading of the slope west of the lower
reservoir, which is being re‐engineered to mitigate the historic landslide area. SW Murray
Street will be open to the public during park hours for pedestrians, and will continue to provide
vehicular access for PWB staff only. However, the SW Murray Street designations need not and
will not change as a result of this proposal, since the primary uses and their intensity of use will
not change. The existing street designations will continue to be consistent with the type and
level planned for these facilities.
Conclusion: The basic utility and passive recreational uses that have existed for 120 years will
not change as a result of this proposal. The Design Proposal calls for replacing existing open
water reservoirs with a new below‐ground reservoir. This change will not increase PWB traffic
required to maintain the facility. The Design Proposal also calls for fully restoring public
pedestrian access to the Historic District – where park visitors can enjoy preserved historic
structures and the new reflecting pools that will replace existing open water reservoirs.
Although pedestrian traffic within the Historic District will increase when the project is
completed, vehicular traffic to the park as a whole is unlikely to change significantly. PBOT
recognized this fact and has not required a traffic study. Street designations in Washington
Park will not change as a result of this proposal.
B.2. The transportation system is capable of supporting the proposed use in addition
to the existing uses in the area;
Evaluation factors include street capacity, level of service, and other performance measures;
access to arterials; connectivity; transit availability; on‐street parking impacts; access
restrictions; neighborhood impacts; impacts on pedestrian, bicycle, and transit circulation;
safety for all modes; and adequate transportation demand management strategies;
Public access through the reservoir site is currently restricted. With the replacement of the
reservoirs and the restoration and opening of four historic pedestrian access points, pedestrian
access to the Historic District will be restored during park hours. Vehicular access to the site is
reserved for PWB staff, controlled by locked gates, and will not change in the future condition.
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Since the proposed and existing uses are the same, there is no reason to believe that
replacement of the surface water reservoirs with a new below‐ground reservoir and reflecting
pools, and restoring public access to passive recreational uses in the Historic District, will
adversely affect the capacity of the existing transportation system serving Washington Park.
At the same time, PWB recognizes that there are ongoing transportation problems in
Washington Park as a whole. These problems were documented extensively in the 1981
Washington Park Master Plan.
Demand Management
The Washington Park Good Neighbor Agreement (Appendix K) includes PP&R, Metro, PBOT and
nearby neighborhood associations. This agreement arose out of the recognition that there are
existing traffic problems in Washington Park, especially during peak commuting hours and
during major events.
Pursuant to the Good Neighbor Agreement, the Washington Park Transportation Management
Association (WP TMA) was created as a non‐profit organization via Washington Park
Transportation Management Agreement (Appendix K). The WP TMA is charged with the
development and implementation of the Washington Park Demand Management Plan (WP
DMP) to address long‐standing traffic problems in the park. The WP TMA has accepted
proposals to study transportation problems at the park and to develop solutions to these
problems. To the extent that traffic issues result from restoring access to the Historic District in
the future (which is unlikely), this is the most appropriate venue to address these issues – in the
context of much more serious traffic generators in Washington Park.
Transit
Bus service to the site is available on Sacajawea Boulevard, with a stop just east of the
proposed Grand Stairway entrance. The WP TMA operates a free park‐wide shuttle service to
move visitors between the various park attractions. Tri‐Met’s Westside MAX, with service
between Portland City Center and Hillsboro, has a stop approximately one‐quarter mile east of
the site’s east entry at the Goose Hollow station.
On‐street Parking
The streets within the project site are closed to non‐Portland Water Bureau vehicular traffic,
and will see no change in parking impacts. As shown on Figure 36, there are over 80 existing,
metered on‐street parking on SW Sherwood, Sacajawea, and Lewis and Clark Circle. Based on
PWB observations, these metered parking spaces are rarely full except during major park
events.
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Figure 36. Parking Spaces near Entry Points

Transportation Facilities Conclusion:
The proposed land uses (the water utility and passive recreation) and street classifications (for
SW Murray Street) will not change as a result of this proposal. Transportation issues related to
Washington Park as a whole are being addressed by WP TMA and through the Washington Park
Transportation Demand Management Plan. Except during major park events, there is adequate
on‐street parking available in the immediate vicinity to handle the limited passive recreation
demand that may result from restoring full public access to the Historic District. Based on the
evaluation factors discussed above, the transportation system is capable of supporting planned
improvements shown on the Design Proposal.
B.3. Public services for water supply, police and fire protection are capable of
serving the proposed use, and proposed sanitary waste disposal and stormwater
disposal systems are acceptable to the Bureau of Environmental Services (BES).
Proposed Findings: Public service levels will not change substantively following the
construction of the new reservoir. As confirmed at the Pre‐application Conference (Appendix
G), and in written documentation from BES, PWB, Police and Fire Bureaus, public services are
capable of serving the proposed use.
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Water Supply
In the May 8, 2014, memo from PWB (included with the pre‐application conference, Appendix
G), the reviewer noted that, “Adequate water is available to this site from various water mains
throughout the project site.”
Police and Fire Protection
In the May 14, 2014, memo from the Fire Bureau (Appendix G), no substantive comments from
either the Fire Bureau or the Police Bureau were received. The use of the site will not change
from existing conditions, and it is anticipated that existing levels of police and fire protection
will continue to be sufficient to serve the site.
Sanitary Waste
In the May 29, 2014, memo from BES (Appendix G), it was noted that “BES maintains a public
48 to 54‐inch reinforced concrete pipe (RCP) combined sewer below manhole # AMT072 in SW
Jefferson Street (BES as‐built #4956), and a public 18 to24‐inch RCP combined sewer northwest
of Reservoir 3 within the park property (BES as‐built #E10103).” The memo notes that
requirements related to sanitary discharges have been discussed with the applicant in the
context of reservoir overflows and drainage events.
Stormwater
In the May 29, 2014, memo from BES, detailed and extensive information about stormwater
management was discussed, including references to a memo between MSA, PWB’s engineering
representative, and BES. Some of the items addressed in the BES comments include:


Existing Stormwater Infrastructure: There is a public 36‐inch HDPE storm‐only sewer in
SW Canyon (BES as‐built # 4956). After 59 linear feet (LF), this line connects to a larger
54‐inch RCP.



Stormwater Management Requirements: All development and redevelopment
proposals are subject to the requirements of the current City of Portland Stormwater
Management Manual (SWMM).
Overall, BES comments support the approach to managing stormwater proposed by the
applicant. Detailed information is provided elsewhere in the application and in the supporting
documents. The methods proposed have been found acceptable by BES as noted in the
Stormwater Management Report (Appendix I).
Public Services Conclusion:
In summary, the need for public services will be largely unchanged by the proposed changes to
the site, and as confirmed at the Pre‐application Conference and in written documentation
from service providers, public services are capable of serving the proposed use.
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C. Livability
The proposal will not have significant adverse impacts on the livability of nearby
residential‐zoned lands due to: Noise, glare from lights, late‐night operations, odors,
and litter; and privacy and safety issues.
Proposed Findings: Figure 19 shows “nearby residential zoned lands” within 1,000 feet of the
project site. This “impact analysis area” includes portions of the Arlington Heights, Kings Hill
Historic District, and Goose Hollow neighborhoods.
 To the north, the impact area
boundary generally follows W Burnside
Street, recognizing that Northwest
District residents frequently access the
park from the north. Some
construction access is planned and
unavoidable from W. Burnside via SW
Tichner Drive.

SW Stearns Rd
Park Place

Sherwood Blvd.

 To the east, the impact area
boundary includes the western
portions of the Kings Hill Historic
District (including the primary park
access from SW Park Street) and Goose

Reservoir 3

Figure 37. Arlington Heights residential area northwest of
Project Site

Hollow. A work staging area is
proposed immediately east of
Reservoir 4.

Madison Drive

Murray St

Murray Lane

Reservoir 4

Figure 38. Goose Hollow residential area east of
Project Site

 To the south, the impact area
boundary includes largely undeveloped
portions of the park. This steeply‐
sloped area includes SW Kingston
Avenue and trails.
 To the west, the impact area
boundary includes the eastern portions
of Arlington Heights, the Japanese
Garden, and the Rose Garden complex.

The majority of land within this boundary is zoned open space, and does not qualify under this
criterion. Likewise, there are two small pockets of commercial zoning that do not qualify: the
CX‐zoned commercial area along West Burnside, northeast of the reservoirs, and a small pocket
of CG zoning just west of the Vista Bridge.
As shown on Figures 37 and 38, the nearest residential‐zoned land to the site is in Arlington
Heights (approximately 250 feet) and in Goose Hollow (approximately 130 feet).
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As described below, the overall use of the site, its public infrastructure, and its operations will
remain similar to existing conditions. The park and the reservoir site will continue to be a
stable, long‐term asset to the livability of nearby residential neighborhoods, and the Design
Proposal will have no significant adverse impacts on the livability of nearby residentially zoned
lands.
Noise
The proposed reservoir and other passive recreational uses on the site will not generate audible
off‐site noise. This facility is a large buried reservoir for water storage, and does not require
any major mechanical operation that generates noise. The surface water features will generate
the sound of water cascading down in steps from a height of approximately 18 to 24 inches.
This sound from the Upper Reflecting Pool is actually an amenity to the site, similar to the old
reservoir’s weir, where running water entered the reservoir. The Upper Reflecting Pool is
located 300 feet from the nearest residence on SW Park Place, northwest of the upper
reservoir. The Lower Reflecting Pool is located 360 feet from the nearest residence in Goose
Hollow. The residential areas are buffered by topography, trees, and other vegetation. The
other items that generate noise on site today are the existing pump stations and, rarely, the
emergency generators. These items are not changing with this project. The ambient noise
from surrounding roadways, including Highway 26, surpasses any sound that might be
generated by the operations of the facility.
Glare
As shown on lighting plans in the Design Proposal (Appendix A) and Design Proposal Drawings
(Appendix B), the proposed facility will have restored historic lamp posts and lighting to guide
pathway users and meet lighting requirements at building entrances. These lights will generally
be directed away from resource areas to preserve the natural open space character and the
scenic qualities of the park. Existing 1970s light posts will be removed and replaced with low
level lighting that is complimentary and compatible with the historic lamp posts. The project
site is in a topographic “bowl” and is surrounded by trees and other vegetation. Consequently,
proposed lighting will not affect neighboring residential areas. Additional lighting details are
provided in the Materials Appendix (Appendix L).
Late‐Night Operations
The water service functions of the proposed facility will operate around the clock, 24 hours a
day, seven days a week. Overall, water storage and distribution is a very low‐impact operation
that has no nuisance or spillover effects on adjacent properties. Once the construction work is
complete, the site will not see any significant change in maintenance or operation activities
above existing conditions. Water quality monitoring, security and operations checks will
continue to occur daily. The site’s trails will be open during park hours and the site will be
closed at night.
Odors and Litter
The water storage reservoir is being built to hold clean drinking water to replace the existing
reservoirs. The reflecting pools will have circulation and treatment to keep the water fresh. No
odors are generated by the facility or by any of its operations.
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As part of Washington Park, the site is accessible to the public and will be monitored and
maintained, including litter, with the rest of the park. The Design Proposal (Appendix A) and
Design Proposal Drawings (Appendix B) includes trash receptacles at both the Upper and Lower
Reflecting Pool promenades.
Privacy and Safety
The proposed facility will not create any new privacy or safety impacts on nearby residential
areas. The reservoir site is located in a “bowl” and buffered by vegetation from residential
areas. As with the existing facilities, the site will be monitored and maintained by PWB staff.
Access to the site will be limited to regular park hours and the site security will be maintained
by using practices similar to those currently in place.
The safety of residential development below the site and park users will be greatly improved
because of proposed seismic and landslide mitigation measures. Please see Section 1‐3 of this
application. The seismically updated reservoir will use the stormwater basin as reservoir
drainage and overflow basin. Currently, there are no overflow basins at the site and any
overflow goes directly into the storm sewer system. The reservoir drainage and overflow basin
will improve public safety by managing any overflow on site.
In addition to the items noted above, there will be temporary construction impacts. City of
Portland Hearings Officer decisions in previous cases have made it clear that any temporary
construction impacts are not subject to review as part of the conditional use because the
question in this criterion is how the use will impact livability, not the effects of the construction
required to establish the use. Instead, construction impacts are typically addressed through
ongoing coordination with the City’s transportation (for traffic) and code enforcement (for
noise, dust, etc.) bureaus. Though it is not directly applicable to this criterion, PWB’s goal is
nevertheless to minimize construction impacts as much as feasible and practicable.
The Construction Management Plan (CMP) included in Appendix D addresses anticipated
construction impacts and PWB’s approach to minimizing these impacts. Some of the issues
covered in the CMP include excavation and hauling, hours of work, erosion and sediment
control, and traffic control.
Livability Conclusion:
In short, the livability impacts of the proposed project—noise, glare, odors, litter, privacy, and
safety— to nearby residentially zoned lands are not significant. The overall use of the site, its
public infrastructure, and its operations will remain similar to existing conditions. The park and
the reservoir site will continue to be a stable, long‐term asset to the livability of nearby
residential neighborhoods.
D. Area Plans
The proposal is consistent with any area plans adopted by the City Council as part of
the Comprehensive Plan, such as neighborhood or community plans.
Proposed Findings: BDS staff has determined that the Washington Park Master Plan (1981) is
applicable to this proposal.
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Section 1‐1.3 describes the discussion of reservoirs in the Washington Parks Master Plan.
Master 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 recommendations regarding the covering of
Washington Park’s two reservoirs (p. 45):


Move the chain‐line fence around the reservoirs to a less unsightly position lower on the
slope.



If the reservoirs are covered, flood the covered areas with shallow water to preserve
their traditional attractive appearances.
The Design Proposal partially implements the first recommendation and fully implements the
second recommendation. Substantial portions of the chain link fence as it existed in 1981 were
replaced with black metal fencing in 2009. Fencing will also be moved lower on the slope at the
Olmsted View and Grand Stairway View, as shown on Figure 39.

Figure 39. Fence Plan

The Design Proposal includes the Upper Reflecting Pool, which effectively floods the covered
area of the new below‐ground reservoir with shallow water. Reservoir 4 will be taken off‐line,
demolished and covered with the Lower Reflecting Pool and Grassy Swale/Lowland Habitat
Area (an intermittently‐flooded drainage facility) and landslide mitigating soil. Thus, the scenic
and passive recreational value of the open water reservoirs is incorporated into the Design
Proposal.
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Area Plans Conclusion:
The proposal is consistent with the applicable area plan. The two shallow‐water reflecting
pools will effectively cover the two demolished reservoirs and fencing will be improved, as
called for in the 1981 Washington Park Master Plan.
Conditional Use Conclusion
This proposal meets the criteria for the conditional use because it provides adequate levels of
public services, does not adversely impact the livability of surrounding properties, and complies
with all applicable area plans. Following the direction of the code, this proposal represents a
development that is consistent with the purpose of the Open Space zone and fits within its site
context.

Section 2‐2 Environmental Review
Introduction
The Washington Park Reservoir site is situated in a largely disturbed landscape dating back to
the extensive forest clearing in the mid‐1800s and excavation work done during reservoir
construction of 1894. Most of the developed part of the site is outside the environmental
zones, which are located along the west, south and southeast edges of the site (Figure 40). The
Design Proposal concentrates site redevelopment in the existing developed areas, thereby
minimizing environmental impacts. All
of the major features of the project,
including the new underground
reservoir, reservoir drainage and
overflow, stormwater treatment,
reflecting pools, and historic
preservation and rehabilitation work are
located outside the environmental
zones.
The project site is located within the
City’s Southwest Hills Resource
Protection Plan (SHRPP) Resource Site
112, Canyon Road East. Site 112 covers
418 acres of the canyon along Highway
26 and extends north to the reservoir
site. Resources identified in the SHRPP
include open space, scenic, recreation,
wildlife habitat, seasonal creeks,
groundwater, and forest resources.

Figure 40. Environmental Zones

The Environmental Conservation (EC) zone generally applies to upland forest and disturbed
grassland areas along the south, southeast and west sides of the reservoir site. The
Environmental Protection (EP) zone applies to land within 50 feet of a seasonal creek located
southwest of the project site. The Impact Evaluation (Appendix C) describes these
environmental areas and the resources and functional values within them. The impact
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evaluation also reviews the range of development alternatives evaluated to find a preferred
alternative that avoids and minimizes resource impacts.
Not all impacts can be avoided, however, due largely to the need to mitigate the existing
landslide, a primary project driver described in Section 1‐3. In the western environmental area,
the hill slope excavated in 1894 is proposed to be filled and restored to a profile closer to its
pre‐construction profile to mitigate the landslide. Because of this fill and the associated
driveway and utility replacement, the project requires environmental review.
In addition to the impact evaluation, other supporting documents explain steps to be taken to
protect sensitive environmental resources and to mitigate for any unavoidable resource
impacts. The Construction Management Plan (CMP, Appendix D) describes how the project will
control and manage construction activities so that adjacent undisturbed resources, including
forest and habitat areas, will be protected. In the Tree Protection Plan (Appendix E), the
project arborist describes measures to save and protect existing trees within the environmental
zone. The Mitigation Plan (Appendix F) documents the extensive native tree, shrub and
groundcover plantings, and the invasive species management actions, that will substantially
mitigate impacts to forest, habitat, and other identified resources.
Summary of Review Thresholds
As described in the Impact Evaluation (Appendix C), PWB worked closely with the construction
contractor and the project arborist to identify and select development alternatives that
minimized impacts to environmental resources. Through this process, several project
components were removed from the environmental zones and others were kept exclusively
within the transition area (Figure 41) where they could meet development standards and avoid
environmental review.
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Pump Station 2
Pump Station 3
Chlorination Building

OSc

Dam 4
Lower
Gate House 4
Reflecting
Pool

Sacajawea Blvd.

Grassy Swale /Lowland Habitat
Gate House 3

Grand
Staircase

Dam 3

Upper Reflecting Pool

Pump Station 1
Transition Area

OS OSc

Olmsted Overlook
OSp

OSs
Sherwood Blvd.

OS

Figure 41. Design Proposal with Environmental (c and p) Zones and Transition Areas

There are three main project components located within the environmental zone resource area
that are subject to environmental review:
1. PWB proposes to mitigate the existing landslide by adding substantial fill to replace
material originally excavated during reservoir construction in 1894. The proposed
grading and fill will be addressed as part of the environmental review.
2. An existing service drive/walkway (SW Murray Street) will be replaced on top of the
restored slope, in an alignment similar to its existing location. The western leg of
Murray will be replaced in its current location, while the eastern leg will be slightly
realigned to follow the new terrain at a higher elevation.
3. A stormwater pipeline will be installed along and beneath Murray Street. Current
stormwater regulations require that Murray Street runoff be treated rather than
discharged directly to the City storm sewer as it is today. The stormwater runoff will be
collected in the stormwater pipe, conveyed to and filtered by the grassy swale shown in
Figure 41.
Additional work is planned within the environmental transition area. As summarized in Table 1,
some of this work is exempt from environmental zone requirements, some meets transition
area standards, and one element will be addressed as part of environmental review.
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Table 1. Review Thresholds in Transition Areas
Environmental
Subarea
East Knoll
Refer to Figure 7
within the Impact
Evaluation
(Appendix C).

South Slope
Refer to Figure 8
within the Impact
Evaluation
(Appendix C).
West Slope
Refer to Figure 7
within the Impact
Evaluation
(Appendix C).

Project Element

Review Thresholds

Temporary
construction staging
in EC transition area,
some of which is
currently paved.

Meets transition area standards (33.430.140): there is no EP zone
nearby; no trees will be removed; revegetated areas will be native;
construction fence will be in the disturbance area; no parking or
truck areas are proposed; and temporary security lights will not shine
directly into resource area. This staging area is therefore not subject
to environmental review.
Meets transition area standards (33.430.140): there is no EP zone
nearby; no trees will be removed; no new plantings, fences, parking
or truck areas, or lights are proposed.

Sherwood Field
Bypass Pipeline,
partly in paved EC
transition area
Pump Station 3
Upgrades in fenced
generator area,
partly in EC transition
area
Replace deteriorated
walkway, retaining
wall, and security
camera. Repair
stormwater pipeline.
Construction
conveyor to move
materials between
the lower and upper
(west of Dam 3) work
areas.

Install 18‐inch
stormwater pipeline
from Dam 3 to area
north of Pump
Station 1.
Relocated fence at
Olmsted viewpoint is
in EC transition area
(viewpoint itself is
outside the
environmental zone).
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Meets transition area standards (33.430.140): there is no EP zone
nearby; no trees will be removed; no new plantings, fences, parking
or truck areas, or lights are proposed.

These proposed repair and replacement actions meet exemption PZC
33.430.080.C.1. Therefore, this work is not subject to environmental
review.

Meets transition area standards (33.430.140): there is no EP zone
nearby; revegetated areas will be native; construction fence will be in
the disturbance area; no parking or truck areas are proposed; and
lighting will not shine directly into resource area. Meets standard J
for the 11 trees (183” combined diameter). However, environmental
review will be needed for the five additional “protect and mitigate”
trees that may be impacted. The PWB is also reviewing an additional
conveyor alternative that would follow the edge of Murray Street
south, and then descend across the grass slope to the south end of
the Reservoir 4 work area. This alternative would be within the EC
resource area but could reduce resource impacts.
Meets transition area standards E, J, K, M, P, Q, and R: there is no EP
zone nearby; two trees will be removed, meeting tree standards;
revegetated areas will be native; construction fence will be in
disturbance area; no parking or truck areas are proposed; and
temporary security lights will not shine directly into resource area.
Therefore, this work is not subject to environmental review.
Meets transition area standards E, J, K, M, P, Q, and R: there is no EP
zone nearby; no trees will be removed; revegetated areas will be
native; relocated fence will be in disturbance area; no parking or
truck areas are proposed; and temporary security lights will not shine
directly into resource area. This work is therefore not subject to
environmental review.
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Review of Approval Criteria
The approval criteria applicable to the proposed development are those found in Section
33.430.250.A and Section 33.430.250.E. The applicable approval criteria for the proposed
Murray Street drive/walkway replacement and the stormwater utility line along it are found in
Section 33.430.250.A. The applicable approval criteria for grading and retaining walls, and for
construction conveyor are found in Section 33.430.250.E.
Section A criteria are reviewed first below. The applicable criteria for this proposal are Criteria
A.1 and A.3. The other two criteria do not apply because this activity is not a Public Safety
Facility (A.2) and this proposal is not for a Land Division, Planned Development, Planned Unit
Development, or Property Line Adjustment (A.4).
33.430.250 Approval Criteria for Environmental Review
An environmental review application will be approved if the review body finds that the applicant
has shown that all of the applicable approval criteria are met. When environmental review is
required because a proposal does not meet one or more of the development standards of
Section 33.430.140 through .190, then the approval criteria will only be applied to the aspect of
the proposal that does not meet the development standard or standards.
A. Public safety facilities, rights‐of‐way, driveways, walkways, outfalls, utilities, land
divisions, Property Line Adjustments, Planned Developments, and Planned Unit
Developments. Within the resource areas of environmental zones, the applicant's
impact evaluation must demonstrate that all of the general criteria in Paragraph A.1 and
the applicable specific criteria of Paragraphs A.2, 3, or 4, below, have been met:
1. General criteria for public safety facilities, rights‐of‐way, driveways, walkways,
outfalls, utilities, land divisions, Property Line Adjustments, Planned Developments,
and Planned Unit Developments;
a Proposed development locations, designs, and construction methods have the
least significant detrimental impact to identified resources and functional values
of other practicable and significantly different alternatives including alternatives
outside the resource area of the environmental zone;
b. There will be no significant detrimental impact on resources and functional
values in areas designated to be left undisturbed;
c. The mitigation plan demonstrates that all significant detrimental impacts on
resources and functional values will be compensated for;
d. Mitigation will occur within the same watershed as the proposed use or
development and within the Portland city limits except when the purpose of the
mitigation could be better provided elsewhere; and
e. The applicant owns the mitigation site; possesses a legal instrument that is
approved by the City (such as an easement or deed restriction) sufficient to carry
out and ensure the success of the mitigation program; or can demonstrate legal
authority to acquire property through eminent domain.
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3. Rights‐of‐way, driveways, walkways, outfalls, and utilities;
a. The location, design, and construction method of any outfall or utility proposed
within the resource area of an environmental protection zone has the least
significant detrimental impact to the identified resources and functional values of
other practicable alternatives including alternatives outside the resource area of
the environmental protection zone;
b. There will be no significant detrimental impact on water bodies for the migration,
rearing, feeding, or spawning of fish; and
c. Water bodies are crossed only when there are no practicable alternatives with
fewer significant detrimental impacts.
Following is a review of each of the above criteria:
A.1. General criteria for public safety facilities, rights‐of‐way, driveways, walkways,
outfalls, utilities, land divisions, Property Line Adjustments, Planned Developments,
and Planned Unit Developments;
Response: The project elements subject to this set of criteria are Murray Street replacement (a
service drive and walkway) and the stormwater pipeline (utility) installed along and below
Murray Street.
a Proposed development locations, designs, and construction methods have the
least significant detrimental impact to identified resources and functional values
of other practicable and significantly different alternatives including alternatives
outside the resource area of the environmental zone;
Response: As reviewed in the Impact Evaluation (Appendix C), PWB has actively pursued and
integrated effective strategies to avoid impacts to sensitive environmental resources during
development of the Design Proposal. These impact avoidance measures were integrated in the
location, design and construction of the reservoir improvements. All of the major features of
the project, including the new underground reservoir, reservoir drainage and overflow,
stormwater treatment, reflecting pools and historic preservation and rehabilitation work are
located outside the environmental zones. All construction staging and stockpiling is kept
outside resource areas. As a result, the majority of site redevelopment and construction work
avoids environmental zones.
After a detailed review of alternatives that included on‐site surveys by PWB, the project
arborist, the contractor and the design team, PWB identified a preferred alternative that
succeeded in minimizing resource impacts while still meeting project drivers. In this alternative,
all environmental zone resource areas at the East Knoll and the South Slope are avoided. Work
within the 25 feet transition area involves construction staging and utility upgrades (East Knoll)
and walkway/wall replacement and utility pipe repair (South Slope). All work in these areas is
exempt or meets the transition area standards of the environmental zone.
At the West Slope, the Murray Street driveway and its storm utility pipeline will need to be
replaced due to the required landslide fill in this area (see Criterion E, below). As described
below, the driveway/walkway and utility impacts have been minimized.
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Murray Street
Murray Street is an essential driveway providing service access between the upper and lower
levels of the reservoir site. PWB proposes to replace the existing drive with one with a similar
width and location. The western leg of the drive would be rebuilt at its existing grade. The
eastern leg of the drive will follow contours of the new fill beneath it. The western leg of the
driveway (above the switchback) is kept at its current location to minimize impacts to
established trees bordering the drive. Realigning or widening the drive could have significant
impacts to adjacent forest vegetation and was therefore not chosen.
Replacing this section of the drive in place and at the same grade will still require excavation and
root pruning of nearby trees, which may put some trees at risk. In the proposed alternative,
tree protection measures recommended by the arborist would be established along this edge
to protect and save approximately 118 trees (see Series 4.2 drawings in Appendix B). Because
of the inherent vulnerability of the trees, PWB proposes to follow the arborist’s
recommendations but also to mitigate the trees in the event some do not survive construction.
Three additional trees will need to be removed based on the arborist’s recommendations.
Another impact avoidance feature is the proposed northern realignment of the Murray Street
switchback. The southern edge of existing driveway runs right at the edge of the mapped EP
zone. Since the driveway must be replaced anyway, the design team proposed to relocate the
driveway farther back (north) from the EP zone using a wider radius curve. There is an existing
drainage ditch at the switchback that will be repaired during construction; it will still provide
drainage for nearby slopes.
While the Murray Street replacement will take place over proposed fill and have few new
impacts, several impact reduction measures were incorporated into the preferred alternative.
These include:


Keeping the western leg of the driveway at its current location, width and grade to
minimize impacts to established trees bordering the drive.



Protecting trees bordering the drive to the extent feasible following arborist
recommendations, but recognizing the risk and mitigating vulnerable trees.



Realigning the Murray Street switchback away from the EP zone.

Stormwater Utility Pipeline
To provide stormwater drainage for Murray Street, the existing Murray Street stormwater ditch
will be replaced with a new drainage ditch and pipeline. One alternative initially considered
was to replace the ditch without a new pipe. This option was rejected by BES because driveway
runoff needs to be treated and separated from the clean water draining from the hillside above
the ditch that is discharging to nearby receiving waterways. Hence, this alternative was
deemed impracticable. The proposed stormwater pipeline will generally be constructed below
reconstructed Murray Street and within the area of proposed fill. No new disturbance or tree
removal impacts are anticipated with the proposed alignment, as described in the Impact
Evaluation.
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Summary
The proposed Murray Street alternative would eliminate or reduce the need for tree removal,
thereby reducing potential impacts to forest and habitat functions. The restored public access
to the site and to Murray Street will increase recreational opportunities.
The proposed stormwater pipeline will generally be constructed below Murray Street and
within the area of proposed fill. No new impacts are anticipated with the proposed alignment.
In short, PWB’s alternatives analysis shows that the proposed Murray Street and stormwater
pipeline replacement work has the least significant detrimental impact to identified resources
and functional values.
b. There will be no significant detrimental impact on resources and functional
values in areas designated to be left undisturbed;
Response: PWB developed a plan to control and manage construction activities to protect
adjacent undisturbed natural resources areas. This Construction Management Plan (CMP) is
provided in Appendix D and the Design Proposal Drawings in Appendix B. This CMP uses best
management practices employed to minimize impacts during construction. These include:
 Tree protection fencing


Construction fencing delineating the limits of work/disturbance



Clearly identified construction access and circulation



Construction staging and stockpiling located outside of environmental resource areas

 Techniques to reduce construction‐related erosion and stormwater run‐off
Trees to be saved adjacent to the driveway/walkway and storm pipeline disturbance area will
be protected following the recommendations of the project arborist (Appendix E, Tree
Protection Plan). All equipment operation and maneuvering will occur within designated
disturbance areas. Construction staging and stockpiling is proposed to be located outside of
environmental zone resource areas. Sediment and erosion control devices will be installed and
maintained throughout the construction process to prevent erosion or sedimentation.
Through implementation of the CMP, there will be no significant detrimental impact on
resources and functional values in areas designated to be left undisturbed.
c. The mitigation plan demonstrates that all significant detrimental impacts on
resources and functional values will be compensated for;
Response: PWB has prepared a Mitigation Plan (Appendix F, with drawings in Appendix B)
demonstrating that any significant impacts to resources and functions are fully mitigated. Table
1 in the Mitigation Plan provides a summary of project components, work schedule, resource
impacts, site restoration and mitigation measures.
The proposal to replace Murray Street and its stormwater pipeline is not expected to have
significant impacts. However, three trees are likely to require removal and 18 trees along the
western edge of Murray Street may potentially be impacted by driveway reconstruction. These
trees will be protected following the project arborist’s recommendations, but new native
plantings are proposed as mitigation as well. Disturbed areas along the drive and stormwater
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pipeline will be restored to native meadow. Invasive species control measures will be applied
to these areas. Native plantings on the invasive dominated slope adjacent to Murray Street will
improve forest health and wildlife habitat functions. Recreational values will improve as the
site, with its improved walkway and service drive, is restored for public access.
The proposed Mitigation Plan (Appendix F), and Drawings (Appendix B), demonstrate that
proposed mitigation measures for the replaced driveway and stormwater pipeline will fully
compensate for any significant detrimental impacts on resources and functional values at the
site.
d. Mitigation will occur within the same watershed as the proposed use or
development and within the Portland city limits except when the purpose of the
mitigation could be better provided elsewhere; and
Response: Mitigation will occur on‐site, within the same (Lower Willamette River) watershed
as the tree removal. All mitigation will be within the Portland city limits.
e. The applicant owns the mitigation site; possesses a legal instrument that is
approved by the City (such as an easement or deed restriction) sufficient to carry
out and ensure the success of the mitigation program; or can demonstrate legal
authority to acquire property through eminent domain.
Response: The mitigation work will be located on property owned by the City.
A. 3.

Rights‐of‐way, driveways, walkways, outfalls, and utilities;

a. The location, design, and construction method of any outfall or utility proposed
within the resource area of an environmental protection zone has the least
significant detrimental impact to the identified resources and functional values of
other practicable alternatives including alternatives outside the resource area of
the environmental protection zone;
Response: The proposed stormwater utility pipeline is located in the conservation zone.12 This
criterion does not apply.
b. There will be no significant detrimental impact on water bodies for the migration,
rearing, feeding, or spawning of fish; and
Response: There are no waterbodies located within the proposed disturbance area. The creek
located southwest of the project site is seasonal and does not support fish. This criterion does
not apply.
Note that inflows to the proposed stormwater pipeline along Murray Street will receive water
quality and quantity treatment through the proposed grassy bio‐swale so that only clean water
will leave the site. The grassy bio‐swale design meets BES requirements.

12

As noted in the Impact Evaluation, replacement of the short section of existing roadside ditch in the protection
zone is exempt from review under 33.430.080.C.
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c. Water bodies are crossed only when there are no practicable alternatives with
fewer significant detrimental impacts.
Response: There are no waterbody crossings proposed as part of this project. This criterion
does not apply.
Following is a review of the second set of criteria, Section 33.430.250.E, that applies to the
proposed landslide mitigation fill, related grading and retaining walls, and the temporary
construction conveyor.
E. Other development in the Environmental Conservation zone or within the Transition Area
only. In Environmental Conservation zones or for development within the Transition
Area only, the applicant's impact evaluation must demonstrate that all of the following
are met:
1. Proposed development minimizes the loss of resources and functional values,
consistent with allowing those uses generally permitted or allowed in the base zone
without a land use review;
2. Proposed development locations, designs, and construction methods are less
detrimental to identified resources and functional values than other practicable and
significantly different alternatives;
3. There will be no significant detrimental impact on resources and functional values in
areas designated to be left undisturbed;
4. The mitigation plan demonstrates that all significant detrimental impacts on
resources and functional values will be compensated for;
5. Mitigation will occur within the same watershed as the proposed use or development
and within the Portland city limits except when the purpose of the mitigation could
be better provided elsewhere; and
6. The applicant owns the mitigation site; possesses a legal instrument that is approved
by the City (such as an easement or deed restriction) sufficient to carry out and
ensure the success of the mitigation program; or can demonstrate legal authority to
acquire property through eminent domain.
Each of the above criteria is reviewed separately below:
E.1. Proposed development minimizes the loss of resources and functional values,
consistent with allowing those uses generally permitted or allowed in the base zone
without a land use review;
Response: The proposed grading and fill needed to mitigate the historic landslide is an allowed
use under the Open Space (OS) base zone. Similarly, the proposed temporary construction
conveyor is allowed.
After a detailed review of fill and construction options by PWB, the project arborist, the
contractor and the design team, PWB identified an approach that minimizes the loss of
resources and functional values while still meeting project drivers. As demonstrated in the
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Impact Evaluation (Appendix C), the proposed grading and fill alternative is substantially smaller
in scale and impact than the other practicable alternative to mitigating the moving landslide.
The goal of this work is to mitigate the toe of the landslide by restoring the soil excavated
during the original reservoir construction to a profile similar to the original profile. The
proposed grading and fill is within an area of existing disturbance, on the graded slope
traversed by Murray Street. The proposed grading and fill avoids the higher quality forest and
habitat area on the west slope above Murray Street. Impacts associated with this alternative
were limited to the removal of 17 trees at the northern limits of grading, and the fill and
replacement of invasive‐dominated grassland with native meadow.
A temporary conveyor will be used during construction to bring materials between the upper
and lower work areas. The goal of the conveyor is to dramatically reduce construction impacts
to local neighborhoods and the environment by eliminating the need for approximately 15,000
truck trips between Reservoirs 3 and 4. The conveyor needs to connect to the area west of
Dam 3 for construction vehicle access. The conveyor alignment is still under review and may
not be known until 2016 when the conveyor contractor is selected. However, the two
alignment options under consideration have been designed to minimize impacts within the EC
zone. One alignment is kept within the EC transition area that runs just west of Pump Station 1
and Dam 3. The other alignment is located in the EC resource area and follows Murray Street
south then across the existing grassy slope, where it leaves the environmental zone.
In the first alignment option, the lower end on the conveyor is positioned as close to Pump
Station 1 as possible (without damaging the structure) to avoid the west slope resource area. A
total of 11 trees will need to be removed in the transition area. To accommodate installation
and operation of the conveyor, up to five additional trees on the slope west of the conveyor
may need to be removed. These trees are proposed to be protected and mitigated per the
project arborist’s recommendations, recognizing that the potential for disturbance or damage
during the construction process.
In the second alignment option, the conveyor would follow the east edge of Murray Street and
then cross the existing grassy slope before reaching the lower work area. This alignment keeps
within areas of existing disturbance, though it is within the EC resource area rather than the
transition area. Depending on installation and operations requirements to be determined by
the contractor, additional tree impacts may be avoided with this alignment.
As described in the Impact Evaluation (Appendix C), PWB and the design team worked with the
contractor and the project arborist to find ways to minimize impacts to resources and
functional values. The East Knoll and South Slope resource areas were entirely avoided, and in
the West Slope area, these impacts were reduced from a potential of four acres of disturbance
and 127 native trees, to approximately two acres (mostly within existing disturbance areas) and
17 trees. Therefore, the proposed development minimizes the loss of resources and functional
values, consistent with allowing those uses generally permitted or allowed in the base zone
without a land use review.
E.2. Proposed development locations, designs, and construction methods are less
detrimental to identified resources and functional values than other practicable and
significantly different alternatives;
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Fill and Grading
To address the existing active landslide, and thereby protect the drinking water system, PWB
and geotechnical engineers concluded that a major part of the hillside excavated during
Reservoir 4 construction needs to be restored (filled) at the toe of the landslide to help mitigate
the landslide. A detailed discussion of the historic landslide is given in Section 1‐3.1 and shown
in Figures 6 (plan) and 22 (section). As documented in the Impact Evaluation (Appendix C), two
alternatives were deemed practicable: 1) filling from the landslide toe to Sherwood Boulevard
and 2) filling from the landslide toe to Murray Street. In both alternatives, fill would be placed
at the toe of the landslide located in the old Reservoir 4 basin and up the slope to the west to
mitigate the landslide.
In the first alternative placing fill to Sherwood Boulevard, 127 native trees would be cleared and
225,000 cubic yards of fill would be placed over four acres of the environmental zone. Both
West Slope areas would be degraded: the upper slope area with its dense conifer forest and the
lower slope area that is primarily managed grassland. Clearing all existing vegetation and filling
west to Sherwood Boulevard would have significant detrimental impacts particularly to forest
and wildlife habitat resources.
In the second alternative placing fill to Murray Street, all proposed fill would be kept below, or
east of, the upper leg of Murray Street. This alternative would impact approximately two acres
of the lower slope area that is primarily disturbed land (i.e., managed grassland crisscrossed by
paved Murray Street). Far fewer trees are located on the slope above Murray Street because
this area has been previously disturbed and has slid more often. One grove of trees southwest
of Pump Station 1 would be impacted by the removal of 19 trees (17 native and 2 invasive
trees). This alternative has significantly fewer impacts on forest and habitat resources than the
first alternative. Both forest and habitat resources would be restored and mitigated with
extensive new native plantings following construction.
Due to the major environmental impacts of the first alternative contrasted with only a nominal
improvement in mitigating the slope over the second alternative, PWB rejected this alternative.
PWB determined that the second alternative is the preferred approach to landslide mitigation
because it has fewer significant impacts on resources and functions and provided a sufficient
level of slope mitigation.
Temporary Construction Conveyor
A proposed temporary conveyor would move construction materials between upper and lower
work areas. As noted above, the conveyor alignment is still under review and may not be
known until the conveyor subcontractor is selected. However, the two alignment alternatives
under consideration have been designed to minimize impacts within the EC zone. One
alignment stays out of the resource area and the other stays within existing disturbed areas of
the resource area, thereby limiting impacts. These options and their impacts are described
under Criterion E.1, above.
As demonstrated by the Impact Evaluation (Appendix C), PWB evaluated a range of practicable
fill and conveyor alternatives and selected the combination of alternatives with the least
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detrimental impacts to identified resources and functional values. The proposed landslide
mitigation fill was reduced from four acres to two acres and from the removal of 127 trees to
19 trees (two of which are invasive species). Final selection of the preferred conveyor
alternative will need to wait for a contractor to be retained, but the two alternatives being
considered have been designed to minimize resource area impacts and both are included in the
land use review.
E.3. There will be no significant detrimental impact on resources and functional values in
areas designated to be left undisturbed;
Response: To protect undisturbed resource areas adjacent to the proposed landslide fill and
construction conveyor, PWB developed a plan to control and manage construction activities to
protect adjacent undisturbed natural resources. This Construction Management Plan (CMP) is
provided in Appendix D, with specific construction management measures shown on the
Drawings (Appendix B). This CMP uses best management practices employed to minimize
impacts during construction. These include:


Tree protection fencing



Construction fencing delineating the limits of work/disturbance



Clearly identified construction access and circulation



Construction staging and stockpiling located outside of environmental zone areas

 Techniques to reduce construction‐related erosion and stormwater run‐off
Trees to be saved adjacent to the grading and fill area and the construction conveyor will be
fenced and protected following the recommendations of the project arborist (Appendix E, Tree
Protection Plan). All equipment operation and maneuvering will occur within designated
disturbance areas. Construction staging and stockpiling will be located outside of
environmental zone resource areas. Sediment and erosion control devices will be installed and
maintained throughout the construction process to prevent erosion or sedimentation.
Through implementation of the CMP, there will be no significant detrimental impact on
resources and functional values in areas designated to be left undisturbed.
E.4. The mitigation plan demonstrates that all significant detrimental impacts on
resources and functional values will be compensated for;
Response: PWB has prepared a Mitigation Plan (Appendix F) and Drawings (Appendix B)
demonstrating that any significant impacts to resources and functions are fully mitigated. Table
1 in the Mitigation Plan provides a summary of project components, work schedule, resource
impacts, site restoration and mitigation measures.
The proposed Mitigation Plan focuses on three key strategies to restore and enhance forest and
habitat resources:
1. Invasive Species Management: Large‐scale removal and management of English ivy,
Himalayan blackberry, English hawthorn and other invasive species. These species can
outcompete their native counterparts, threatening the health and vitality of forest and
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wildlife habitat resources. Invasive species management is proposed both inside and
outside environmental zones.
2. Forest Revegetation with Native Plantings: Extensive planting of native tree, shrub and
herbaceous vegetation to diversify forest habitat functions, restore forest canopy, and
replace lost or degraded forest understory.
3. Habitat Diversification: Creation of a native meadow on the hillside bordered by a
lowland habitat area to add habitat diversity to the site.
In order to achieve project drivers of replacing an existing reservoir with a reliable, below‐
ground drinking water reservoir, some established trees will need to be removed. The
proposed mitigation plan combines new native trees, shrubs and herbaceous plantings with
extensive invasive species removal and management within the environmental zone. Proposed
environmental zone plantings include 378 native trees, 565 native shrubs and a diverse mix of
native grasses and forbs. Native grasses and forbs will cover approximately 1.4 acres of land,
including areas graded for landslide mitigation. The total area proposed for invasive species
treatment and native revegetation is an additional 3.3 acres. The restored forest habitat will
improve wildlife forage and nesting opportunities. The new native vegetation will also increase
habitat diversity and year‐round cover for wildlife. Native meadow and lowland habitats will
further diversify habitat values. In combination, the mitigation measures described in this plan
will provide a net increase in the functional values of the environmental resources at the
project site.
The proposed Mitigation Plan and Drawings, demonstrate that proposed mitigation measures
for the landslide mitigation fill and construction conveyor will fully compensate for any
significant detrimental impacts on resources and functional values at the site.
E.5. Mitigation will occur within the same watershed as the proposed use or
development and within the Portland city limits except when the purpose of the
mitigation could be better provided elsewhere; and
Response: Mitigation will occur on‐site, within the same (Lower Willamette River) watershed
as the tree removal. All mitigation will be within the Portland City limits.
E.6. The applicant owns the mitigation site; possesses a legal instrument that is
approved by the City (such as an easement or deed restriction) sufficient to carry
out and ensure the success of the mitigation program; or can demonstrate legal
authority to acquire property through eminent domain.
Response: The mitigation work will be located on property owned by the City.
Conclusion
The Washington Park Reservoir site is situated in a largely disturbed landscape dating back to
the 1800s. Most of the developed part of the site is outside the environmental zones, which
are located along the west, south and southeast edges of the site. The proposed design
concentrates site redevelopment in the existing developed areas, thereby minimizing
environmental impacts. PWB has developed a plan that meets the environmental review
criteria by selecting alternatives that reduce environmental impacts, and developing a robust
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native planting and invasive species management plan to mitigate for unavoidable impacts.
The findings above, supported by the Impact Evaluation (Appendix C), Construction
Management Plan (Appendix D), Tree Protection Plan (Appendix E), Mitigation Plan (Appendix
F), and the Design Proposal Drawings (Appendix B), demonstrate that the applicable
environmental review criteria in PZC Sections 33.430.250.A and 33.430.250.E are met.

Section 2‐3 Scenic Resources/Tree Review
Introduction
The Scenic Resources Protection Plan (Scenic Plan) identifies several scenic sites in the north
end of Washington Park. Figure 42 shows the location of sites near the reservoirs:


Mt. Hood and City from the Rose Garden (scenic view)



Mt. Hood from the Rose Garden (scenic view)



Zoo Train Platform (scenic view)



Mountains and City from Lewis and Clark Monument (scenic view)



Washington Park and Hoyt Arboretum Loop (scenic corridor)

The first four scenic views listed above are of downtown and distant mountains, not views of
the reservoirs; no scenic view standards apply to the reservoir site. The Washington Park and
Hoyt Arboretum Loop, designated with a scenic (s) overlay zone, crosses the northern edge of
the site and therefore scenic corridor standards apply to the site. As described below, this
proposal will substantially restore and improve scenic views within and across the reservoir
site, including views from the Washington Park and Hoyt Arboretum Loop. However,
construction of shoring walls for the underground reservoirs will require the removal of four
trees that are subject to tree review, which is addressed in the last part of this section.
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Washington Park and
Hoyt Arboretum Loop

View of mountains &
City from Lewis and
Clark Monument

Views of Mt. Hood and
City from Rose Garden

View from Zoo
Train Platform

Figure 42. City designated Scenic Views and Corridors near Reservoir Site

Scenic Corridor
The Washington Park and Hoyt Arboretum Loop is identified in the Scenic Plan as a scenic
corridor. A scenic corridor is a linear scenic resource that may include streets, bikeways, trails
or waterways (rivers, creeks, sloughs) through parks, natural or urban areas. The corridor may
include scenic views along it, but may also be valued for its intrinsic scenic qualities such as a
winding road through a wooded area. The scenic corridor designation is intended to preserve
and enhance the scenic character along corridors, and where possible, scenic vistas from
corridors. This is accomplished by a set of development standards (e.g., limiting the length of
buildings, preventing development in side setbacks, screening mechanical equipment, and
restricting signs).
The Washington Park and Hoyt Arboretum Loop, also referred to as Scenic Drive 23‐25, is
located adjacent to the north boundary of the site along SW Sacajawea Blvd as shown in Figure
43. The loop is approximately six miles long and consists of “a mixture of gardens, wooded
areas, and some residential areas...Hiking trails crisscross the arboretum and excellent views of
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the mountains and of the City are obtained
from various vantage points off the main
loop.” The designated loop is travelled in a
clockwise direction (due to some one‐way
streets) and includes a one‐mile section of
West Burnside Street.13
A short segment of the scenic corridor
borders the Washington Park Reservoir site.
This segment, as mapped with a Scenic (s)
overlay zone on City zoning maps, follows
Sacajawea Boulevard to the intersection of
Sacajawea Boulevard and Lewis & Clark Way
(see Figure 44).
Review of Scenic Development
Standards
Scenic corridors are subject to the
Figure 43. Washington Park and Hoyt Arboretum Loop Drive
development standards of Section
33.480.040.B; these standards are reviewed below.
One of the standards, related to tree removal and
replacement, cannot be fully met due to construction
requirements. For this reason, a tree review is
required; approval criteria for tree review are
addressed in following section of this application.
B. Scenic Corridors. All development and
vegetation with a scenic corridor designation in
the S cenic Resources Protection Plan are subject
to the regulations of this Subsection.

Scenic Overly
Boundary
OS OSs

1. Purpose. The scenic corridor designation is
intended to preserve and enhance the scenic
character along corridors, and where
possible, scenic vistas from corridors. This is
accomplished by limiting the length of
buildings, preserving existing trees, providing additional landscaping, preventing
development in side setbacks, screening
mechanical equipment, and restricting signs.
Figure 44. Scenic Overlay Zone following
Sacajawea Boulevard

The City’s scenic (s) overlay zoning does not include Sterns Drive or the north section of Lewis & Clark
Way; the s zone begins at the intersection of Sacajawea Blvd. and Lewis & Clark Circle, then travels west on
Sacajawea Blvd.

13
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2. Standards.
a. Limiting blank facades. Long, blank facades create uninteresting elements along
a scenic corridor. This standard applies to all portions of buildings within 100 feet
of the designated resource. Residential structures are exempt from this standard.
Blank facades must be mitigated for in at least one of the following ways:
(1) The maximum length of any building facade is 100 feet.
(2) Two rows of trees, one deciduous and one evergreen, must be planted on 30‐
foot centers along the length of the building between the structure and the
protected resource.
(3) Facades facing the scenic corridor must have a minimum of 40 percent of
surface area in glass. Mirrored glass with a reflectance greater than 20
percent is prohibited. No proposed buildings are located within 100 of the
scenic corridor.
Response: There are no existing or proposed buildings within the scenic resource zone. This
standard does not apply.
b. Street setbacks. The entire required street setback must be landscaped to at least
the L1 level unless the more stringent standards below or in other chapters of this
Title apply. Up to 25 percent of the entire area of the street setback may be used
for vehicle and pedestrian areas except that each lot is allowed at least a 9‐foot
wide driveway or parking area and a 6‐foot wide pedestrian area. For shared
driveways serving more than one unit, the base zone standards apply, and
landscaping at the L1 standard must be provided adjacent to the identified
resource. Where the base zone does not require a street setback, a setback of 20
feet is established by the Scenic Resource zone on street lot lines that abut the
Scenic Corridor identified in the Scenic Resources Protection Plan. The required
landscaping in the setback must be provided at the time of development, except
as allowed in B.2.b(1) below…
Response: The scenic corridor, Sacajawea Blvd., is located within Washington Park. There are
no street lot lines abutting the corridor (i.e., there is no right of way along Sacajawea Blvd.), and
street setbacks do not apply at this location. Nevertheless, PWB proposes to landscape the
area bordering Sacajawea Blvd. within the project site to the L1 level as shown in Appendix B.
c. Side building setbacks. Buildings, garages, and covered accessory structures are
not allowed within the side building setbacks within the first 100 feet from the
designated resource. No more than 80 percent of the length of any site can be
occupied by structures, excluding fences, as measured parallel to the scenic
corridor. This standard applies to an entire attached housing project rather than
to individual units.
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Response: There are no proposed buildings, garages, and covered accessory structures within
100 feet of Sacajawea Blvd. In addition, there are no side lot lines or applicable side building
setbacks. Therefore, this standard does not apply.
d. Screening. All garbage cans, garbage collection areas, and mechanical
equipment (including heat pumps, air conditioners, emergency generators, and
water pumps) must be screened from view or not visible from the designated
scenic corridor. Small rooftop mechanical equipment, including vents, need not
be screened if the total area of such equipment does not exceed 10 square feet
per structure.
Response: No garbage cans, garbage collection areas, or mechanical equipment are proposed
within or visible from the scenic zone. This standard does not apply.
e. Fences and hedges. The total maximum height of fences, hedges, and berms
within the street setback, or first 20 feet from the designated resource if there is
no street setback, is 3 1/2 feet. This provision does not apply to any required
screening and buffering.
Response: There is an existing 6‐foot perimeter site fence that follows Sherwood Blvd. to the
intersection with Sacajawea Blvd. The fence crosses in front of the Grand Stairway, obscuring
views from the scenic corridor. At this intersection, the proposal is to realign the fence down
the slope to reopen views from the Grand Stairway across the reservoir site.
There is also an existing hedge along Sherwood Blvd. that exceeds six feet in height. Part of this
hedge will be removed during reservoir construction and proposed replacement plantings
include low shrubs (no hedges) meeting this standard within the 20‐foot scenic buffer.
f. Signs. The sign standards are stated in Title 32, Signs and Related Regulations.
Response: Informational and directional signage will be installed in the project site in
accordance with Title 32 requirements. These requirements generally apply to the whole
project site, not just the scenic zone. They will be addressed during building permit review.
g. Preservation of trees. This provision does not apply if the property is regulated by
state statutes for forest management practices. All trees 6 or more inches in
diameter that are within the street setback (or first 20 feet if no setback exists)
must be retained unless removal conforms to one or more of the following
standards:
(1) The tree is located within the footprint or within 10 feet of existing or
proposed buildings and structures attached to buildings, such as decks, stairs,
and carports, or within 10 feet of a proposed driveway;
(2) The tree is determined by an arborist to be dead, dying or dangerous;
(3) The tree is on the Nuisance Plants List;
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(4) The tree must be removed due to installation, repair, or maintenance of
water, sewer, or stormwater services. For new installation of services, tree
removal allowed under this provision is limited to a single 10 foot wide utility
corridor on each site;
(5) The tree is within a proposed roadway or City‐required construction
easement, including areas devoted to curbs, parking strips or sidewalks, or
vehicle areas;
(6) The tree is within 20 feet of a Radio Frequency Transmission Facility antenna
that is a public safety facility. The distance to the antenna is measured
vertically and horizontally from the edge of the antenna. See Figure 480‐1; or
(7) The tree is at least 6 and up to 12 inches in diameter and does not meet any
of the other standards of this subparagraph, but is replaced within the front
setback (or first 20 feet if no setback has been established) by trees and
shrubs listed in the Scenic Resources Protection Plan according to Table 480‐
1. Replacement plantings must meet Section 33.248.030, Plant Materials. In
addition to these provisions, property owners and others are encouraged to
make every effort to locate buildings, easements, parking strips, sidewalks
and vehicle areas to preserve the maximum number of trees.
Response: The temporary/permanent shoring walls at Reservoir 3 will require the removal of
four trees within the 20 feet scenic buffer along Sacajawea Blvd. These trees are at least 12
inches in diameter and will be reviewed against the Tree Review criteria in the following
section.
33.480.050 Tree Removal Review
Trees that do not qualify for removal under Subsection 33.480.040.B.2.g, above, may be
removed if approved through tree review as provided in Chapter 33.853, Tree Review. Tree
removal in areas with an Environmental overlay zone is subject to environmental review
rather than tree review.
Response: There are four trees within 20 feet of Sacajawea Boulevard that are subject to Tree
Review. These trees are outside environmental zones. This review is addressed in the
following section.
Tree Review Approval Criteria
33.853.040 Approval Criteria
A. Trees in the Scenic Overlay Zone, Johnson Creek Basin plan district, or Rocky Butte plan
district. A request to remove trees in the Scenic Overlay Zone, Johnson Creek Basin plan
district, or Rocky Butte plan district will be approved if the review body finds that the
applicant has shown that either criterion A.1 or A.2 is met and criterion A.3 is met:
1. The removal is necessary to allow for reasonable development of the site, including
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access to the site for construction, required parking, pedestrians, and utilities, and
considering the allowed uses and characteristics of the area. Alternative locations and
construction methods for structures, utilities and paved areas must be considered to
maximize preservation of trees, with emphasis on preservation of trees that are 20 or
more inches in diameter and tree groves; or
Response: A total of four trees must be removed along an approximately 150‐foot section of
this six‐mile scenic corridor. The proposed tree removal is necessary to allow reasonable
development of an underground drinking water reservoir, a critical water facility. The removal
is required to build shoring walls to construct the underground reservoir. In order to provide
construction access around the shoring walls, four trees of at least 12‐inch diameter within the
20‐foot area bordering Sacajawea Blvd. must be removed.
Alternative locations and construction methods for the shoring walls were considered. The
proposed shoring wall location is as close as practicable to the new Reservoir 3 construction
work area. This construction necessitates clearing of vegetation along the south side of
Sacajawea Blvd., between Sacajawea and Sherwood Blvd. Other alternatives considered
included a shoring wall alignment further to the north causing the relocation of a sewer pipe
adjacent to the wall. This alternative would have impacted more trees, both on the south and
north sides of Sacajawea Blvd. The proposed alternative reflects the minimum disturbance
area needed to construct a suitable shoring wall to construct the underground reservoir.
2. For sites within the Scenic overlay zone or Rocky Butte plan district, the removal is to
create or enhance a public view from public property or from a public right‐of‐way.
Consultation with the City Forester is required; and
Response: The proposed removal is not to create or enhance a public view; it is necessary to
allow construction of a required shoring wall for a critical drinking water facility. This criterion
does not apply.
3. The proposal will continue to meet the purpose of the relevant tree preservation or
removal standards. Replacement plantings within the Scenic overlay zone must consist of
approved vegetation listed in the Scenic Resources Protection Plan appendix.
Response: The purpose of the scenic corridor standards is “to preserve and enhance the scenic
character along corridors, and where possible, scenic vistas from corridors. This is
accomplished by limiting the length of buildings, preserving existing trees, providing additional
landscaping, preventing development in side setbacks, screening mechanical equipment, and
restricting signs.”
The scenic character of the Washington Park and Hoyt Arboretum Loop includes a mixture of
gardens, wooded areas, and some residential areas, with scenic vistas interspersed along the
scenic corridor. The scenic character along the corridor, and scenic vistas from the corridor, will
be preserved and enhanced through a number of proposed actions.
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First, the proposal will restore public access to and views from the Grand Stairway along the
scenic corridor. The Grand Stairway once marked a prominent viewpoint from Sacajawea
Boulevard to the reservoirs and forested hills and City beyond. The access and viewpoint have
been fenced off from public access since the 1970s. The proposed redevelopment of the site
will improve the viewpoint, move the existing fence to a lower elevation, and thereby restore
and enhance a dramatic scenic vista from the scenic corridor.
Second, the proposed construction impacts along the corridor are temporary in nature and will
be mitigated through new tree, shrub and herbaceous plantings meeting the vegetation
requirements of the Scenic Resources Protection Plan. A total of 18 trees and 18 shrubs will be
planted in the Scenic buffer area, as shown in Appendix B, Sheet 5.2.2). Groundcover plants
will cover the remaining area. These plantings will more than offset the four trees that must be
removed, and over time will enhance the scenic wooded character of the Washington Park and
Hoyt Arboretum Loop scenic corridor.
Conclusion
The Scenic Resources Protection Plan identifies a scenic corridor at the northern boundary of
the project site: the Washington Park and Hoyt Arboretum Loop. A 150‐foot section of the
corridor along Sacajawea Boulevard is within the project work area. In order to install shoring
walls and provide construction access to the site, six trees must be removed within the 20‐foot
scenic buffer area along Sacajawea Boulevard. Five of these trees are 12 inches or larger in
diameter and therefore subject to Tree Removal review. The Design Proposal meets the
applicable approval criteria because the construction shoring and access requirements
necessitate the tree removal, and the proposal will preserve the scenic character and vistas
along the corridor.

Section 2‐4 Overall Conclusion
This application, with supporting drawings and other documentation provided in the
appendices, provides the findings, analysis and conclusions to support approval of the
Conditional Use, Environmental and Tree Reviews. The proposal meets the criteria for the
conditional use because it is consistent with the intended character of the area and with the
purpose of the Open Space zone, provides adequate levels of public services, does not
adversely impact the livability of surrounding properties, and complies with all applicable area
plans. The proposal meets the criteria for the environmental review because it minimizes the
loss of resources and functional values and fully mitigates for unavoidable impacts. The
proposal meets the criteria for the tree review because the limited tree removal is necessary to
allow for reasonable development of the site and meets the purpose of the relevant standards.
For these reasons, the land use application should be approved.
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