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None
Neighbors West/Northwest, contact Mark Sieber at 503-823-4212.
OSc, OScs, OSs, OSp (Open Space base zone with Environmental
Conservation, Scenic Resource and Environmental Protection overlay
zones), Washington Park Reservoirs Historic District
CU EN TR (Conditional Use, Environmental and Tree Reviews)
Type III, with a public hearing before the Hearings Officer. The decision of
the Hearings Officer can be appealed to City Council.

Proposal: The Washington Park Reservoir Improvement Project (hereinafter the ‘proposal’)
involves significant changes to Reservoirs 3 and 4 at the 1894 Water Bureau complex in the West
Hills, just above King’s Hill and below the International Rose Test Gardens. Reservoir 3 is the
upper reservoir of the two, closest to the heavily-traveled public route between downtown and the
rose gardens, at the bottom of a closed-off grand stairway (SW Sherwood and Sacajawea
Boulevards). The proposal includes the following alterations to the site:
• 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 gate house, 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;
• 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. Some
electrical, instrumentation and other 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; and
• Lighting: Historic lamp posts will be restored. New, low-level lighting will replace the
existing 1970s lights that currently surround the reservoirs.
The proposal occurs within the boundaries of the Washington Park Reservoirs Historic District.
Prior and separate land use reviews, triggered by the historic district designation, are already
underway:
• Type IV Demolition Review (LU 14-249689 DM) to allow demolition of 3 of the 11
contributing historic resources in the district, approved by City Council on June 30, 2015
but since appealed to the Land Use Board of Appeals; and
• Type III Historic Resource Review (LU 15-169671 HR) to allow alterations to the remaining
8 contributing resources, underwent a first hearing before the Landmarks Commission on
August 10, 2015, and is scheduled for a second hearing on October 26, 2015 at 1:30pm.
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This application is for the three remaining land use reviews required for the proposal under the
Portland Zoning Code: Conditional Use, Environmental and Tree Reviews.
The Conditional Use Review is necessary because the water reservoir facility is a Basic Utility,
which is a conditional use in the Open Space zone. Because exterior improvements associated
with the reconfigured facility exceed 1,500 square feet, a Type III Conditional Use Review is
required (33.815.040.B.2.b).
A portion of the Washington Park Reservoir site is within the City’s Environmental Conservation
and Environmental Protection overlay zones. Environmental standards must be met to allow the
work to occur by right. If the standards are not met, an Environmental Review is required. The
Environmental Review is required because fill will be placed, grading will occur, a temporary
construction conveyor will be constructed, the SW Murray Street driveway will be reconstructed,
and a stormwater pipeline will be constructed along SW Murray Street, and construction staging
is proposed in the East Knoll area; all partially within the Environmental overlay zones. This work
exceeds the Environmental Development Standards in Zoning Code Section 33.430.140, and the
applicant requests approval through Environmental Review.
The applicant notes that the Sherwood field bypass pipe, pump station 3 upgrades, the security
camera replacement near dam 4, the walkway and retaining wall reconstruction south of reservoir
4, and the perimeter fence relocation along Sherwood Boulevard, meet either the Environmental
Zone exemptions listed in 33.430.080, or meet the Environmental Development Standards listed
in 33.430.140 through 33.430.180. Environmental Review was not requested for these project
elements.
The Tree Review is required because the construction of the underground reservoir will require
removal of several trees from within the Scenic Resources overlay zone. The Scenic Resources
Development Standards require preservation of trees within 20 feet of the designated Scenic
resource (33.480.040 B.2.g). In this case SW Sacajawea Boulevard, north of Reservoir 3, is
identified as the scenic resource. The trees to be removed in this area exceed 12 inches in
diameter and do not meet standard 33.480.040 B.2.g.(7). Trees not meeting these standards may
be removed if approved through Tree Review as provided in Zoning Code Chapter 33.853
(33.480.050).
Therefore, the applicant has requested the necessary Conditional Use, Environmental and Tree
Reviews, in order to implement the Washington Park Reservoirs Improvement Project.
Approval Criteria: In order to be approved, this proposal must comply with the approval criteria
of Title 33, Portland Zoning Code. The applicable approval criteria are:





33.815.100. A-D, Conditional Use Approval Criteria for Uses in the Open Space
Zone.
33.430.250. A, Environmental Review Approval Criteria for driveways, walkways,
outfalls, and utilities.
33.430.250. E, Environmental Review approval criteria for Other Development in
the Environmental Conservation zone (fill, retaining walls for grassy terraces,
removal of trees, construction staging and stockpiling areas, etc.).
33.853.040. A, Approval Criteria for Tree Review for trees in the Scenic Overlay
Zone.

ANALYSIS
Site and Vicinity: The Washington Park Reservoirs #3 and #4 are located within Washington
Park, due west of the downtown commercial core. The park was developed from 40 acres
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purchased by the City from Amos and Melinda King in 1871, and originally known as City Park. In
1912, it was renamed Washington Park following a visit from John Charles Olmsted, who
recommended a more distinguished name. Washington Park is located in the hills directly west of
the King’s Hill Historic District, bordered by W Burnside to the north, and north of Highway 26.
West of the Park is the Arlington Heights neighborhood, Hoyt Arboretum and the Oregon Zoo. The
site is bordered to the east by the residential neighborhood of Goose Hollow.
Historic Context
As the City’s population continued to grow and issues arose from shortages due to high demand
and poor quality water obtained from the Willamette River and other sources, the City took up the
task of creating a new high quality water supply. In 1885, a 15-member Water Committee was
appointed made up of prominent business and civic leaders, who took on the task of consolidating
the existing water supplies, identifying and acquiring the rights to a new supply, and constructing
a system that would provide clean and abundant water to the citizens of Portland. Ultimately, Bull
Run Lake was identified as the preferred source as it could provide pristine water through a
gravity-fed system, thus nearly eliminating the need for cost-prohibitive pumping. Mt Tabor and
Washington Park were identified as the locations to build storage facilities due to their elevations
within the city.
The reservoirs were constructed during the City Beautiful movement, which arose in response to
the industrialization of cities, and aimed to promote health and civic virtue through the creation of
beautiful and inspiring works of architecture and planning. The character of the reservoirs and
their accompanying structures, articulated in a Romanesque Revival style, nestled into natural
ravines within the landscape embody these values.
The reservoirs were designed by Ernest Leslie Ransome, featuring patented “concrete and twisted
iron” poured concrete construction, with the twisted iron placed at 10-foot intervals in each
direction, and the façades of the structures featuring decorative designs molded by wooden
formwork and tooled and hammered to resemble rusticated stone. Ransome’s design is notable in
that it was one of the first uses of reinforced concrete for a major work in the United States, at a
time when reinforced concrete was just beginning to be employed in construction projects. The
ornamental wrought iron fences and lampposts were designed by Whidden and Lewis, and crafted
by Johann H. Tuerck of Portland Art Metal Works.
In January 2004, the Washington Park Reservoirs Historic District was listed in the National
Register of Historic Places under Criteria A and C, as a locally significant resource. The areas of
significance include community planning and development, architecture, engineering, and
entertainment and recreation. Listed contributing resources include Reservoir 3, Dam 3,
Gatehouse 3, the Weir Building, Reservoir 4, Dam 4, Gatehouse 4, Pump House 1, the Generator
House, and two water fountains, one of which is damaged and currently in storage.
The project site is almost directly in alignment with the boundaries of the Washington Park
Reservoirs Historic District, inside the larger Washington Park complex. The proposal extends
beyond the historic district on the easterly, downhill edge of the project site, in the area occupied
by planted hillsides, service roads and service areas below the reservoirs and just above Canyon
Road.
Environmental Context
The site, within the Lower Willamette River watershed, 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 in 1894. The site covers under 20 acres within the 500 acre Washington
Park.
There are three main habitat areas (environmental subareas) within the environmental zones at
the project site:
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West Slope - along the western edge of the site below Sherwood Blvd.
South Slope - along the southern edge of the site
East Knoll - in the southeast corner of the site adjacent to Jefferson Street
West Slope: The West Slope is in an Environmental Conservation overlay (EC) zone and has two
distinct areas. A moderately dense, second growth conifer forest covers most of the slope west of
Murray Street and connects to Washington Park forest habitat to the south and across Sherwood
Boulevard to the west. The forest understory lacks native shrub cover and is dominated by
invasive English ivy. This area has low to medium habitat values. Due to the condition of the
understory plant community, forage and cover habitat is limited. Habitat features such as
standing snags and downed woody debris are lacking throughout this area.
By contrast, the lower slope area (east of Murray Street) is characterized by a previouslydisturbed, managed landscape dominated by non-native grasses and forbs. Murray Street (a
paved access drive) crisscrosses this area, climbing from Pump Station 1 south and then north to
the west end of Dam 3, eventually connecting to Sherwood Boulevard. Habitat values in this
previously disturbed area are low. Tree cover in the 0.2-acre area west of the pump station
provides greater cover habitat, but the area is degraded by a monoculture of English ivy and
fragmented by surrounding structures and roads.
South Slope: The area along the south border of the site is a mixed Douglas fir/big-leaf maple
forest that is contiguous with forested open space to the south. This area is not as fragmented as
other environmental zone areas at the site. The native understory shrub cover is more extensive
than other areas and provides a moderate multi-storied structure and higher shrub diversity, with
increased habitat values. Nevertheless, non-native/invasive species are common throughout the
understory. Overall, habitat values are medium in the south slope area. Between the existing
Reservoir 4 walkway and the forest edge to the south is a disturbed slope dominated by weedy
non-native grasses with low habitat value. At the west end of the South Slope area, a seasonal
creek conveys storm water downslope from SW Sherwood Road (off-site to the southwest). The
creek enters a catch basin approximately 100 feet south of the Murray Street switchback. This
water is eventually discharged to the Tanner storm water pipeline near SW Jefferson Road. The
area between the creek and Murray Street is disturbed land dominated by English ivy and other
invasive, non-native plants. The area lacks native tree and shrub cover and provides low habitat
value.
East Knoll: An approximately one-half acre area in the southeast corner of the site between SW
Jefferson Street and the SW Jefferson Road is within an EC zone. This area has a mix of
groundcover, shrubs, and young trees. The trees are located primarily in the northern part of the
area, on a knoll that rises as it nears Jefferson Street. Part of the East Knoll area has been
disturbed in the past, though some habitat elements are starting to return and native species
have been planted (i.e., red-osier dogwood (Cornus sericea), clustered rose (Rosa pisocarpa) and tall
Oregon-grape (Mahonia aquifolium)). Habitat values in this area are generally low, though the mix
of young native trees and shrubs does attract some bird use.
Infrastructure:
Existing Sanitary Infrastructure: BES maintains a public 48-54” RCP combined sewer below
manhole # AMT072 in SW Jefferson St (BES as-built #4956), and a public 18-24” RCP combined
sewer just to the northwest of Reservoir 3 within park property (BES as-built # E10103).
Existing Stormwater Infrastructure: There is a public 36-inch HDPE storm-only sewer in SW
Canyon (BES as-built # 4956). After 59LF, this line connects to a larger 54-inch RCP.
Historically, pathways and drives within the reservoir site provided maintenance access of the
reservoirs along with recreational opportunities and allowed enjoyment of the setting’s scenic
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views and open space. These drives included Murray Street, which traverses a slope within the
EC zone. However, public access to the reservoir site has been restricted since the 1970s,
significantly limiting the site’s current recreational values.
Zoning: The site includes the Open Space base zone with Environmental Conservation, Scenic
Resource Protection and Environmental Protection overlay zones.
The Open Space (OS) zone is intended to preserve public and private open, natural, and improved
park and recreation areas indentified 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.
Environmental overlay zones protect environmental 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. They protect the most important
environmental features and resources while allowing environmentally sensitive urban development
where resources are less sensitive. The purpose of this land use review is to ensure compliance
with the regulations of the environmental zones.
The Scenic Resource Zone “s” overlay is intended to protect Portland’s significant scenic resources
as identified in the Scenic Resources Protection Plan; enhance the appearance of Portland to make
it a better place to live and work; create attractive entrance ways to Portland and its districts;
improve Portland’s economic vitality by enhancing the City’s attractiveness to its citizens and to
visitors; and implement the scenic resource policies and objectives of Portland’s Comprehensive
Plan. The purposes of the Scenic Resource zone are achieved by establishing height limits within
view corridors to protect significant views and by establishing additional landscaping and
screening standards to preserve and enhance identified scenic resources, and by preserving
existing trees. This land use review also ensures compliance with the tree preservation
requirements of the Scenic Resources overlay zone.
The Historic Resource Protection overlay is comprised of Historic and Conservation Districts, as
well as Historic and Conservation Landmarks and 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.
Environmental Resources:
The application of the environmental overlay zones is based on detailed studies that have been
carried out within separate areas throughout the City. Environmental resources and functional
values present in environmental zones are described in environmental inventory reports for these
respective study areas.
The project site is mapped within the Southwest Hills Resource Protection Plan (SHRPP) as 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. These resources
are found on the project site within forest uplands and ravines that have perennial and
intermittent creeks. These natural features provide habitat for local wildlife, and the predominant
trees are Douglas fir and bigleaf maple, plus the uncommon climax species, grand fir.
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Land Use History: City records indicate that prior land use reviews include:
•
LU 05-138520 HDZ – Historic Design Review approval for Phase 1 of security and
deferred maintenance projects;
•
EA 06-173417 PC – Pre-Application Conference for security and deferred maintenance
projects;
•
LU 07-137990 HDZ – Historic Design Review approval for Phase 2 of security and
deferred maintenance projects;
•
EA 13-162228 APPT – Early Assistance Appointment related to current proposal;
•
EA 13-200312 DAR – Design Advice Request with the Historic Landmarks Commission
for the current proposal.
•
EA 14-139549 PC – Pre-Application Conference for the current proposal.
•
LU 14-249689 DM – Demolition Review approval for demolition of Reservoir 3, Reservoir
4, and the Weir Building. This approval by City Council was appealed to the Land Use
Board of Appeals, a process which is still underway at this time.
•
LU 15-169671 HR – Historic Resource Review for the same physical site alterations at the
Reservoir 3 & 4 complex that are being considered in this application, with public
hearings before the Landmarks Commission. A second hearing has been scheduled for
Monday October 26, 2015, following on the initial public hearing held on August 10,
2015.
Impact Analysis and Mitigation Plan:
A full description of the proposal was provided on pages two and three of this report. The
following discusses development alternative, for each project element under review, in addition to
the one proposed, that were considered by the applicant. The following additionally describes the
proposed construction management plan, mitigation and monitoring proposal. This information is
presented in full in Exhibit A.15 in the application case file, with supplemental information
submitted on October 20, 2015 describing construction management in greater detail (Exhibit
A.19).
Development Alternatives:
In Exhibit A.1 (the Application Narrative), the applicant describes four major issues driving the
overall proposal: these, together comprise the project purpose: the presence of an active ancient
landslide and the need to resist further movement; the EPA rule to cover the reservoirs; the age of
the reservoirs and utility infrastructure and the need for replacement; the vulnerability of the
existing facilities to seismic activity. Of these four project purposes, the mitigation of the landslide
creates the need for the majority of the activity in the environmental overlay zones.
There are three main project components located within the environmental zone resource area
that are subject to Environmental Review:
1. The applicant 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.
The applicant considered development alternatives for each of the areas described in the Site
Description above: the East Knoll, the South Slope, and the West Slope. Table 1 below compares
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the impacts of all these alternatives. Please refer to Exhibit A.15 for a full analysis of these
alternatives.
The alternatives considered include alternatives E-1, E-2, and E-3, which assessed different
locations for construction staging in the East Koll area. The Washington Park Reservoirs site has
limited available staging area for construction staging. Because of this, the open and accessible
East Knoll area was originally planned for staging and construction trailer storage. Alternative E1 would use the entire area for staging, E-2 would only utilize a portion of the environmental area
for staging, and E-3 would only affect transition area (the impacts are quantified in Table 1 below)
On the South Slope alternatives for the stormwater facilities were assessed in Exhibit A.15.
Alternative S-1 would place the stormwater pipe near the existing fenceline well above the
walkway south of Reservoir 4. Alternative S-2 would use the construction technique of “pipe
bursting” and result in a smaller disturbance area. Alternative S-3 would utilize “pipe slip-lining”
construction techniques that would protect trees on the South Slope from construction impacts.
Table 1 below compares impacts between these alternatives.
In the area of the West Slope, the applicant describes alternatives considered for the landslide
mitigation fill, for the reconstruction of the Murray Street driveway, for stormwater pipelines, and
for the temporary construction conveyor (Exhibit A.15). 2 alternatives were considered for
mitigating the landslide, alternatives W-1 and W-2. Alternative W-1 would have fill extend up the
entire slope to Sherwood Boulevard, while Alternative W-2 would only extend up to the Murray
Street driveway. Table 1 provides a comparison of impacts for these 2 alternatives. Similarly
alternatives are described for the Murray Street driveway reconstruction (Alternatives M-1 and M2), and for the stormwater facilities needed to collect drainage from the hillside and from Murray
Street (WS-1 and WS-2). Table 1 summarizes the comparisons of these alternatives.
Lastly, a discussion of alternatives considered for a temporary, two-way construction conveyor
(Alternatives C-1 and C-2) proposed to bring materials between the upper and lower reservoir work
areas, is provided in Exhibit A.15 (Appendix C, Figure 9). On October 20, 2015, the applicant
submitted supplemental narrative information identifying the preferred conveyor alignment
(Exhibit A.19). The “C-1” alignment runs west of Pump Station 1 and Dam 3. The other, “C-2”
alignment follows Murray Street, crosses the existing grassy slope, and ends at south section of
the proposed lowland habitat area. Both alignments would be served by trucks at the west end of
Dam 3, where a temporary truck turnaround would be installed. The applicant determined that
Alternative C-1 is not practicable due to steep slopes between Dam 3 and Reservoir 4, creating
structural stability problems and worker safety issues that make this alternative impracticable.
Those alternatives with the least significant impact to environmental resources are shown as
shaded in Table 1.
Table 1. Comparative Impacts of Alternatives
Alternatives* Disturbance Disturbance
Existing
in resource
in
disturbance
area
transition
area
Eastern Knoll
E-1
16,809 sq.
8,039 sq.
14,305 sq.
ft.
ft.
ft.
E-2

6,266 sq. ft.

8,039 sq.
ft.

14,305 sq.
ft.

Native trees
removed

18 trees

9 trees

Relative
forest and
habitat
impacts
Site
leveling, full
resource
degradation
Clearing
and grading
impacts to
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E-3

Disturbance Disturbance
Existing
in resource
in
disturbance
area
transition
area
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Native trees
removed

Relative
forest and
habitat
impacts
lowland
area

None

8,039 sq.
ft.

8,039 sq. ft.

None

Staging in
transition
area.

32 trees

3,500 sq. ft.

17 trees

Open cut
excavation
Pipe busting

S-3

None

10,700 sq.
ft.
10,700 sq.
ft.
10,700 sq.
ft.

3,500 sq. ft.

S-2

14,260 sq.
ft.
7,675 sq. ft.

3,500 sq. ft.

8 trees (6”-8”)

127 trees

South Slope
S-1

Slip-lined
pipe

West Slope
W-1

3.4 acres

0.4 acre

1.6 acres

W-2

1.2 acres

0.4 acre

1.6 acres

M-1

10,800 sq.
ft.

500 sq. ft.

11,300 sq.
ft.

M-2

10,800 sq.
ft. (10,000
sq. ft. in W2)

500 sq. ft
(200 sq. ft.
in W-2)

11,300 sq.
ft.

WS-2 (WS-1
not
practicable)
C-2 (C-1 not
practicable)

3,200 sq. ft.
(3,050 sq.
ft. in W-2)
5,000 sq. ft.

210 sq. ft.

3,210 sq. ft.

500 sq. ft.

5,500 sq. ft.

Fill to
Sherwood
Blvd.
17 trees
Fill to
Murray St.
15 trees
Trees
cleared
along
Murray St.
3 trees (18 trees
Tree
protected/mitigated) protection
fencing
applied
along
Murray St
per project
arborist.
2 trees (included in
Murray St.
C-2)
stormwater
pipes
TBD (potentially low) Conveyor
(temporary
disturbance)

*Shaded areas are preferred alternatives.
Construction Management Plan (CMP):
The Construction Management Plan (CMP) for the Washington Park Reservoir Improvements
Project (Exhibit A.16 in the application file) identifies measures that will be taken during
construction to protect natural resources within the environmental zones and park users and
neighbors near the construction site. The CMP describes how undisturbed resource areas will be
protected; it also addresses general construction management practices for the entire project. The
CMP includes a general construction schedule, general management practices and provisions for
erosion control, tree protection, and site management.
Exhibit A.16 in the application case file identifies the following activities in the environmental
zones subject to Environmental Review:
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Landslide Mitigation – Regrade the slope west of Reservoir 4 using fill to restore contours
similar to pre-reservoir conditions
Murray Street - Replace the access road in roughly the same alignment as existing road
Stormwater Pipeline – As required by BES, install new stormwater pipeline along Murray
Street
Conveyor - Construct temporary conveyor to bring materials between upper and lower
work area
Temporary Construction Staging in the transition area on and adjacent to SW Jefferson
Road, east of Pump Stations 2 and 3

The primary work in the environmental zone is expected to begin in 2016, and will include
backfilling and restoring the slope west of Reservoir 4. Construction of surface features at the site
will come later, potentially extending into 2020. Site landscaping and restoration are expected to
extend into 2021, following completion of construction. These activities will include:
⋅
⋅
⋅
⋅
⋅

Install native plantings and other mitigation measures;
Complete site restoration and general revegetation;
Remove tree protection/disturbance limit fencing;
Remove all construction waste; and
Remove erosion control measures

Specific construction management measures related to these activities are described in narrative
Exhibit A.16 in the application case file, and are shown in the Design Proposal Drawings (Exhibits
C.37 through C.63).
Most of the work area falls within the reservoir operational area that is already enclosed by
permanent perimeter fencing. Additional temporary fencing will be used to augment that
perimeter fencing to ensure that the impacts of the construction are confined to the approved
construction areas (and the disturbance areas in environmental zones). This temporary
construction fence will be installed around the construction site, including stockpile and staging
areas. This temporary fence is a 6-foot tall chain link fence with posts driven into the ground and
will be installed per City of Portland standards. Additional temporary fencing may be installed by
the contractor to ensure worker safety and to provide construction site security.
Construction work, including staging, storage, and equipment maneuvering will be confined
within the project construction limits. These limits will be fenced. The site currently has
perimeter fencing along Sherwood Boulevard and bordering the environmental zone to the east.
Additional temporary fencing will be used to augment that perimeter fencing to ensure that the
impacts of the construction are confined to the approved disturbance and construction areas. For
example, temporary fencing will connect to the Sherwood Boulevard fence, following disturbance
limits to the east and then south along the west edge of Murray Street. Fencing will also be
located at the disturbance limits – generally in the transition area – south of Reservoir 4 and east
of Jefferson Road.
Trees to be protected adjacent to work areas are identified in the Tree Protection Plan (Exhibit
A.17). These trees will be clearly marked in the field by PWB prior to construction. Trees to be
protected that border the work area will be fenced at the edge of the root protection zone (RPZ) or
the modified root protection zone (MRPZ) per the project arborist’s recommendations. All trees to
be protected are outside of the disturbance limits. Some protected trees at the edge of the
disturbance limits that may be vulnerable to nearby construction are identified as “mitigation” (M)
trees. The intent is to protect and save these mitigation trees if possible. However, due to their
vulnerability to root damage, they will be mitigated in case they do not survive. Most of these
trees are located adjacent to Murray Street.
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Tree protection fencing will be six-foot tall chain link fencing secured with metal posts driven into
the ground, except adjacent to the roadway where driving the posts would interfere with the road.
Fencing will be installed before any site preparation or construction work begins and will remain
in place until all construction work in the vicinity of the trees being protected is complete.
Following the City’s nesting bird guidelines, trees with active bird nests will not be disturbed. Any
necessary disturbance to such trees will only occur after the birds have fledged. In general, best
management practices (BMPs) will be followed to safeguard migratory birds. The BMPs include
avoiding disturbance during the primary nesting season: April 15 to July 31. In accordance with
the US Migratory Bird Act, nests will be identified and construction activities will remain 75 feet
away from an active nest (i.e. one with young birds or eggs in it) until the birds have fledged.
The project contractor will follow the City’s Erosion and Sediment Control Manual (Title 10) and
Oregon Department of Environmental Quality (DEQ) 1200-C construction permit regulations.
Erosion and sediment control measures may include, but are not limited to: silt fencing at down
slope limits of work; dust control and abatement, wheel washes, construction rock entrances; and
installation of temporary stormwater management measures. These measures are shown on the
Erosion Control Drawings (Exhibits C.39 through C.45).
Unavoidable Impacts:
At the East Knoll and the South Slope, the preferred alternatives avoid all environmental zone
resource areas. Work within the 25 feet transition area is temporary involving construction
staging (East Knoll), retaining wall/walkway reconstruction (South Slope), and stormwater pipe
reconstruction (South Slope). All work in these resource areas meets transition area standards.
At the West Slope, fill in the resource area is necessary to meet a key project drivers: landslide
mitigation. PWB will re-establish grades similar to existing prior to reservoir construction. In the
preferred Alternative W-2, the forest habitat west of Murray Street is avoided and the construction
work will occur within previously graded and disturbed areas. Murray Street replacement and
stormwater treatment will follow the existing drive or be located within the proposed fill area. A
temporary construction conveyor must pass through the environmental zone, but the final
alignment is dependent on the requirements of the future contractor. Two alternative alignments
have been identified that minimize resource impacts.
The applicant proposes a total of 1.6 acres of disturbance area within the resource area and 0.9
acres within the transition area. A total of up to 41 trees are proposed for removal. PWB has also
identified 17 trees to be protected but mitigated.
Proposed Mitigation: The mitigation measures are described in detail in Exhibit A.18 in the
application case file, and summarized below:
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 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.

Staff Report and Recommendation for LU 15-169656 CU EN TR

Page 12

The proposed mitigation plan combines new native tree, shrub and herbaceous plantings with
extensive invasive species removal and management within the environmental zone. Proposed
plantings include 378 native trees, 565 native shrubs and a diverse mix of native grasses and
forbs. Native grasses and forbs will cover remaining areas, including areas graded for landslide
mitigation. The total area proposed for invasive species treatment and native revegetation is
approximately 4.9 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 Exhibit A.18 (narrative Mitigation Plan) will
provide a net increase in the functional values of the environmental resources at the project site.
Monitoring Plan for Mitigation:
PWB or its landscape contractor will monitor required plantings for three years to ensure survival
and replacement performs as planned. In order to track the success of areas seeded with native
grasses and forbs, PWB will also monitor the percent cover of native groundcovers where they are
seeded.
PWB or its contractor will provide an annual monitoring and maintenance report to demonstrate
success of the mitigation plan. The report will contain the number and species of planted trees
that have died. The report will also provide a list of replacement trees and other plantings that
were installed for any required trees that died and an estimate of percent cover of invasive species
(e.g., English ivy, Himalayan blackberry, English hawthorn). Photo documentation from photo
points identified in the first year’s report will provide a visual record of performance at defined
locations.
These reports will be provided to the Land Use Services Division of the Bureau of Development
Services. The first report will be submitted within 12 months following approval of the postconstruction inspection and acceptance of the required mitigation plantings. Subsequent
monitoring reports will be submitted every twelve months following the date of the first monitoring
report, until the monitoring period ends.
Agency Review: A “Request for Response” was mailed July 31, 2015. The following Bureaus
have responded:
The Bureau of Environmental Services (BES) has reviewed the proposal in detail and responded
with written comments. The BES has no objection to the requested Conditional Use,
Environmental, and Tree Reviews. There are adequate stormwater and sanitary services available,
and the disturbance areas for those utilities are indicated in the submittal. The proposed
development will be subject to BES standards and regulations during the building permit review
process. A summary of BES’s technical stormwater comments is provided later in this report
under the heading of “Other Technical Requirements”. Additional general information regarding
site features such as plantings, existing trees, nesting birds, wildlife habitat, and critical habitat
for salmonids, in addition to permit information, is provided as well. Exhibit E.1 contains staff
contact and additional information.
The Development Review Section of Portland Transportation (PBOT) has reviewed the proposal in
detail and responded that the proposed improvements to the Washington Park Reservoirs will have
no impacts on transportation facilities. Any construction related traffic impacts will be temporary
and are therefore not subject to conditional use transportation criteria. No work within PBOT
rights-of-way is proposed. Exhibit E.2 contains staff contact and additional information.
The Water Bureau has reviewed the proposal and responded without objections, concerns, or
requested conditions of approval. Exhibit E.3 contains staff contact information.
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The Fire Bureau has reviewed the proposal and responded that all current Fire Code requirements
apply and are required to be met. If these conditions cannot be met, an appeal providing an
alternative method is an option for the applicant. Separate building permits are required. All
applicable Fire Code requirements shall apply at the time of permit review and development, but
no objections have been raised with regards to any of the three requested land use reviews
(Exhibit E.4).
The Bureau of Police has reviewed the proposal and determined that they are capable of serving
the proposed changes to the site at this time. Various concerns and recommendations are made,
which are discussed in the detail within the Conditional Use findings, later in this document.
Standard concerns regarding perimeter site visibility, clearance for security camera visibility, and
appropriate signage regarding vehicle towing are recommendations that will be incorporated into
an advisory condition of approval. Exhibit E.5 contains staff contact and additional information.
The Site Development Section of the Bureau of Development Services noted in the City’s permit
tracking database that they have no concerns (Exhibit E.6).
The Urban Forestry Division of Portland Parks and Recreation has reviewed the proposal and
responded with neither comment nor concern (Exhibit E.7).
The Life Safety Section of the Bureau of Development Services has reviewed the proposal and
provided preliminary comments intended to advise the applicant regarding Building Codes and
Ordinances. Separate permits are required for the project, and the proposal must be designed to
meet all relevant Life Safety regulations. Based on the information contained in the public notice
attachments, there appears to be no conflict between the proposal and applicable building codes
(Exhibit E.8).
Neighborhood Review: A “Notice of Public Hearing on a Proposal in Your Neighborhood” was
mailed on August 20, 2015. One written response was received from the Neighborhood
Association in response to the proposal. The Arlington Heights Neighborhood Association (AHNA)
expressed concern about the routing of trucks through the neighborhood, and the closing of
Sacagawea Circle. AHNA has proposed several alternatives including making the north half of
Sacagawea Circle two ways, and reopening of Stearns Drive to one-way traffic (see Exhibit F.1).
The Water Bureau has informed AHNA that the average rate of construction traffic will be one
truck every 4-5 minutes throughout the day. AHNA is concerned that such traffic will cause
considerable impact to residences along those roads (noise, congestion, vibration);and proposes
use of Highway 26 via Kingston Drive, more use of Jefferson/Madison to access the site, and other
construction access alternatives. Please refer to Exhibit F.1 in the application case file for details.

ZONING CODE APPROVAL CRITERIA
33.815.010 Overall Purpose of Conditional Use Regulations
Certain uses are conditional uses instead of being allowed outright, although they may have beneficial effects and
serve important public interests. They are subject to the conditional use regulations because they may, but do not
necessarily, have significant adverse effects on the environment, overburden public services, change the desired
character of an area, or create major nuisances. A review of these uses is necessary due to the potential individual or
cumulative impacts they may have on the surrounding area or neighborhood. The conditional use review provides an
opportunity to allow the use when there are minimal impacts, to allow the use but impose mitigation measures to
address identified concerns, or to deny the use if the concerns cannot be resolved.
33.815.100 Conditional Use Approval Criteria for 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:
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A. Character and impacts.
1. The proposed use is consistent with the intended character of the specific OS zoned area and with the
purpose of the OS zone;
Findings: With regards to subcriterion A.1 above, the ‘intended character’ of the specific
OS zoned area is being interpreted as being synonymous with ‘desired character’, which is
the similar term used elsewhere in the Zoning Code structure. ‘Intended character’ has
no definition in the Zoning Code, but ‘desired character’ is defined as follows (33.910,
Definitions):
“Desired Character. The preferred and envisioned character (usually of an area) based on the purpose
statement or character statement of the base zone, overlay zone, or plan district. It also includes the preferred
and envisioned character based upon any adopted area plans or design guidelines for the area.”

The OS base zone has a purpose statement (below), but no character statement. The
purpose of the OS zone is as follows (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.”

For the purpose of this application, the ‘specific OS zoned area’ is defined on the project
drawings primarily as ‘project site boundaries’. This includes the area covered by the
Washington Park Reservoirs Historic District as well as additional lands adjacent and/or
downhill from the historic district to the east, in the service, circulation and landscaped
areas separating the project site from the residential neighborhoods and SW Canyon Road
to the east.
The project area is currently closed to the public, without pedestrian access at any point,
including the Grand Stair on the north edge of the site, which was the primary historic
access point during the Victorian era. Park visitors traveling by the reservoirs on
Sherwood or Sacajawea Boulevards can see the Reservoir 3 quite clearly through the
fencing while passing by the site, with some distant views beyond to Reservoir 4 further
downhill to the south. The proposed alterations to the site amount to several acres of
effectively brand new public park land, with paths for strolling and resting on benches,
two major new public water features, a grassy hillside for play and picnics, and artfullydesigned interpretive displays sharing the history of the site with visitors. New pedestrian
and bicycle connections are being made to the rest of Washington Park, as well as to
surrounding neighborhoods to the east. New connections to the 40-Mile Loop trail system
are included with the proposal. The former Olmstead vista or viewpoint above the site
along SW Sherwood Boulevard will be restored and enhanced, providing a new vista point
for parks visitors that has been obscured for decades.
The proposal is entirely consistent with the purpose statement for the OS zone. These
include providing opportunities for outdoor recreation, contrasts to the built environment,
and preserving and enhancing scenic resources, such as those found along the north edge
of the site abutting SW Sacajawea Boulevard near the Grand Stairs. Issues with regards
to protecting sensitive or fragile environmental areas, as well as enhancing and protecting
the values and functions of trees and the urban forest, are being considered in detail in
the concurrent Environmental and Tree Reviews in this application. Issues with regards
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to stormwater drainage and water quality have been considered in detail by the Bureau of
Environmental Services, which has no objection to this application.
Therefore, with regards to consistency with the purpose of OS base zone, this criterion is
met.
The historic district designation at the site is regulated as an overlay zone. The purpose
of the Historic Resource Protection overlay zone is as follows:
33.445.010 Purpose
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 physical demolition and alterations to the historic resources on the site are being
considered separately in two different land use reviews triggered by the historic district
designation. These two separate reviews must also be approved for the project to move
forward (LU 14-249689 DM & LU 15-169671 HR). The Basic Utility use which triggers
this Conditional Use Review of the overall project involves an underground reservoir
structure and underground utility connections and controls that are contained within the
existing structures on the site. The new reservoir will not be physically able to be
installed until the two other reviews regarding the demolition and alteration of the historic
resources have been approved. Because those separate reviews regarding historic
resources will address this issue, but because this criterion requires a finding that the
historic resources are preserved and enhanced, a condition of approval will require that
all necessary historic resource-related land use reviews must be approved prior to
issuance of any building permits for the project. With this condition, we can ensure the
project moves forward only once all issues regarding the historic resources have been
satisfied.
The purpose of the Environmental Conservation and Protection overlay zones is as
follows:
“33.430.015 Purpose of the Environmental Protection Zone
The Environmental Protection zone provides the highest level of protection to the most important resources
and functional values. These resources and functional values are identified and assigned value in the inventory
and economic, social, environmental, and energy (ESEE) analysis for each specific study area. Development will
be approved in the environmental protection zone only in rare and unusual circumstances.
33.430.017 Purpose of the Environmental Conservation Zone
The Environmental Conservation zone conserves important resources and functional values in areas where the
resources and functional values can be protected while allowing environmentally sensitive urban development.”

As noted above, this Conditional Use application includes a concurrent Environmental
Review, which is reviewing potential impacts to the identified environmental resources on
the site. With the concurrent decision in that review, including the imposition of all
necessary conditions of approval, the proposal will be consistent with the overall
regulatory intent of the environmental regulations in the Zoning Code. Therefore, with
regards to consistency with the intent of the Environmental Conservation and Protection
overlay zones, this criterion is met.
The purpose of the Scenic Resource Protection overlay zone is as follows:
“33.480.010 Purpose
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;
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•
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;
•
Implement the scenic resource policies and objectives of Portland's Comprehensive Plan.
The purposes of the Scenic Resource zone are achieved by establishing height limits within view corridors to
protect significant views and by establishing additional landscaping and screening standards to preserve and
enhance identified scenic resources.”

The north edge of the site, along SW Sacajawea Boulevard and the Grand Stair entry
point, is adjacent to the City-designated Washington Park and Hoyt Arboretum Loop. The
Loop is designated as Scenic Drive #SD 23-25 in the Scenic Resources Protection Plan.
The loop is approximately six miles long and winds through both Washington Park and
the Hoyt Arboretum. The entire route is attractive, including a mixture of formal gardens,
wooded areas, and some residential areas. The restoration of the Grand Stair entry and
decorative gates and light fixtures along this edge of the park, along with refreshed
landscape plantings and interpretive artwork at the head of the Grand Stairs, will greatly
enhance the visual character and appeal to this segment of the Loop (Scenic Drive SD 2325). Therefore, with regards to consistency of the project with the purpose of the Scenic
Resource Protection overlay zone, this criterion is met.
It should be noted that the Washington Park Master Plan discussed by the applicant in
their findings is not an adopted area, neighborhood, or community plan in the sense
contemplated by this criterion or the term ‘desired character’. Adopted plans are those
which have been incorporated into the City’s Comprehensive Plan by City Council
Ordinance, with findings on the applicable Comprehensive Plan Goals and Policies. The
1981 Washington Park Master Plan was adopted by City Council Resolution as an
advisory document for the Parks and Water Bureau facility planning purposes, but is not
relevant to this application.
In summary, the proposal is consistent with the purpose of the OS zone, as well as the
intended and desired character of the specific OS-zoned area as contained in the relevant
overlay zone purpose statements. The basic utility function will remain in place
underground and within the historic structures on the site, but the overall appearance of
function of the facility will be as an accessory open space recreational amenity within the
larger Washington Park complex. Therefore, this criterion is met.
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
Findings: Open space is being expanded and improved with the proposal, including
restoration of public access to the historic reservoir complex for the first time in over 40
years, two new major public water features, and new points of connection into the
surrounding neighborhoods and park. The Basic Utility use in question will largely occur
underground within the new reservoir, as well as within the historic reservoir structures
which provide double-duty as attractive open space features in themselves. The
reconfiguration of the hillside above Reservoir 4 will remove significant trees and change
the topography, but this also opens up the historic Olmstead View from Sherwood
Boulevard at the upper edge of the project site, as well as expanding the visually open
character of the site. New plantings throughout the project site will enhance the natural
character of the site, and wildlife habitat is being improved with the extensive provision of
new native plant materials and the new lowland wildlife habitat area at the reconstructed
Reservoir 4. Consistency with the purpose of the OS zone was considered in additional
detail under subcriterion 33.815.100.A.1 above, which is incorporated into this finding by
reference.

Staff Report and Recommendation for LU 15-169656 CU EN TR

Page 17

Therefore, adequate open space is being maintained with the project, consistent with the
purpose of the OS zone and the existing open and natural character of the site. This
criterion is met.
3. Impacts on mature trees and tree groves are minimized and City-designated environmental resources,
such as views, landmarks, or habitat areas, are protected or enhanced.
Findings: Impacts on mature trees and tree groves are being considered in detail in the
Tree Review portion of this application, which also considers tree removal and
replacement in the area of the Scenic Drive along the north edge of the site. In general,
where tree removal is proposed, they are either being replaced with new trees that exceed
the number of previous trees in the specific sub-area of the site, or they must be removed
to re-grade the area shown for new landslide mitigation and open meadow/access road
space above Reservoir 4. Much effort has been taken to preserve existing mature trees on
the site elsewhere, with the exception of removal of some invasive Holly and other species
trees which have unintentionally grown up over the years. Impacts associated with Citydesignated environmental resources and habitat areas on the site are being considered in
detail in the concurrent Environmental Review. There are no historic landmarks on the
site. Therefore, this criterion is met.
B. Public services.
1. The proposed use is in conformance with the street designations of the Transportation Element of the
Comprehensive Plan;
2. The transportation system is capable of supporting the proposed use in addition to the existing uses in
the area. Evaluation factors include street capacity, level of service, and other performance measures;
access to arterials; connectivity; transit availability; on-street parking impacts; access restrictions;
neighborhood impacts; impacts on pedestrian, bicycle, and transit circulation; safety for all modes; and
adequate transportation demand management strategies;
Findings: The Development Review Section of Portland Transportation has reviewed the
proposal and responded without objection or concern regarding the above conditional use
approval criteria. The facility itself is a passive recreational facility that will not impact
transportation services to the area beyond existing park levels of activity in the area. The
transportation-related impacts are temporary for the period of construction, and are
therefore not subject to the conditional use transportation criteria (Exhibit E.2).
Therefore, based on the above response from Portland Transportation, this criterion is
met.
3. Public services for water supply, police and fire protection are capable of serving the proposed use, and
proposed sanitary waste disposal and stormwater disposal systems are acceptable to the Bureau of
Environmental Services.
Findings: The Water Bureau has reviewed the proposal for public water service supply,
and responded without objections or concern (Exhibit E.3). The Bureau of Environmental
Services has reviewed the proposal and responded that sanitary waste disposal and
stormwater disposal systems are acceptable, or that they can be made acceptable during
the building permit process without impacts to the proposed site alterations as shown by
the applicant on the project drawings submitted for this review (Exhibit E.1).
The Police Bureau has responded that they are capable of serving the proposed use, with
no recommended conditions of approval. However, concerns have been raised, consistent
with their typical responses on Conditional Use Reviews, regarding site security, visual
monitoring, perimeter landscaping near entries, and other concerns. Although not
binding on the applicant in terms of their building permit review process, an advisory
condition of approval will capture the essence of the specific concerns raised by the Police.
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This condition will encourage the applicant to work directly with the Central Precinct
Police Commander on any public safety issues or concerns as they arise, including
coordination on any site visibility concerns relating to foliage or security camera visibility,
as well as maintaining appropriate signage regarding parking and towing policies,
unauthorized vehicle parking, etc. Although not technically necessary to ensure the
adequacy of Police services, this condition of approval will memorialize and encourage
ongoing coordination on safety-related concerns at the site, consistent with the concerns
and recommendations made by the Bureau of Police (Exhibit E.5).
The Fire Bureau has reviewed the proposal and responded without objection or concern
regarding the conditional use criteria, as all Fire Code-related issues can and will be
addressed during the building permit process (Exhibit E.4).
Therefore, with the advisory Police-related condition of approval, this criterion is met.
C.

Livability. The proposal will not have significant adverse impacts on the livability of nearby residential-zoned
lands due to:
1. Noise, glare from lights, late-night operations, odors, and litter; and
2. Privacy and safety issues.
Findings: The nearest residential-zoned land is located to the east of the site in King’s Hill
(within the larger Goose Hollow Neighborhood), just across the eastern edge of
Washington Park, as well as nearby to the northwest, in Arlington Heights. The applicant
has included a map of the area considered for this criterion (Exhibit A.14, Figure 19, p.
28). Generally this includes the few blocks of residential areas to the northwest in
Arlington Heights which immediately abut Washington Park, beginning as close as about
200 feet from the northwest corner of the project site. The areas to the east are somewhat
closer to the project site, with the closest point of the adjacent residential zoning about
100 feet from the east edge of the work area.
The proposed reservoir and equipment associated with the Basic Utility use on the site
will be underground or contained within the existing historic reservoir buildings. The
above-grade appearance and functionality of the site will for all appearances be an Parks
use. The new surface water features will generate the sound of water cascading down in
steps from a height of 18 to 24 inches. This sound from the new Upper Reflecting Pool is
actually an amenity for the site, similar to the old reservoir’s weir, where running water
entered the reservoir. The Lower Reflecting Pool is located 360 feet from the nearest
residence to the east, and these closest residential areas are buffered by trees,
topography, and other vegetation. The nominal mechanical noise which is audible outside
the existing pump station buildings is minimal in impact, occurs on the site today, and is
not changing. The ambient noise from the surrounding roadways, in particular from SW
Canyon Road and the Sunset Freeway (Highway 26) immediately below the site at the
southeast corner, dominates the aural experience of the site, and is far more readily
audible than the low hum of equipment inside the pump house and other accessory
structures. Based on these considerations, the proposal will not have significant adverse
impacts on the livability of nearby residentially-zoned lands.
With regards to glare from lights, the proposed facility will add new and restored lighting
fixtures throughout the reservoir facility, and a detailed lighting proposal has been
provided. The topography of the reservoir site itself helps limit potential impact on nearby
residentially-zoned lands, because nearby houses are separated from the reservoir site by
vegetation and distance. Because the unique bowl-like topography of the site, and given
the well-considered lighting plan which focuses on illumination of the historic features of
the site and the main perimeter pathways around the water features, there is unlikely to
be any increase in glare or light trespass for adjacent residential areas.
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The essential functions of the water storage and distribution aspect of the Basic Utility
use at the site occur 24 hours per day, year-round. Water storage and distribution
facilities are typically very low-impact operations with limited or no nuisance or spillover
impacts upon neighbors. Typically the biggest impact is the visual appearance of an
elevated tank or other structure, which is not the case here as the facility will be buried
underground and contained within the existing historic structures on the site. Water
quality monitoring, security and operations checks will continue to occur daily, without
significant impacts to the surrounding residentially-zoned properties. The facility will be
closed to park users at night for the same time as the remainder of the park.
No odors are generated by the facility, which is being built to hold clean Bull Run drinking
water. The reflecting pools will have circulation and treatment to keep the water fresh.
As part of Washington Park, the site will be accessible to the public and will be monitored
and maintained, including litter patrols, with the rest of the park. The lighting site plans
indicate the location of trash cans, which are provided at the perimeter of the water
features in the larger plaza-like public gathering spaces, and near the entry points.
The proposal is not likely to generate privacy or safety issues, as there are no immediately
adjacent residential uses or other private developments whose privacy will be
compromised. The topography of the site and surrounding vegetation buffer the site
visually from the closest adjacent homes. All activity is generally contained within the
existing park, which will maintain security patrols as exist at the park today. The Bureau
of Police has reviewed the proposal and responded without objections, but with advisory
recommendations to work with them going forward on any site security concerns. These
concerns include maintaining visibility into the site, ensuring security cameras remain
unobstructed, and providing effective signage describing parking and tow policies for
vehicles inside the park. These advisory conditions have been incorporated into a
condition of approval. No other privacy or safety concerns have been identified, and
indeed the overall project will enhance the safety of nearby neighborhoods by preventing a
future catastrophic failure of the facility in the event of a landslide or major seismic event,
which is one of the primary goals and objectives of the project.
Therefore, this criterion is met.
D. Area plans. The proposal is consistent with any area plans adopted by the City Council as part of the
Comprehensive Plan, such as neighborhood or community plans.
Findings: There are no adopted area, neighborhood or community plans in place at the
site today. The site occurs within a ‘donut hole’ area without any adopted plans, but is
surrounded by areas covered by other plans. The Central City Plan boundaries extend
west towards the site from Goose Hollow, but do not come into contact with Washington
Park property at any point. The Southwest Community Plan is in place on the south side
of SW Canyon Road, but this site is to the north of Canyon. The Northwest Hills and
Forest Park Natural Resource Plans are located some distance to the west, and the
Northwest District Plan is located north of Burnside Street to the north. Arlington
Heights Neighborhood, within whose boundary this project is located, has no adopted
Neighborhood Plan. As noted earlier in this report, the 1981 Washington Park Master
Plan referred to by the applicant in their narrative was not adopted as part of the
Comprehensive Plan, and is therefore irrelevant to this criterion.
Because there are no adopted area, community, neighborhood or natural resource plans
in place at the site, this criterion does not apply.
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
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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.
Findings: The approval criteria which apply to the proposed Murray Street drive/walkway
replacement and the stormwater utility line along it are found are found in Section 33.430.250 A.
Note that since this activity is neither a Public Safety Facility nor a Land Division or Planned
Development, the criteria in Sections 33.430.250 A.2 and A.4 do not apply and are not included.
The applicable approval criteria for grading and retaining walls, and for the construction conveyor,
are found in Section 33.430.250.E. The applicant has provided findings for these approval criteria
and BDS Land Use Services staff have revised these findings or added conditions where necessary
to meet the approval criteria.
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:
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;
A1.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;
Findings: This criterion requires the applicant to demonstrate that alternatives were considered
during the design process, and that there are no practicable alternatives that would be less
detrimental to the identified resources and functional values.
The applicant provided an alternatives analysis that can be found in the application case file in
Exhibit A.15, and is summarized in this report on pages 7 through 9.
The applicant has pursued strategies to avoid impacts to sensitive environmental resources during
development of the proposal. These impact avoidance measures were integrated in the location,
design and construction of the reservoir improvements. 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. Construction staging and stockpiling is kept outside resource areas. As a result, the
majority of site redevelopment and most of the construction work avoids environmental zones.
After a detailed review of alternatives that included on-site surveys by the applicant (presented in
full in Exhibit A.15), the project arborist, the contractor and the design team, the applicant
identified preferred alternatives for each project component that succeeded in minimizing resource
impacts while still meeting project drivers. In the applicant’s proposed alternative, all
environmental zone resource areas at the East Knoll and the South Slope are avoided. Work
within the 25-foot 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,
and as summarized in Table 1 on pages 8 and 9 of this report, 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. The applicant 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 Exhibits C.48 through C.63). Because of the inherent
vulnerability of the trees, the applicant 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.
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, the applicant’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.
This criterion is met.
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A.1.b. There will be no significant detrimental impact on resources and functional values in
areas designated to be left undisturbed;
Findings: This approval criterion requires the protection of resources outside of the proposed
disturbance area from impacts related to the proposal, such as damage to vegetation beyond the
approved limits of disturbance, erosion of soils off the site, and downstream impacts to water
quality and fish habitat from increased stormwater runoff and erosion off the site. The applicant
provided a detailed description of the proposed stormwater management plan and the
construction management plan in the application case file (Exhibits A.9 and A.16), in addition to a
graphic Construction Management site plan (Exhibits C.37 through C.63). The Construction
Management Plan is described on pages 9 through 11 of this report.
The stormwater plan submitted with this application proposes to collect storm runoff and treat it
within a Grassy Swale and a Lowland Habitat Area Dry Detention Pond with a flow control
manhole containing a 4.20-inch orifice and a 6 ft wide weir (Exhibit C.38). The overall stormwater
management plan is described in detail in the applicant’s 82-page Stormwater Management
Report (Exhibit A.9).
Construction management techniques have been proposed by the applicant to minimize impacts
to identified resources and functional values designated to be left undisturbed. The construction
techniques proposed 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, and other best
management practices described in detail in the applicant’s Construction Management
Plan (Exhibit A.16).
Trees to be saved adjacent to the driveway/walkway and storm pipeline disturbance area will be
protected following the recommendations of the project arborist (Exhibit A.17, 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.
With conditions for permit plans that provide tree protection in accordance with the Tree
Protection Plan, this criterion can be met by the proposal.
A.1.c. The mitigation plan demonstrates that all significant detrimental impacts on
resources and functional values will be compensated for;
Findings: This criterion requires the applicant to assess unavoidable impacts and propose
mitigation that is proportional to the impacts, as well as sufficient in character and quantity to
replace lost resource functions and values. The proposed mitigation plan is described on pages 11
and 12 of this report. Proposed mitigation will offset 2.5 acres of disturbance area and mitigate
the removal of 41 trees.
The mitigation plan will compensate for impacts at the site for the following reasons:



The mitigation area (approximately 4.9 acres) is more than twice the area of disturbance.
All disturbance areas will be planted with native vegetation to diversity forest habitat
functions, restore forest canopy, and replace lost or degraded forest understory.
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Large-scale removal and management of English ivy, Himalayan blackberry, English
hawthorn, and other invasive species will reduce competition for native species and improve
the health and vitally of forest and wildlife habitat resources.
The plantings will provide assistance with pollution and nutrient retention and removal,
sediment trapping and erosion control.
Creation of a native meadow on the hillside bordered by a lowland habitat area will add habitat
diversity to the site.

Proposed plantings include 378 native trees, 565 native shrubs and a diverse mix of native grasses
and forbs. Native grasses and forbs will cover remaining areas, including areas graded for
landslide mitigation. The total area proposed for invasive species treatment and native
revegetation is approximately 4.9 acres. The restored forest habitat will improve wildlife forage
and nesting opportunities. The new native vegetation will also increase habitat diversity and yearround cover for wildlife. Native meadow and lowland habitats will further diversify habitat values.
In combination, the mitigation measures described in Exhibit A.18 Mitigation Plan (as depicted in
graphic exhibits C.67 through C.83) will provide a net increase in the functional values of the
environmental resources at the project site.
The proposed Mitigation Plan will be installed and maintained under the regulations outlined in
Section 33.248.040.A-D (Landscaping and Screening). To confirm maintenance of the required
plantings for the initial establishment period, the applicant will be required to have the plantings
inspected two years after plantings are installed.
With conditions to ensure that plantings required for this Environmental Review are maintained
and inspected, this criterion can be met.
A.1.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
A.1.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.
Findings: Mitigation for significant detrimental impacts will be conducted on the same site, within
the same (Lower Willamette River) watershed, as the proposed use or development, and the
applicant owns the proposed on-site mitigation area.
These criteria are met.
A.3. Rights-of-way, driveways, walkways, outfalls, and utilities;
A.3.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;
Findings: The proposed stormwater utility pipeline is located in the conservation zone. Therefore,
this criterion does not apply.
A.3.b. There will be no significant detrimental impact on water bodies for the migration,
rearing, feeding, or spawning of fish; and
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Findings: There are no water bodies within or near the proposed disturbance area. The creek
located southwest of the project site is seasonal and does not support fish. Inflows to the proposed
stormwater pipeline along Murray Street will receive water quality and quantity treatment trough
the proposed grassy bio-swale so that only clean water will leave the site. Furthermore, to the
extent that approval criterion A.1.b. “There will be no significant detrimental impact on resources
and functional values in areas designated to be left undisturbed” is met, this criterion is also met.
A.3.c. Water bodies are crossed only when there are no practicable alternatives with fewer
significant detrimental impacts.
Findings: No water bodies will be crossed by the proposed development. This criterion does not
apply.
33.430.250.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;
Findings: 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 in the base zone without a land use review.
After a detailed review of fill and construction options by the applicant, the project arborist,
the contractor and the design team, the applicant identified an approach that minimizes the
loss of resources and functional values while still meeting project drivers. As demonstrated in
the Impact Evaluation, the proposed grading and fill alternative is substantially smaller in
scale and impact than the other practicable alternative to mitigating the moving landslide
(filling all the way to Sherwood Boulevard). 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. Use of the conveyor will dramatically reduce construction impacts to
local neighborhoods and the environment by eliminating the (alternative) need for
approximately 15,000 truck trips between Reservoirs 3 and 4. To be practicable, the conveyor
must connect to the area west of Dam 3 for construction vehicle access, as further described
in Exhibit A.19.
The applicant’s proposed conveyor alignment is located in the environmental resource area
and is verbally described as generally following SW Murray Street, south, then east across the
existing grassy slope, where it leaves the environmental zone and enters the south end of
Reservoir 4. The preferred alignment is not depicted on Exhibit C.47, or any of the applicant’s
Construction Management site plans, and this graphic information should be provided for staff
review prior to the close of the public record. At a minimum the conveyor structure should be
placed 10 feet or more east of the Limits of Disturbance line, to avoid unpermitted
construction disturbance.
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Overall, the applicant and the design team worked with the contractor and the project arborist
to find ways to minimize impacts to environmental 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.
With conditions for graphic information showing where the conveyor will be constructed, and
for conditions that the conveyor structure is a minimum of 10 feet east of the SW Murray
Street disturbance area line, this criterion can be met.
2. Proposed development locations, designs, and construction methods are less detrimental
to identified resources and functional values than other practicable and significantly
different alternatives;
Findings: This criterion requires the applicant to demonstrate that alternatives were
considered during the design process, and that there are no practicable alternatives that
would be less detrimental to the identified resources and functional values.
The applicant provided an alternatives analysis that can be found in the application case file in
Exhibits A.15 and A.19, and is summarized in this report on pages 7 through 9.
Fill and Grading
To address the existing active landslide, and thereby protect the drinking water system, the
applicant 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. As documented in the Impact Evaluation (Exhibit A.15), 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, the applicant rejected this
alternative.
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The applicant 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 temporary conveyor is proposed to move construction materials between upper and lower
work areas. As noted by the applicant (Exhibits A.1, A.15, and A.19), use of the conveyor will
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. To be
practicable the conveyor must connect to the area west of Dam 3 for construction vehicle
access, as further described in Exhibit A.19.
One alignment considered is outside of the resource area (C-1), and the other (C-2) is verbally
described by the applicant as partially within existing disturbed areas of the resource area,
which will limit new impacts.
In Exhibit A.15, the applicant evaluated a range of fill and conveyor alternatives and selected
the combination of alternatives with the least 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). The
conveyor alignment outside of the resource area (C-1) was found to be impracticable, and the
preferred alignment, the Murray Street alignment (C-2) would have a disturbance area of
approximately 5,500 sq. ft. Depending on installation and operations requirements to be
determined by the contractor, potential impacts to trees are minimal with the “C-2” conveyor
alignment. The preferred alignment is not depicted on Exhibit C.47, however, or any of the
applicants Construction Management site plans, and this graphic information should be
provided for staff review to confirm it can be constructed at least ten feet within the proposed
disturbance area, and so as to protect trees along its alignment.
The applicant and the above findings have shown that the elements of the proposal included in
the Environmental Review can meet the applicable Environmental Review approval criteria
with conditions.
With conditions for a detailed construction plan depicting the proposed conveyor alignment a
minimum of ten feet east of the SW Murray Street disturbance area line, and a final tree
preservation plan that demonstrates trees to be protected can continue to be protected with
construction of the conveyor, this criterion can be met.
3. There will be no significant detrimental impact on resources and functional values in
areas designated to be left undisturbed;
Findings: This approval criterion requires the protection of resources outside of the proposed
disturbance area from impacts related to the proposal, such as damage to vegetation, erosion
of soils off the site, and downstream impacts to water quality and fish habitat from increased
stormwater runoff and erosion off the site.
The construction management plan (CMP) and mitigation plan are describe on page 9 through
12 of this report. Further, the applicant provided a tree preservation plan (Exhibit A.17), and
updated tree protection information (Exhibit A.19), demonstrating how trees will be protected
during construction. The CMP will be effective because it provides realistic limits to
disturbance while containing the necessary elements (e.g., highly visible construction fencing,
a workable erosion control plan, and tree protection) and it is apparent that the applicant has
carefully thought through the potential impacts of construction activities on the property.
However, the preferred alignment, and construction information pertaining to the temporary
conveyor system is not depicted on Exhibit C.47, or any of the applicants Construction
Management site plans, and this graphic information should be provided for staff review to
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confirm it can be constructed at least ten feet within the proposed disturbance area, and so as
to protect trees along its alignment.
The proposed CMP for the rest of the project elements, in conjunction with tree protection
information provided in the tree preservation plan, will provide protection for the resources
and values in areas designated to be left undisturbed for these reasons.
Therefore, with conditions for a detailed construction plan depicting the proposed conveyor
alignment a minimum of ten feet east of the SW Murray Street disturbance area line, and a
final tree preservation plan that demonstrates trees to be protected can continue to be
protected with construction of the conveyor, this criterion can be met.
4. The mitigation plan demonstrates that all significant detrimental impacts on resources
and functional values will be compensated for;
Findings: This criterion requires the applicant to assess unavoidable impacts and propose
mitigation that is proportional to the impacts, as well as sufficient in character and quantity to
replace lost resource functions and values. The proposed mitigation plan is described on
pages 11 and 12 of this report. Proposed mitigation will offset 2.5 acres of disturbance area
and mitigate the removal of 41 trees.
The mitigation plan will compensate for impacts at the site for the following reasons:
• The mitigation area (approximately 4.9 acres) is more than twice the area of disturbance.
• All disturbance areas will be planted with native vegetation to diversity forest habitat
functions, restore forest canopy, and replace lost or degraded forest understory.
• Large-scale removal and management of English ivy, Himalayan blackberry, English
hawthorn, and other invasive species will reduce competition for native species and
improve the health and vitally of forest and wildlife habitat resources.
• The plantings will provide assistance with pollution and nutrient retention and removal,
sediment trapping and erosion control.
• Creation of a native meadow on the hillside bordered by a lowland habitat area will add
habitat diversity to the site.
Proposed plantings include 378 native trees, 565 native shrubs and a diverse mix of native
grasses and forbs. Native grasses and forbs will cover remaining areas, including areas graded
for landslide mitigation. The total area proposed for invasive species treatment and native
revegetation is approximately 4.9 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 Exhibit A.18 Mitigation
Plan (as depicted in graphic exhibits C.67 through C.83) will provide a net increase in the
functional values of the environmental resources at the project site.
The proposed Mitigation Plan will be installed and maintained under the regulations outlined
in Section 33.248.040.A-D (Landscaping and Screening). To confirm maintenance of the
required plantings for the initial establishment period, the applicant will be required to have
the plantings inspected two years after plantings are installed.
With conditions to ensure that plantings required for this Environmental Review are
maintained and inspected, this criterion can be met.
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
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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.
Findings: Mitigation for significant detrimental impacts will be conducted on the same site as
the proposed use or development, and the applicant owns the proposed on-site mitigation
area. These criteria are met.
33.853.040 Tree Review 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 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
Findings: A total of four trees (depicted on Exhibit C.51) must be removed along an
approximately 150-foot section of this six-mile scenic corridor (Scenic Drive #23-25
Washington Park and Hoyt Arboretum Loop, in the Scenic Views, Sites and Drives
Inventory), within 20 feet of the scenic resource (Sacajawea Boulevard/Rose Garden
Way). The proposed tree removal is necessary to allow 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 20foot area bordering Sacajawea Boulevard 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 Boulevard, between Sacajawea and Sherwood Boulevard.
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 Boulevard. The
proposed alternative reflects the minimum disturbance area needed to construct a
suitable shoring wall to construct the underground reservoir. This criterion is met.
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 rightof-way. Consultation with the City Forester is required; and
Findings: 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.
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Findings: 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.
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 on Exhibit C.69.
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.
With conditions that the plantings are selected from approved vegetation listed in the
Scenic Resources Protection Plan appendix, this criterion is met.
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 150foot 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, four trees
must be removed within the 20-foot scenic buffer area along Sacajawea Boulevard.
These trees are 12 inches or larger in diameter and therefore subject to Tree 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.

DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS
Unless specifically required in the approval criteria listed above, this proposal does not have to
meet the development standards in order to be approved during this review process. The plans
submitted for a building or zoning permit must demonstrate that all development standards of
Title 33 can be met, or have received an Adjustment or Modification via a land use review prior to
the approval of a building or zoning permit.
The applicant describes five elements of the overall proposal, to be constructed within the
environmental zones, that are designed to meet the environmental exemptions in Zoning Code
Section 33.430.080, or the environmental development standards in Zoning Code Sections
33.430.140 through 33.430.180. These project elements are:
⋅
The Sherwood Field Bypass pipe
⋅
Pump Station 3 Upgrades
⋅
Security Camera Replacement near Dam 4
⋅
Walkway and Retaining Wall Reconstruction south of Reservoir 4, and
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Perimeter Fence Relocation along Sherwood Boulevard

The applicant did not request approval of these items through Environmental Review. Therefore,
plans submitted for building or zoning permits must demonstrate that all environmental
development standards (including those found in 33.430.140 through 33.430.180) will be met by
those projects.
OTHER TECHNICAL REQUIREMENTS
Technical decisions have been made as part of this review process, based on other City Titles, as
administered by other City service agencies. These related technical decisions are not considered
land use actions. If future technical decisions result in changes that bring the project out of
conformance with this land use decision, a new land use review may be required. The following is
a summary of technical requirements applicable to this proposal. This list is not final, and is
subject to change when final permit plans are provided for City review.
The Bureau of Environmental Services (BES) responded with a detailed description of sanitary
sewer and stormwater management requirements that will be applied to the project at permit time:
BES has reviewed the stormwater report from HHPR dated March 12, 2015 as well as the
Preliminary Geotechnical Evaluation from Cornforth Consultants dated July 2011. The storm
report includes Performance Approach verification that pollution reduction and flow control
standards are met within the Grassy Swale that is proposed next to the Lower Reflecting Pool.
The swale will be lined to prevent infiltration of stormwater into the proposed slope-stabilizing fill
and will discharge to the Tanner storm main. BES has no objections to this approach for the
purposes of land use review, as the geotechnical evaluation and storm report conclude that
infiltration is not feasible.
BES has been working in cooperation with the Washington Park Design Team to address a variety
of issues related to reservoir operations and discharges to the storm and sanitary sewer systems,
and provided these comments in Exhibit E.1:
1. The issue of available Tanner Sewer capacity for dry and wet weather conditions was
resolved and found not to be either limited or weather dependent constrained based on the
quantity of water expected to be released from the Washington Park reservoirs.
2. Dechlorination of chlorinated drinking water entering the storm-only system is not
required because the distance from the entry point into the Tanner Creek sewer to its
Willamette River outlet exceeds DEQ guidelines.
3. Drainage water resulting from reservoir cleaning operations must be treated to remove
sediment to meet BES and DEQ requirements. Sediment concentration and flow rate limits
are a function of the receiving sewer system (e.g. sanitary/combined versus storm only)
and must follow BES and DEQ requirements. Characterization of drainage will be required
prior to release.
4. Direct release of reflecting pool drainage water containing sediment is not allowed without
sediment removal treatment. Dechlorination of this water is not required. Superchlorinated water could be discharged into a sanitary/combined sewer but volume and
rates of discharge must meet BES and DEQ requirements. Additional information may be
required at time of building permit.
5. All stormwater runoff from new and redeveloped site impervious surfaces must receive
treatment before its release, per the standards of the Stormwater Management Manual
(SWMM) that is current at the time of permit submittal. Infiltration facilities will not be
used because of the landslide potential of the site. The applicant has demonstrated how to
meet the SWMM’s pollution reduction requirements.
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6. This project does not qualify for a categorical exemption from detention noted in the
SWMM. The applicant has demonstrated how to meet the SWMM’s flow control
requirements.
7. Portland Water Bureau will test and estimate the volume of groundwater from the site that
enters the Tanner Creek storm-only sewer. Coordinate with Sebrina Nelson-Deal (503823-5843).
8. Stormwater discharges from this site will enter the storm system and discharge from the
Tanner Creek outfall to the Willamette River, which is federally designated “Critical
Habitat” for salmonid species listed as threatened under the Endangered Species Act.
9. Lower Columbia River steelhead trout, Chinook and coho salmon, as well as upper
Willamette River steelhead trout and Chinook salmon, and the Columbia River eulachon
are federally protected, threatened species that are present in and use the lower
Willamette.
10. Tanner Creek provides cold water critical to the above described endangered salmonids.
Temperature monitoring by the City of Portland found creek temperatures at the outfall to
be 6°C cooler than the surface water temperature of the Willamette River (BES, 2011). BES
recommends the applicant manage draining operations for temperature by discharging at
the appropriate time of day (i.e. early morning as opposed to late afternoon when water
temperature is highest).
Bureau

Code Authority and Topic

Contact Information

Water Bureau

Title 21 - Water availability

503-823-7404
www.portlandonline.com/water

Environmental
Services

Title 17; 2008 Stormwater Manual

503-823-7740

Fire Bureau

Title 31 Policy B-1 - Emergency Access

www.portlandonline.com/bes
503-823-3700
www.portlandonline.com/fire

Transportation

Title 17 - Transportation System Plan

503-823-5185
www.portlandonline.com/transportation

Development
Services

Titles 24 - Building Code, Erosion Control,
Flood plain, Site Development

503-823-7300
www.portlandonline.com/bds

CONCLUSIONS
In the context of Conditional Use Review, the proposal amounts to restoration of a major public
passive recreational and open space amenity in Washington Park which has been closed to the
public since the 1970s. The Basic Utility use which is the trigger for the review is a low-impact
operation that will not impact nearby residential areas, and the bowl-like topography of the site
further contains any potential ‘spillover’ of noise, glare from lights, or other impacts on the
surrounding neighborhood, which are negligible in any event. New pedestrian and bike entrances,
restored historic buildings and other site features, and artistic interpretive elements will bring life
and interest to this restored open space, in addition to the improvements in terms of safety,
including reduced landslide and seismic risks. With one advisory condition regarding Police
recommendations for ongoing coordination of potential site security concerns, the proposal is
easily able to meet the relevant Conditional Use criteria and should be approved. A second
condition of approval is included simply to clarify that all necessary land use review approvals
must be complete and recorded prior to issuance of building permits.
With regards to environmental impacts, the applicant proposes to mitigate the existing landslide
by adding 150,000 cubic yards of fill to replace material originally excavated during reservoir
construction in 1894, replace an existing service drive/walkway (SW Murray Street), and install a
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stormwater pipeline along and beneath Murray Street. The proposed design concentrates site
redevelopment in the existing developed areas, thereby minimizing environmental impacts.
Overall, the applicant has developed a plan that meets the Environmental Review approval criteria
by selecting alternatives that reduce environmental impacts, by utilizing construction practices to
contain impacts within the designated disturbance areas, and by developing a robust native
planting and invasive species management plan to mitigate for unavoidable impacts.
There still remains some uncertainty with regard to the specific placement of, and construction
methods to install the temporary construction conveyor to carry materials between the upper and
lower reservoir work areas. The final position and construction detail graphics for the conveyor
have not been provided by the applicant, and conditions of approval to ensure it is constructed
well within the disturbance area boundary, and so as to protect trees designated to be preserved,
are needed.
The applicant and the above findings have shown that the other elements of the proposal included
in the Environmental Review meet the applicable Environmental Review approval criteria with
conditions.
The proposal meets the criteria for the Tree Review because limited tree removal is necessary to
allow for reasonable development of the site, and meets the purpose of the Scenic Corridor
development standards, and the proposal will preserve the scenic character and vistas along the
corridor.
Therefore, this proposal should be approved, subject to the following conditions. Staff anticipates
the construction details for the conveyor will be provided prior to the close of the record, to
demonstrate that it, too meets the approval criteria for Environmental Review, and can be
approved.

TENTATIVE STAFF RECOMMENDATION

(May be revised upon receipt of new information at any time prior to the Hearings Officer decision)
Approval of a Conditional Use Review for the expansion of the Basic Utility Use (Water Bureau
Storage/Distribution/Monitoring, etc.) at the Washington Park Reservoir 3 and 4 complex,
including a new below-grade reservoir and associated site improvements, furniture, lighting,
structural alterations and other project details as indicated in the approved drawing set, Exhibits
C.1 through C.85, and subject to conditions of approval A through C, below.
Approval of an Environmental Review for:
 Placement of approximately 150,000 cubic yards of fill in the West Slope area;
 Reconstruction of the Murray Street driveway in the West Slope area;
 Construction of stormwater pipeline in the Murray Street driveway footprint, and construction
of a stormwater ditch along the west side of the Murray Street driveway;
 Stormwater pipeline reconstruction in the South Slope area; and
 Construction staging in the East Knoll area;
all within the Environmental Conservation and Environmental Protection overlay zones, and in
substantial conformance with Exhibits C.25 through C.46; and C.48 through C.83, only for
activities shown on these exhibits within the Environmental zones. Approval is subject to
conditions D through H, listed below:
Approval of an Environmental Review for a temporary construction conveyor to carry materials
between the upper and lower reservoir work areas, to be constructed a minimum of 10 feet east of
the SW Murray Street “limits of disturbance” line, within the Environmental Conservation overlay
zone, and subject to conditions D through H, below.
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Approval of a Tree Review for removal of 4 trees greater than 12 inches in diameter from within 20
feet of the designated Scenic resource, SW Sacajawea Boulevard, north of Reservoir 3, within the
Scenic Resources overlay zone, and in substantial conformance with Exhibits C.2, C.48 through
C.63, only for activities shown on these exhibits within the Scenic Resources zone. Approval is
subject to conditions D through H listed below.
Conditions of approval are as follows (A-C for Conditional Use, D-H for Environmental and Tree
Reviews):
A. As part of the building permit application submittal, the following development-related
conditions (B and C) must be noted on each of the 4 required site plans or included as a sheet
in the numbered set of plans. The sheet on which this information appears must be labeled
"ZONING COMPLIANCE PAGE - Case File LU 15-169656 CU EN TR." All requirements must be
graphically represented on the site plan, landscape, or other required plan and must be
labeled "REQUIRED."
B. The applicant shall work directly with the Central Precinct Police Commander on any public
safety issues or concerns as they arise, including coordination on site visibility concerns
relating to foliage or security camera visibility, maintaining appropriate signage regarding
parking and towing and unauthorized vehicle regulations inside the park, etc.
C. All necessary historic resource-related land use reviews must have their final decisions,
including the final decisions on any appeals, approved and recorded prior to issuance of any
permits for the new underground reservoir and related site improvements.
D. A BDS construction or Zoning permit is required for inspection of required mitigation
plantings. Copies of the stamped Exhibits C.25 through C.46; and C.48 through C.83 from LU
15-169656 CU EN TR and Conditions of Approval listed below, shall be included within all
plan sets submitted for permits (building, Zoning, grading, Site Development, erosion control,
etc. See “Other Technical Requirements” listed above). These exhibits shall be included on a
sheet that is the same size as the plans submitted for the permit and shall include the
following statement, "Any field changes shall be in substantial conformance with
approved LU 15-169656 CU EN TR Exhibits C.25 through C.46; and C.48 through C.83”
E. Temporary construction fencing shall be installed according to tree protection measures in
Title 11 Tree Code, chapter 11.60, except as specified below. Temporary, 4-foot high,
construction fencing shall be placed along the Limits of Construction Disturbance for the
approved development, as depicted on Exhibits C.37 through C.63, or as required by
inspection staff during the plan review and/or inspection stages.
1. No mechanized construction vehicles are permitted outside of the approved “Limits of
Construction Disturbance” delineated by the temporary construction fence. All planting
work, invasive vegetation removal, and other work to be done outside the Limits of
Construction Disturbance, shall be conducted using hand held equipment.
2. Prior to any work on the site related to this review, and as part of any permit application
related to the work reviewed in this report, a final Construction Management Plan shall be
provided demonstrating the temporary construction conveyor will be placed a minimum of
10 feet east of the SW Murray Street disturbance area line, for review and approval by BDS
Planning and Zoning staff. Construction details of the conveyor shall be included in plan
and elevation view.
3. Prior to any work on the site related to this review, and as part of any permit application
related to the work reviewed in this report, a final Tree Protection Plan shall be provided in
substantial conformance with Exhibit A.17 Tree Protection Plan, for review and approval by
BDS Planning and Zoning staff. The Tree Protection Plan shall include all construction
information for activities within Root Protection Zones of trees shown in Exhibit A.17 to be
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protected. It shall demonstrate how the temporary construction conveyor will be
constructed to preserve trees as shown in Exhibit A.17.
F. A total of 378 trees, 565 shrubs, and native ground covers, selected from the Portland Plant
List (unless noted otherwise below), shall be planted, in substantial conformance with Exhibit
A.18 Mitigation Plan, and Exhibits C.67 through C.83 Planting Plan.
1. Plantings within 20 feet of SW Sacajawea Boulevard shall be selected from approved
vegetation listed in the Scenic Resources Protection Plan appendix.
2. Permit plans shall show the approximate location of the trees, shrubs and ground covers
required by this condition to be planted in the mitigation area and labeled as “new required
landscaping”. The plans should illustrate a naturalistic arrangement of plans and should
include the location, species, quantity and size of plants to be planted.
3. Plantings shall be installed between October 1 and March 31 (the planting season).
4. Prior to installing required mitigation plantings, non-native invasive plants shall be
removed from all areas within 10 feet of mitigation plantings, using handheld equipment.
5. All mitigation and remediation shrubs and trees shall be marked in the field by a tag
attached to the top of the plant for easy identification by the City Inspector. All tape shall
be a contrasting color that is easily seen and identified.
6. After installing the required mitigation plantings, the applicant shall request inspection of
mitigation plantings and final the BDS Zoning Permit.
G. The land owner shall maintain the required plantings for two years to ensure survival and
replacement. The land owner is responsible for ongoing survival of required plantings during
and beyond the designated two-year monitoring period. The landowner shall:
1. Obtain a Zoning Permit for a final inspection at the end of the 2-year maintenance and
monitoring period. The permit must be finaled no later than 2 years from the final
inspection for the installation of mitigation planting, for the purpose of ensuring that the
required plantings remain. Any required plantings that have not survived must be
replaced.
H. Failure to comply with any of these conditions may result in the City’s reconsideration of this
land use approval pursuant to Portland Zoning Code Section 33.700.040 and /or enforcement
of these conditions in any manner authorized by law.
Note: In addition to the requirements of the Zoning Code, all uses and development must comply
with other applicable City, regional, state and federal regulations.
This decision applies to only the City's environmental regulations. Activities which the City
regulates through PCC 33.430 may also be regulated by other agencies. In cases of overlapping
City, Special District, Regional, State, or Federal regulations, the more stringent regulations will
control. City approval does not imply approval by other agencies.
Procedural Information. The application for this land use review was submitted on May 12,
2015, and was determined to be complete on July 20, 2015.
Zoning Code Section 33.700.080 states that Land Use Review applications are reviewed under the
regulations in effect at the time the application was submitted, provided that the application is
complete at the time of submittal, or complete within 180 days. Therefore this application was
reviewed against the Zoning Code in effect on May 12, 2015.
ORS 227.178 states the City must issue a final decision on Land Use Review applications within
120-days of the application being deemed complete. The 120-day review period may be waived or
extended at the request of the applicant. In this case, the applicant requested a full extension of
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the 120-day review period within the first 21 days from application, providing for an evidentiary
hearing in the event of an appeal to City Council (Exhibit A.12). Therefore, the 120-day review
period (at full extension of 245 days) will expire on July 19, 2016.
Some of the information contained in this report was provided by the applicant.
As required by Section 33.800.060 of the Portland Zoning Code, the burden of proof is on the
applicant to show that the approval criteria are met. The Bureau of Development Services has
independently reviewed the information submitted by the applicant and has included this
information only where the Bureau of Development Services has determined the information
satisfactorily demonstrates compliance with the applicable approval criteria. This report is the
recommendation of the Bureau of Development Services with input from other City and public
agencies.
Conditions of Approval. If approved, this project may be subject to a number of specific
conditions, listed above. Compliance with the applicable conditions of approval must be
documented in all related permit applications. Plans and drawings submitted during the
permitting process must illustrate how applicable conditions of approval are met. Any project
elements that are specifically required by conditions of approval must be shown on the plans, and
labeled as such.
These conditions of approval run with the land, unless modified by future land use reviews. As
used in the conditions, the term “applicant” includes the applicant for this land use review, any
person undertaking development pursuant to this land use review, the proprietor of the use or
development approved by this land use review, and the current owner and future owners of the
property subject to this land use review.
This report is not a decision. The review body for this proposal is the Hearings Officer who
will make the decision on this case. This report is a recommendation to the Hearings Officer by
the Bureau of Development Services. The review body may adopt, modify, or reject this
recommendation. The Hearings Officer will make a decision about this proposal within 17 days of
the close of the record. Your comments to the Hearings Officer can be mailed c/o the Hearings
Officer, 1900 SW Fourth Ave., Suite 3100, Portland, OR 97201 or faxed to 503-823-4347.
You will receive mailed notice of the decision if you write a letter received before the hearing or
testify at the hearing, or if you are the property owner or applicant. This Staff Report will be
posted on the Bureau of Development Services website. Look at www.portlandonline.com. On the
left side of the page use the search box to find Development Services, then click on the
Zoning/Land Use section, select Notices and Hearings. Land use review notices are listed by the
District Coalition shown at the beginning of this document. You may review the file on this case
at the Development Services Building at 1900 SW Fourth Ave., Suite 5000, Portland, OR 97201.
Appeal of the decision: The decision of the Hearings Officer may be appealed to City Council,
who will hold a public hearing. If you or anyone else appeals the decision of the Hearings Officer,
City Council will hold an evidentiary hearing, one in which new evidence can be submitted to
them. Upon submission of their application, the applicant for this land use review chose to waive
the 120-day time frame in which the City must render a decision. This additional time allows for
any appeal of this proposal to be held as an evidentiary hearing.
Who can appeal: You may appeal the decision only if you write a letter which is received before
the close of the record on hearing or if you testify at the hearing, or if you are the property owner
or applicant. Appeals must be filed within 14 days of the decision. An appeal fee of $5,000.00
will be charged (one-half of the BDS application fee, up to a maximum of $5,000.00).
Appeal Fee Waivers: Neighborhood associations recognized by the Office of Neighborhood
Involvement may qualify for a waiver of the appeal fee provided that the association has standing
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to appeal. The appeal must contain the signature of the Chair person or other person authorized
by the association, confirming the vote to appeal was done in accordance with the organization’s
bylaws.
Neighborhood associations, who wish to qualify for a fee waiver, must complete the Type III Appeal
Fee Waiver Request for Organizations Form and submit it prior to the appeal deadline. The Type
III Appeal Fee Waiver Request for Organizations Form contains instructions on how to apply for a
fee waiver, including the required vote to appeal.
Recording the final decision: If this Land Use Review is approved the final decision must be
recorded with the Multnomah County Recorder. A few days prior to the last day to appeal, the City
will mail instructions to the applicant for recording the documents associated with their final land
use decision.
• A building or zoning permit will be issued only after the final decision is recorded.
The applicant, builder, or a representative may record the final decision as follows:
• By Mail: Send the two recording sheets (sent in separate mailing) and the final Land Use
Review decision with a check made payable to the Multnomah County Recorder to:
Multnomah County Recorder, P.O. Box 5007, Portland OR 97208. The recording fee is
identified on the recording sheet. Please include a self-addressed, stamped envelope.
• In Person: Bring the two recording sheets (sent in separate mailing) and the final Land Use
Review decision with a check made payable to the Multnomah County Recorder to the County
Recorder’s office located at 501 SE Hawthorne Boulevard, #158, Portland OR 97214. The
recording fee is identified on the recording sheet.
For further information on recording, please call the County Recorder at 503-988-3034
For further information on your recording documents please call the Bureau of Development
Services Land Use Services Division at 503-823-0625.
Expiration of this approval. An approval expires three years from the date the final decision is
rendered unless a building permit has been issued, or the approved activity has begun.
Where a site has received approval for multiple developments, and a building permit is not issued
for all of the approved development within three years of the date of the final decision, a new land
use review will be required before a permit will be issued for the remaining development, subject
to the Zoning Code in effect at that time.
Applying for your permits. A building permit, occupancy permit, or development permit may be
required before carrying out an approved project. At the time they apply for a permit, permittees
must demonstrate compliance with:
• All conditions imposed herein;
• All applicable development standards, unless specifically exempted as part of this land use
review;
• All requirements of the building code; and
• All provisions of the Municipal Code of the City of Portland, and all other applicable
ordinances, provisions and regulations of the City.
Planner Names: Stacey Castleberry, Mark Walhood
Date: October 22, 2015
EXHIBITS
NOT ATTACHED UNLESS INDICATED
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Applicant’s Statements:
1. Original application narrative
2. Original Appendix A – Design Proposal Drawings (replaced by C Exhibits)
3. Original Appendix B – Design Proposal Drawings (replaced by C Exhibits)
4. Original Appendix C – Environmental Zones Impact Evaluation (replaced by A.15)
5. Original Appendix D – Construction Management Plan (replaced by A.16)
6. Original Appendix E – Alternative Tree Protection Plan (replaced by A.17)
7. Original Appendix F – Mitigation Plan (replaced by A.18)
8. Original Appendix H – Geotechnical Report
9. Original Appendix I – Stormwater Management Report
10. Original Appendix J – Land Use History
11. Original Appendix K – Washington Park Good Neighbor Agreement and Transportation
and Parking Agreement
12. 120-day waiver
13. Cover memo from applicant with 7/20/15 revisions
14. Revised application narrative, rec’d. 7/20/15
15. Revised Appendix C – Impact Evaluation, rec’d. 7/20/15
16. Revised Appendix D – Construction Management Plan, rec’d. 7/20/15
17. Revised Appendix E – Tree Protection/Preservation/Removal Plan, rec’d. 7/20/15
18. Revised Appendix F – Mitigation Plan, rec’d. 7/20/15
19. Supplemental construction information – rec’d 10/20/15
Zoning Map (attached):
Plans & Drawings:
1. Appendix A Drawings Cover Sheet and Table of Contents
2. Site Plan Rendering
3. Site Rendering Key Diagram
4. View A from Grand Stairway
5. View B of Gatehouse 3 Plaza
6. View C from Dam 3
7. View D from Olmstead City Vista
8. View E of Lower Reflecting Pool, Pump Station 1 and Dam 3
9. Proposed Design: Access, Circulation and Views
10. Interpretive Themes
11. Material Concept Plan – Upper Reflecting Pool
12. Material Concept Plan – Lower Reflecting Pool
13. Lighting Concept Plan – Upper Reflecting Pool
14. Lighting Concept Plan – Lower Reflecting Pool
15. Planting Concept – Upper Reflecting Pool
16. Planting Concept – Lover Reflecting Pool
17. Interpretive Concept
18. Interpretive Concept – Site Overview
19. Appendix B Drawings Cover Sheet
20. List of Drawings
21. Vicinity/Zoning Map
22. Existing Conditions – Area A
23. Existing Conditions – Area B
24. Existing Conditions – Area C
25. Site Layout Overall Plan (attached)
26. Site Layout Plan – Area A (attached)
27. Site Layout Plan – Area B (attached)
28. Upper Reflecting Pool Sections (attached)
29. Lower Reflecting Pool Section (attached)
30. Cascade Stair Section
31. Grand Stairway Plan and Elevation
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32. Promenade Walkway Plan and Elevations
33. Promenade Walkway Sections
34. Walkway Details
35. Site Details – Enlarged Materials and Layout Plan Retaining Wall
36. Access, Circulation and Views Plan
37. Grading Overall Plan
38. Stormwater Overall Site Plan
39. Erosion Control Plan – Area A
40. Erosion Control Plan – Area B
41. Erosion Control Plan – Area C
42. Erosion Control Details – 1 of 3
43. Erosion Control Details – 2 of 3
44. Erosion Control Details – 3 of 3
45. Erosion Control Notes
46. Traffic Control Off-Site Haul Plan
47. Traffic Control On-Site Haul Plan
48. Tree Removal & Protection Overall Site Plan (attached)
49. Tree Removal & Protection Schedule
50. Tree Removal & Protection Plan – Area 1
51. Tree Removal & Protection Plan – Area 2
52. Tree Removal & Protection Plan – Area 3
53. Tree Removal & Protection Plan – Area 4
54. Tree Removal & Protection Plan – Area 5
55. Tree Removal & Protection Plan – Area 6
56. Tree Removal & Protection Plan – Area 7
57. Tree Removal & Protection Plan – Area 8
58. Tree Removal & Protection Plan – Area 9
59. Tree Removal & Protection Plan – Area 10
60. Tree Removal & Protection Plan – Area 11
61. Tree Removal & Protection Schedule
62. Tree Removal & Protection Table – 1 of 2
63. Tree Removal & Protection Table – 2 of 2
64. Lighting Plan – Area A
65. Lighting Plan – Area B
66. Electrical Lighting Schedule
67. Planting Overall Plan (attached)
68. Planting Plan – Area 1
69. Planting Plan – Area 2
70. Planting Plan – Area 3
71. Planting Plan – Area 4
72. Planting Plan – Area 5
73. Planting Plan – Area 6
74. Planting Plan – Area 7
75. Planting Plan – Area 8
76. Planting Plan – Area 9
77. Planting Plan – Area 10
78. Planting Plan – Area 11
79. Planting Schedule
80. Planting Details
81. Planting Schedule
82. Planting Sheet Schedules – 1 of 2
83. Planting Sheet Schedules – 2 of 2
84. Large/Scalable Plan set matching sheets C.19 through C.83
85. New Appendix L – Lighting Cut Sheets, rec’d. 7/20/15
Notification information:
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1. Request for response
2. Posting information and notice as sent to applicant
3. Applicant’s statement and photographs certifying posting
4. Public notice mailing list
5. Postmarked copy of public notice
6. Rescheduled Hearing: Posting information and notice as sent to applicant
7. Rescheduled Hearing: Applicant’s statement and photographs certifying posting
8. Rescheduled Hearing: Public notice mailing list
9. Rescheduled Hearing: Postmarked copy of public notice
Agency Responses:
1. Bureau of Environmental Services
2. Development Review Section of Portland Transportation
3. Water Bureau
4. Fire Bureau
5. Police Bureau
6. Site Development Review Section of Bureau of Development Services
7. Urban Forestry Division of Portland Parks and Recreation
8. Life Safety Section of the Bureau of Development Services
Letters:
1. Letter with concerns from Arlington Heights Neighborhood Association, rec’d. 8/18/15
Other:
1. Original LUR Application Form and Receipt
2. Incomplete letter, sent 6/11/15
3. Request for Completeness Review routing sheet
4. Routing slip for new information, sent 7/22/15
5. Pre-Application Conference Summary Notes
6. Front two pages of Washington Park Master Plan, verifying plan was adopted by
Resolution, and not by Ordinance as part of the Comprehensive Plan/”desired character”
with regards to Title 33 conditional use approval criteria
Hearing Exhibits

The Bureau of Development Services is committed to providing equal access to
information and hearings. Please notify us no less than five business days prior to
the event if you need special accommodations. Call 503-823-7300 (TTY 503-8236868).

