








































































































1

Parsons, Susan

From: floy jones <floy21@msn.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2015 7:13 AM
To: Council Clerk – Testimony; Hales, Mayor
Subject: FW: Case file # LU 14-218444 HR, Mt. Tabor Reservoirs Disconnection Project
Attachments: Nitrificationcovstoragestudy.pdf

Attached is the Nitrification study paper referenced in the e mail below and in separate Tabor disconnect LU
comments, speaking to the cancer causing public health risk Portland will face if the Portland Water Bureau
sucessfully thwarts community will and demolishes and decomissions 5 of Portland's most significant water
system assets, Portland's open reservoirs.

From: floy21@msn.com
To: cctestimony@portlandoregon.gov; mayorcharliehales@portlandoregon.gov;
amanda.fritz@portlandoregon.gov; patti.howard@portlandoregon.gov; stevenovick96@gmail.com;
dan.saltzman@portlandoregon.gov; nick@portlandoregon.gov
Subject: Case file # LU 14 218444 HR, Mt. Tabor Reservoirs Disconnection Project
Date: Wed, 27 May 2015 22:05:19 0700

To: Portland City Council
Re:Case file # LU 14-218444 HR, Mt. Tabor Reservoirs Disconnection Project
From: Floy Jones on behalf of Friends of the Reservoirs
 

One of unique public health risks associated with covered storage is cancer-causing 
Nitrification, a problem the PWB has begun expending public resources to address as was 
presented to at a wholesale customer meeting where I was present. In response to the 
submission of the AWWA article addressing Nitrification submitted in the Washington Park 
demolition LU case, the PWB misleadingly suggested that this only related to L.A. when 
indeed it is a problem that develops in the absence of sunlight, in covered storage, in 
systems that chloraminate as does Portland. 
 

Los Angeles had to address the public health risk from Nitrification after covering its open 
reservoirs and as the article suggests in an attempt to address this public health risk,  L.A. is 
experimenting with installation of UV radiation bulbs inside the covered storage tanks, 
creating yet another public health risk from Mercury contamination of the water supply. 

http://www.ladwpnews.com/posted/1475/Opflow_Nitrification.523459.pdf (attached under separate cover)

The above American Water Work Association article addresses experimental actions that LA undertook to
address the covered storage public health issue of Nitrification.

Disconnection of the Tabor reservoirs and/or demolition of the Washington Park Reservoirs does not support
protection of public health as doing so creates new and unique public health risks associated with covered
storage.
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Parsons, Susan

From: Jane Hansen <Jane@langohansen.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2015 8:52 AM
To: Council Clerk – Testimony
Subject: Case #LU 14-218444 Mt. Tabor Reservoirs
Attachments: Mt. Tabor Reservoirs.pdf

Please find my letter of testimony attached.

Thank you,
Jane

Jane Hansen
lango hansen landscape architects 
1100 nw glisan #3B 
portland OR 97209 
p 503.295.2437  f 503.295.2439 
www.langohansen.com 
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Parsons, Susan

From: Dee White <deewhite1@mindspring.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2015 9:16 AM
To: Council Clerk – Testimony
Subject: Agenda 547 testimony - Appeal vs Historic landmark Commission re: Mt Tabor reservoirs
Attachments: Novick letter to OHA Drinking Water Program.pdf; Majority opinion from Dave Mazza The 

Portland Alliance_Independent Review Panel votes not to bury reservoir.pdf; 
ReservoirResponse2.pdf.pdf

Everyone in this room today knows that Rochester NY got a 10 year deferral for meeting compliance with EPA’s LT2
rule. We all know that Rochester has not spent a dime on any infrastructure or treatment alternative. And, we know
that even if Rochester is in the future required to treat or cover their reservoirs, Rochester’s public officials have stated
that they will pursue a low cost treatment alternative such as UV because costs for treatment have drastically declined
since 2004 and will continue to decline while improving in effectiveness because that is simply the nature of technology.
This is all public knowledge, all well documented. Rochester’s officials are acting on behalf of its citizens, for its citizens,
supported by its citizens.

Unfortunately, we also all know that this is not the case with Portland officials. The Portland City Council and the Water
Bureau continue to publicly disavow and publicly ignore all of these documented facts.

In early March of 2015, Mayor Charlie Hales was interviewed on KBOO radio by Joe Meyer.

Meyer: “you understand that Rochester is not doing any construction related to LT2.”
Hales: “I don’t know the details about what Rochester is not doing.”
Meyer: “Rochester has not spent a dime towards complying with LT2.”
Hales: “Check with Rochester, I don’t think that’s… that’s not the factual situation that I am told.”

When asked if he was going to write Governor Kate Brown and ask for a deferral, since she is the head of OHA, Hales
responds:
“No. She can’t give us relief from the Federal mandates.”
Link: https://soundcloud.com/joe meyer 10

Commissioner Novick’s 5 page letter to the OHA in Feb 2013 strongly states the case for a deferral and he refers to
Rochester’s deferral multiple times. What the public does not know and what was revealed by document searches was
that in tandem with the delivery of this request, a Water Bureau surrogate sent an email to the OHA letting them know
that the Water Bureau wanted to proceed with their build projects. Dave Leland, the OHA decision maker, stated in an
email to the Water Bureau “…now we know what the Water Bureau wants.” This same messenger was publicly chastised
by Mayer Katz after admitting at the 2004 Reservoir Panel Council meeting that she had anonymously contacted the
Urban League member of the panel at the end of three months of work by the panel, in an attempt to derail the panel’s
conclusions.

Link to OHA response to C. Novick’s letter:
http://public.health.oregon.gov/HealthyEnvironments/DrinkingWater/Rules/LT2/Documents/pwb/ReservoirResponse2.
pdf

Ratepayers have witnessed willful ignorance, utterly false communication, withheld information and reports, wanton
disregard for community concerns and reckless spending of ratepayer’s funds in this leadup to granting this
heartbreaking demolition permit for our historic reservoirs in the heart of the city. An enormous amount of harm is
going to result from City Council’s deceit. The lack of discourse in Portland’s governing process enables the City Council
to always have the last word, even if it is not the truth. This is not democracy. This is not government by the people. The
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dissenting member of the HLC repeated this many times at the HLC meetings these past 5 months. “Government is
supposed to be by the people.”
Links to two meetings where this was stated:
https://vimeo.com/125300646
https://vimeo.com/117979561
https://vimeo.com/119428556

Before any more decisions or actions are taken with regard to the reservoirs at Mt Tabor, I implore the City Council to
form an Independent Review panel like you did, Commissioner Saltzman, in 2004. Include all of the stakeholders,
including the majority which are opposed to proceeding on a fast track with dismantling and decommissioning our
historic perfectly functioning assets. Attached is the Majority opinion from the 2004 Independent Review Panel by Dave
Mazza.

Thank you,
Dee White
3836 SE 49th Ave.
Portland OR 97206
503 775 2909













At the May 11 meeting of the
Mt. Tabor Reservoirs
Independent Review Panel,
panel members determined
that there woud be no
consensus around any single
option. Instead, majority and
minority reports were
developed for presentation to
the City Council in June.

• Water quality in Portland is
very good and meets all
current federal regulations;
• There is a very low risk that
a terrorist act would harm the
City’s water supplies;
• Vandals can access the
water supplies, but are not
likely to introduce an agent
that would undermine the
health of system users;
• Water rates are expected to
rise steadily over the next
decade, well ahead of the rate
of inflation;
• Water usage in Portland is
declining;
• There is no current federal

By Dave Mazza

Community members opposed to the proposed burial of three historic
reservoirs scored another victory at the May 11 meeting of the Mt. Tabor
Reservoirs Independent Review Panel. The 13-member panel split 8-5 in
favor of increasing security and water quality monitoring at the
century-old facility rather than move forward with plans to bury the
reservoirs and build a “water feature” on top. The Water Bureau and its
consultants pressed hard for the burial option during the 3-month process;
however, it was a perceived lack of compelling problems, and concerns
over cost that moved the panel to reject the Bureau’s preference. Now it
remains to be seen whether City Council will accept the findings of its
own panel when the latter presents majority and minority reports at a
June 8 work session.

The Portland City Council, at the request of Commissioner Dan Saltzman,
created the Mt. Tabor Independent Review Panel last February for the
purpose of reviewing options for meeting pending EPA water quality rules
and keeping the reservoirs and infrastructure secure. Saltzman created the
panel in response to growing criticism of the lack of public participation
in the decision to bury the reservoirs. Grassroots groups like Friends of
the Reservoirs were raising the visibility of the issue, putting direct
pressure on Saltzman as well indirect pressure from more influential city
figures who were concerned about the Friends’ claims.

The options given to the 13-member panel (see sidebar) included
reservoir burial, a water treatment facility, relocating stored water to Mt.
Scott, and mitigating risk through enhanced monitoring and security.
Eventually, another option calling for low tech approaches to water
quality and security put forward by Friends of the Reservoirs was added
to the list of options under consideration. The panel had 90 days to make
a recommendation to the council. Recommending no action was not an

The Portland Alliance Panel votes not to bury reservoir http://www.theportlandalliance.org/2004/june/reservoir.htm
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or state regulation requiring
that reservoirs be buried;
• New federal regulations are
in development, but are not
yet complete. They could
impact many aspects of the
Portland water system, not
just Mt. Tabor, but are not
expected to ban open
reservoir systems; and
• The reservoirs are a critical
part of the history and
character of Mt. Tabor Park.

• The City Council should
adopt a risk mitigation
strategy to ensure the safety
and quality of drinking water
supplies at Mt. Tabor Park;
• Since a specific mitigation
plan was not provided in the
Council resolution, a risk
mitigation plan will need to
be determined and considered
by the public prior to City
approval;
• A risk mitigation strategy
should preserve the historic
character of Mt. Tabor Park
and adhere to the Mt. Tabor
Masterplan;
• The City Council should
revisit this issue in the future,
potentially when new federal
rules are finalized, or state
rules enacted;
• Deferred maintenance at the
reservoirs and elsewhere in
the water system should be
reviewed, and work
completed where it is
necessary to maintain the
integrity of the reservoirs and
the water delivery system;
• Potential changes to Mt.
Tabor should not be
considered in isolation.
Rather, the City should

option.

Facilitators from EnviroIssues and technical consultants from McQuire
Environmental Consultants assisted the panel. The panel’s executive
committee, with the full panel’s approval, retained both firms.

Starting in early March, the panel met weekly for presentations from the
consultants, public testimony and deliberation. Power Point presentations
on the city’s water system, public health risks to the water supply and
security filled most of the two-hour — later expanded to three-hour —
sessions. From the first session, tension existed between panel and staff
over the choice of information and how it was being presented. The
consultants showed a graph measuring the growth of certain bacteria in
the reservoirs, but it took

repeated questioning before the consultant admitted this organism caused
the water to be discolored but posed no risk to human health. In another
instance, panelists were presented with data on how a small amount of a
hazardous compound could render an entire reservoir contaminated.
What was not mentioned, again until after repeated questioning, was that
the figures assumed the substance was fully mixed throughout the
reservoir, something that would take days to occur.

The most disturbing aspect of how information was presented over the
three-month process was the growing sense that some information was
deliberately held back until its disclosure would have a maximum effect
on the panel. Cost, identified early as information the panel felt important
and needed, was rarely presented in a form that was easily understood.
When the panel appeared ready to abandon the burial option, the Bureau
introduced new cost data that showed the difference in long-term cost
between burial and risk mitigation was a matter of a few dollars — an
analysis many of the panel didn’t believe. The panel was sandbagged a
second time with the late release of information stating the reservoirs are
not earthquake proof and that the cost of seismic upgrades would be very
costly. Information provided by the Friends contradicted the level of risk
from earthquake — Mt. Tabor is a low-risk island surrounded by much
more vulnerable lowlands. Again, the majority of the panel rejected the
attempt to impose seismic upgrade costs on some of the options.

An unexpected result of these methods was the polarization of the panel
into the majority and minority viewpoints that eventually was represented
the majority and minority reports presented to the City Council. There
was some movement from the majority pro-risk mitigation faction to the
minority burial faction following the introduction of the seismic

upgrade information, however, by the last meeting, it took little time for
the entire group to agree there would be no consensus and that majority
and minority reports should be written and submitted to the council (see
sidebar).

The Portland Alliance Panel votes not to bury reservoir http://www.theportlandalliance.org/2004/june/reservoir.htm
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consider all upgrades
necessary as a result of any
new regulation in a holistic
manner, calling upon experts
and community
representatives to assist the
city in devising a plan that
meets regulatory
requirements, maintains safe
and reliable water supplies
and assures long-term
affordablity of the City’s
water services; and
• Rate impacts should be
minimized.
For more information about
the full report, see

 or

Ogden Beeman (Panel
Chair)
Independent maritime

Bill Glaze
Oregon State Univerity;

Dave Mazza
The Portland Alliance;

Sandi McDonough
National Energy & Gas
Transmission;

Steve March
State representative Dist. 46;

Gary Oxman
Multnomah County Health
Department Health
Officer;

Frank Ray
Public Utility Review
Board;

Jim Spitzer
Multnomah County
Department Emergency
Preparedness Manager;

The split decision was a clear victory for Friends of the Reservoirs. They
had out-organized the Water Bureau, always prepared with more
compelling data to inform the panel and rebut consultant presentations.
Despite efforts to limit their involvement in the process, the group soon
became the reliable source of information for some panelists. Even
though their option was eventually dropped, many of the features of the
Friends’ proposal were included for consideration in a final mitigation
plan.

With a favorable council vote not absolutely certain, the Friends of the
Reservoirs are not slowing down after this victory. They will be
mobilizing for the upcoming council hearings. They are also re-filing an
initiative to require a public vote on major water projects they had not
been able to circulate during the review.

While there’s no question this is a major setback for Saltzman and the
Water Bureau, there’s no reason to count them out yet. The Bureau has
shown itself determined to get its way on this issue. Firms like
Montgomery Watson Harzon — the employer of former Portland Water
Bureau chief engineer Joe Glicker — that developed the burial proposal
the City Council approved in the spring of 2002 are also unlikely to walk away from lucrative contracts.

Even should the council vote end the burial issue for now, the real fight isn’t over. Viewed as one of the
moneymakers in the city, the Water Bureau has enjoyed hands-off treatment for years. The result is an
insularity and resistance to intrusions by “outsiders” that runs contrary to the democratic process or to
effective government. Short of changing our current form of city government — a step progressives
seem unready to embrace at this time — democratizing the bureaucracy seems the logical next step. The
creation of a public water board to oversee the Water Bureau could certainly be such a step, and started
with a demand for a full public audit of the Water Bureau.

But for now, it looks likely the historic Mt. Tabor reservoirs will be serving Portlanders’ physical and
spiritual needs through another century.

The Portland Alliance
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consultant;

Eilen Brady
EcoTrust;

Vanessa Gaston
Urban League;

Stefenni Mendoza Gray
Oregon Council for Hispanic
Advancement;

Tiffany Sweitzer
Real Estate;

Tom Walsh
Tom Walsh Construction;

 2807 SE Stark Portland,OR 97214
Questions, comments, suggestions for this site contact the webperson at website@ThePortlandAlliance.org

July 22, 2004
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 Comments for the record of Case File # LU 14-218444 HR    Page 1 of 5 

(City of Portland's Proposal to Disconnect Mt. Tabor Reservoirs 1, 5 and 6) 

TO:  BDS Staff and Historic Landmarks Commission 

FROM:  Katherin Kirkpatrick, 1319 SE 53rd Avenue 

DATE:  1/12/2015 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

Dear Historic Landmarks Commission: 

Thank you for your shared concern about Portland's historic open reservoirs.  

In support of the assertions and requests of Ty K. Wyman dated 1/7/2015 and Stephanie Stewart and 
John Laursen of the Mt. Tabor Neighborhood Association dated 1/8/2015, I am asking that you please 
deny the City's proposal and/or place strict conditions upon it, as detailed on page 4 and 5 of this letter.   

I ask this because I truly believe, as I think do many 
of the citizens present here, that if unchecked by 
stringent oversight, the machinery of this City will 
grind inexorably toward a foregone conclusion 
that puts the interests of public works engineers 
before those of historic preservation and public 
health.  I know these are strong words, so I offer 
my own story as evidence of how the City of 
Portland rewards those who trust its intentions.  

The photograph at left shows my infant daughter 
enjoying one of her first strolls around Mt. Tabor's 
Reservoir No. 5.  It was 2003, and I was on break 
from fighting the City's original land use 
determination in this case.  The City wanted to 
demolish all of our open reservoirs and replace 
them with underground tanks, and if that use 
wasn't allowed under the Code, then the City 
wanted to be exempt from its own laws.  Back 
then it wasn't afraid to say so, because the public 
didn't yet know to be angry.  
 
My daughter is now 12 years old.  She has never 

known freedom from worry about losing the beautiful open reservoirs around which she and her friends 
play; and from which she receives safe, aerated, radon-free drinking water.  She has also never been 
able to walk through my office without tripping on the 2-foot-high stack of research I've collected on  

  



Comments for the record of Case File # LU 14-218444 HR    Page 2 of 5 

(City of Portland's Proposal to Disconnect Mt. Tabor Reservoirs 1, 5 and 6) 

TO:  BDS Staff and Historic Landmarks Commission 

FROM:  Katherin Kirkpatrick, 1319 SE 53rd Avenue 

DATE:  1/12/2015 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

Portland's open reservoir proceedings.  It was while I was reviewing that stack of papers for today's 
hearing that I sadly ran across the following comments in the 2003 land use notes:  

"The problem is that the [City] does not specify whether “the time of building permit 
application” is before …  or after the demolition has already occurred. The petitioners 
have good reason to believe that the reservoirs will be destroyed before they have any 
further opportunity to object in a land use proceeding. 
 
"There is already precedent for what the city will do.  It resorted to an identical Use 
Determination on March 6, 2003 to rule that the reservoirs in Washington Park could be 
covered without a land use review. It then gave notice of the right to appeal … [yet] no 
such notice was given and no conditional use process was initiated before the Water 
Bureau made immediate application for the actual “Site Development Permit.”   
 

It's humbling to look at yourself as a young person, just starting a family, and realize that even then you 
were already a war-weary land use veteran, already citing the City's established history of circumventing 
public process to put contractors' pecuniary interests before public health.  When that photo was taken, 
I was young enough to still harbor the hope that vigilance would earn us a "meaningful collaborative 
effort to reach consensus with the community" (Commission comments 12/1/2014). 

But, looking back on the last decade of my life, I'm faced with hard questions about what that 
"collaborative effort" has consisted of.  Because time and again it looks like I was told one thing by the 
City, only to discover that public documents suggested the opposite.   

If I was told of a "federally imposed" 12/31/2015 deadline, then shortly thereafter a Region 10 EPA 
letter would turn up saying "there is no specific deadline for installing reservoir covers" in LT2 (Eric 
Winiecki to MTNA, 03/19/2009).  If I was told that deferral wasn't an option, within hours a Google 
search would turn up the written exchange between EPA and Rochester, NY (9/12/11, 11/30/2011 and 
1/9/2012), detailing the precise method for securing a deferral pending EPA's planned reconsideration 
of reservoir regulations (Lisa Jackson letter, 8/11/2011).  If the City said replacement was the lowest-
cost option, I could verify that Rochester had implemented an incredibly low-cost, low-impact treat-at-
the-outlet option that Portland had inexplicably dismissed without discussion.  If I was told by my 
representative on City Council that their hands were tied by the feds, I'd spend the next several hours in 
conversation with Senator Merkley's staff, who would patiently explain that City Council had unilaterally 
codified the 12/31/2015 reservoir decommissioning date as City law, such that the City was 
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(City of Portland's Proposal to Disconnect Mt. Tabor Reservoirs 1, 5 and 6) 

TO:  BDS Staff and Historic Landmarks Commission 

FROM:  Katherin Kirkpatrick, 1319 SE 53rd Avenue 

DATE:  1/12/2015 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

paradoxically appealing its own sovereign decision, leaving everyone scratching their heads.  If I publicly 
implored my Council representatives (6/11/2013 and 11/9/2013, the latter viewable at 
https://www.youtube.com/ watch?v=S2WDjVGAdIM) to please revoke their self-imposed rush deadline 
and submit a new proposal to state and federal regulators, the public would greet me with uproarious 
cheers of support, yet the Commissioners would stare blankly without responding.  Now, when I read 
MTNA's testimony, I learn that the City isn't returning their calls either.   

What is so inconceivable about the plight of these historic landmarks is that the collective expertise of 
the citizens present in this room likely represents in excess of 100 years' experience directly relevant to 
protecting these resources, much of it in specialized and postgraduate work.  Had the City ever truly 
intended a "meaningful and collaborative effort to reach consensus" with us, the application before you 
would be moot.  We would all be enjoying worry-free water and a spectacular view of well-maintained 
open reservoirs, with a full decade ahead of us in which to contemplate a low-cost, low-impact 
mitigation plan for water safety, just like the rest of the country's open-reservoir cities.   

If this group of committed and passionate citizen volunteers lived in those cities, their officials would not 
insult them by quibbling over the definition of "full"--as though grown adults would actually ask for their 
reservoirs to be filled to overflowing.  Officials in those cities would not promise to save those reservoirs 
by unspecified means, via an unspecified future process that in all probability will consist of "unilaterally 
declar[ing the landmarks] a health and or safety hazard and approv[ing them] for demolition without 
the normal type 4 LUR public process" (Attorney Mark Bartlett, Southeast Examiner, 1/1/2015).   

Words can't describe the grief rippling through this crowd when, after years of pleading for a 
"meaningful collaborative effort" we are told that the City wants to excuse itself from your scrutiny too, 
because the destruction of Portland's most iconic landmarks is too insignificant to mention, and anyway 
they don't have time to discuss the rashness of their actions, because they're too busy acting rashly.  

We are truly grateful that at last this case is under the purview of volunteers like ourselves, who 
understand the sacrifices behind personal stories like the one I just related to you. We trust that you will 
understand that we are not idly complaining, but sounding a warning.  Experience points toward one 
conclusion:  that powerful influences in this City wish to be rid it of these turbulent reservoirs, and will 
not engage in meaningful collaboration with the community on this issue unless forced to.  

Please exercise your authority to bring peace to this troubled land.  Do not let the City talk out of both 
sides of its mouth; settle for nothing less than brute honesty backed by solid proof.  Please set the City 
with the burden of proving to your satisfaction, gauged against the barometer of rigorous community 
scrutiny, that it either truly wants to save these open reservoirs, or it doesn't.  And whatever option the 
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(City of Portland's Proposal to Disconnect Mt. Tabor Reservoirs 1, 5 and 6) 

TO:  BDS Staff and Historic Landmarks Commission 

FROM:  Katherin Kirkpatrick, 1319 SE 53rd Avenue 

DATE:  1/12/2015 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

 

City chooses, please send it back to the drawing board and compel it to take the time to truly exhaust all 
the alternatives, or carry out the appropriate conditional use hearing merited by such drastic proposed 
changes to the landmarks' use and development.   Specifically: 

1. If the City insists that it was telling the truth when it claimed to have "fought LT2 since its 
inception" and "exhausted all options" for saving the open reservoirs (City Council press release, 
6/3/2013 and personal communication of Dan Haynes, Communications Director of the Mayor's Office), 
then please deny the City's application until it proves that it has actually followed through with the 
many options remaining for saving the open reservoirs, backed by meaningful community input, such as: 

 a. Funding and completing the deferred preservation-maintenance called for in the 2009 
Mt. Tabor Historic Structures Report. 

 b. Codifying its expressed intent to fight LT2 and exhaust all options into an actual 
municipal resolution to that effect, that vacates all resolutions contradicting that professed intent, not 
the least being the resolution setting the 12/31/2015 rush compliance deadline. 

 c. Submitting to the appropriate regulatory body a revised compliance agreement for 
2024, like other open-reservoir cities, based on good-faith mitigation measures that don't harm the 
landmarks, such as the low cost treatment-at-the-outlet option implemented by Rochester, NY. 

 d. Faithfully pursuing state and federal regulatory relief, using the talents of Portland's 
dedicated force of citizen volunteers, including but not limited to the waiver option promised by the EPA 
in its Agreement in Principle (2001), and the assistance of the state and federal legislative delegations 
that secured regulatory relief for East Coast open-reservoir cities based partly on Portland's data. 

 e. Faithfully pursuing any and all legal remedies against the OHA for violating the Oregon 
Legislature's intent, should it refuse to cooperate on behalf of Portland's open reservoirs.   

2. Alternatively, if the City does not intend to deliver on its professed intention to fight LT2 and 
exhaust all options for saving the open reservoirs, then please deny the City's application until it quashes 
the public's false hope, and honestly discloses its true intention to the public, by: 

 a. Formally resolving to decommission the Mt. Tabor landmarks, and to cease working for 
their preservation regardless of the outcome of the EPA's 2016 rule revision process;  
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(City of Portland's Proposal to Disconnect Mt. Tabor Reservoirs 1, 5 and 6) 

TO:  BDS Staff and Historic Landmarks Commission 

FROM:  Katherin Kirkpatrick, 1319 SE 53rd Avenue 

DATE:  1/12/2015 

_____________________________________________________________________________________ 

  

 b. Fully divulging its true development or demolition intentions for the site; and 

 c. Completing the due process applicable to said development or demolition. 

3. If the City proceeds with its plan to erect a written record at the landmarks educating the public 
about disconnection, please condition this action upon the requirement that the display accurately 
reflect the enormity of the controversy surrounding this issue; the changing and often conflicting 
positions taken by City leadership; the perceived conflicts of interests by City officials who helped craft 
LT2; and the thousands of hours of diligent work by citizen watchdogs to mitigated a project that, if left 
unchecked, would long ago have relegated these priceless national landmarks to the history books.   

4. Please condition each and every allowance of a City proposal upon the City's demonstrating, 
under rigorous scrutiny, that its plans for each proposal are backed by the will, means, formal 
codification via resolution, detailed engineering plans, and dedicated budget to actually achieve them. 

My family and I thank you for your hard work on the public's behalf.  The fate of our unique historic 
reservoir system, and perhaps even of the water we drink, is in your hands. 

Sincerely, 

 

Katherin Kirkpatrick 
1319 SE 53rd Avenue 
Portland, OR  97215 
samsa@pacifier.com 
503-232-8663 
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Parsons, Susan

From: floy jones <floy21@msn.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2015 11:49 AM
To: Council Clerk – Testimony
Subject: 1149a Case file # LU 14-218444 HR, Mt. Tabor Reservoirs Disconnection Project
Attachments: TaborReservoirs LU appeal.pdf; BDS analysis of Mt Tabor reservoirs.pdf; MTNA Reservoir 

Presentation 2015-01-12.pdf

To: Portland City Council
From: Floy Jones on behalf of the Friends of the Reservoirs
Re:Case file # LU 14-218444 HR, Mt. Tabor Reservoirs Disconnection Project

Note: Numerous supporting documents submitted for the record under separate cover.

Attached and submitted for the record:
1)Friends of the Reservoirs Tabor Disconnect LU comments -numerous supplementary 
supporting documents submitted separately
2) 2007 BDS analysis of the Tabor Reservoirs associated with Slayden corporations $23 
million open reservoir upgrade contract work- referenced in attached FOR comments
3)MTNA analysis of Water Bureau's false claim that they have adopted the 2009 Mt. Tabor 
Historic Structures Report and have made progress in completing projects -referenced in 
attached FOR comments 

















http://www.ladwpnews.com/posted/1475/Opflow_Nitrification.523459.pdf


http://www.waterdrs.com/water_reports/Portland,%20OR%20water%20report.pdf
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Mount Tabor Neighborhood Association

Presentation to the Historic Landmarks Commission on the Mount Tabor Park Historic Reservoirs

January 12, 2015



1. PWB does not take care of these resources and therefore must be compelled to do so.
The current proposal—not the allegation of insufficient care—is the subject of the land
use review. PWB is entering information into the record showing that the 2009 Mount
Tabor Historic Structures Report is the maintenance and restoration plan that has guided
its work in caring for the historic resources that it owns. The City has unofficially adopted
this report and has been following its recommendations. During the hearing, staff
mistakenly indicated that the work on Gatehouse 1 was the only work that has been
done. That statement was in error and Attachment A is the tabular summary from the
2009 report which has been revised with additional columns showing what work has been
done.

Portland Water Bureau

Letter to the Historic Landmarks Commission

December 23, 2014

Page 5 — Responses to comments and recommendations entered into the record by opponents:



“The current proposal —  

not the allegation of insufficient care —  

is the subject of the land use review.”















MOUNT TABOR RESERVOIRS
HISTORIC STRUCTURES REPORT

Reservoir Nos. 1, 5, 6 and 7

City of Portland Water Bureau 

May 2009 

“PWB is entering into the record information showing that  

the 2009 Mount Tabor Historic Structures Report is the maintenance and restoration plan 

that has guided its work in caring for the historic resources that it owns.”

“The City has unofficially adopted this report and has been following its recommendations.”
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Observation Recommendation Cost (Est. 2009 
Const only)

Contractor 
Skill Level (2)

Est. Actual Const. 
Cost Status

Notes/ Dates
S L M 

Mount Tabor Reservoir Historic Structures Report 2009 (Table revised Dec. 2014)
Condition Analysis and Recommendations

TABULAR SUMMARY

Priority (1)

GH1 INT Damage to concrete floor deck; metal stair 
rusting

Option A.1a: Maintain wood restroom 
structure, stairway, equipment X  -- B 

Option A.1b: Maintain stairway, equipment X B ongoing Note there is a cost, it's not free
Option A.2: Limited interpretive tours; 
signage, graphics X $4,000  -

Option A.3: Additional documentation, 
inventory and photographs of existing 
historic equipment 

X $4,000  --

Option A4 - structural evaluation & repair 
of interior metal stairs X --- C $22,000 done

1) 1989 1992: Interior stairwell to lower level
treads overlaid with expanded metal for
safety/traction, 2) 1990: Surface mounted
interior floodlights added along stairwell to
lower level, 3) Dec 2007: several deteriorated
anchorage points were replaced on the curved
interior stairway to lower level

GH1 STEP Substantial spalling; coating breaking up 
Clean concrete surfaces, remove loose 
and deteriorated material; patch tests; 
patch spalled areas 

X $12,000 B 

Subtotal $142,000 $251,023

WB1 CONC Moisture entering at parapet capstone Option A.1a: Concrete repair & seal X $28,000 A 
Option A.1b: Roofing replacement X $19,000 C $19,000 done Cost estimated based on 2009 report
Option A.2: Metal cap parapet X $52,000 B 
Option A.3: Downspout repair X $5,500 B 

WB1 DOOR Need repainting; slightly rusty light fixture Option A.1a: Maintain existing doors; 
(painted door) X done Cost estimated based on 2009 report

Option A.1b: preserve historic light fixture X
Option A.2: Restore wood doors and 
frames X $5,500 B 

WB1 WIND Fair condition; new grating on interior 
planned Maintain as is X  -- C done

done with the Deferred Maint. Project (3366)
Cost based on 2009 Report

WB1 INT No issues Maintain as is X  -- C 

FOUNTAIN STRUCTURE 

RESERVOIR 1 
WEIR BUILDING 

RESERVOIR 1 

 -- C 

(1)
S: Short term (less than 5 yrs)
L: Long term (5 10 yrs)
M: Maintenance (Varies/ongoing)

(2)
A: Requires Historic Preservation Consultant
B: Contractor w/ preservation background
C: Qualified contractor or PWB Personnel Table Page 2

LU 218444 PWB response 12/23/14 Attachment A

✓

X



Mount Tabor Reservoirs Historic Structures Report
Condition Analysis and Recommendations

TABULAR SUMMARY
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Observation Recommendation Cost

Contractor
Skill Level (2)

S L M
RESERVOIR 1
GATEHOUSE 1

GH1 CONC Wall surface spalling, deterioration and exposed 
reinforcing

Clean exterior, test for absorption, apply 
sealer X $12,000 A

GH1 CONC Wall openings and projections deteriorated 
Clean exterior, test for absorption, rebuild 
severely deteriorated projections, apply 
sealer

X $56,000 A

GH1 CONC Roofing in fair condition, ponding at drain, 
inadequate roof drip Replace roofing, provide overflow drain X $25,000 B

GH1 BALC Iron work is rusted, ladder connections rusted Further investigation needed, clean and 
repair rusted connections, repaint. X $8,000 B

GH1 DOOR Non-original main entry doors Option A.1: Repaint doors, preserve cast-
iron sills X  -- C

Option A.2: Repair and replace with units 
matching original design and materials $6,000 B

GH1 WIND South and west side wood members weathered, 
paint missing/oxidized; glass units need reputtying

Option A.1: Rehabilitate windows and 
deteriorated frame parts; select certain 
openings to be operable

X $3,500 B

Option A.2: Rehabilitate all windows and 
deteriorated frame parts; all openings to be 
operable

X $11,500 B

GH1 INT Damage to concrete floor deck; metal stair rusting Option A.1: Maintain wood restroom 
structure, stairway, equipment X  -- B

Option A.2: Limited interpretive tours; 
signage, graphics X $4,000  - 

Option A.3: Additional documentation, 
inventory and photographs of existing 
historic equipment

X $4,000  -- 

GH1 STEP Substantial spalling; coating breaking up
Clean concrete surfaces, remove loose and 
deteriorated material; patch tests; patch 
spalled areas

X $12,000 B

Priority (1)

(1)
S: Short-term (less than 5 yrs)
L: Long-term (5-10 yrs)
M: Maintenance (Varies/Ongoing)

(2)
A: Requires Historic Preservation Consultant
B: Contractor w/ preservation background
C: Qualified contractor or PWB Maintenance Personnel Table Page 1 

✓
✓
✓
✓
✓
✓



Mount Tabor Reservoirs Historic Structures Report
Condition Analysis and Recommendations

TABULAR SUMMARY
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Observation Recommendation Cost

Contractor
Skill Level (2)

S L M
Priority (1)

RESERVOIR 1
WEIR BUILDING

WB1 CONC Moisture entering at parapet capstone Option A.1: Concrete repair & seal X $28,000 A
Option A.1: Roofing replacement X $19,000 C
Option A.2:  Metal cap parapet X $52,000 B
Option A.3: Downspout repair X $5,500 B

WB1 DOOR Need repainting; slightly rusty light fixture Option A.1: Maintain existing doors; 
preserve historic light fixture X  -- C

Option A.2: Restore wood doors and frames X $5,500 B

WB1 WIND Fair condition; new grating on interior planned Maintain as is X  -- C
WB1 INT No issues Maintain as is X  -- C

RESERVOIR 1
FOUNTAIN STRUCTURE

FS1 FS
Front level top has hole and corners spalled and 
broken; side walls have spalling; cup and chain 
missing; securing bolt deteriorated

Option A.1: Clean and patch damaged 
areas; brush out adjacent planting X $3,500 A

Option A.2: Clean and patch damaged 
areas; brushing; investigate-reconnect water 
source, replace cup and chain; provide 
signage

X $7,000 A

RESERVOIR 1
SITE

S1 RES Breaks and spalls in concrete; weeds; unsound 
valve platform

Option A.1: Routine maintenance; salvage 
historic materials from valve platform X  -- C

(1)
S: Short-term (less than 5 yrs)
L: Long-term (5-10 yrs)
M: Maintenance (Varies/Ongoing)

(2)
A: Requires Historic Preservation Consultant
B: Contractor w/ preservation background
C: Qualified contractor or PWB Maintenance Personnel Table Page 2 

✓



Mount Tabor Reservoirs Historic Structures Report
Condition Analysis and Recommendations

TABULAR SUMMARY
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Observation Recommendation Cost

Contractor
Skill Level (2)

S L M
Priority (1)

Option A.2: Remove bituminous patching, 
replacement liner X

S1 WALL Substantial wear and deterioration; exposed 
reinforcement

Option A.1: Repair deteriorated surfaces 
and detail; preserve intact portions; clean, 
patch and repair damaged areas; test 

X $50,000 A

Option A.2: In addition to A.1, replace 
existing pole lighting, remove surface 
mounted conduit, provide entry lights at 
fence corner posts

X $155,000 B

S1 WALK Broken slabs, corners, spalls, rough surface, 
settlement

Patch-replace damaged portions; control 
vegetation; preserve/maintain stair and 
railing, cast iron grates and lids

X $16,000 C

S1 METR Vandalism, damaged entry door frame, damaged 
concrete edges of opening Monitor and remove graffiti; replace door X  -- C

RESERVOIR 5
GATEHOUSE 5

GH5 CONC
Wall spalling, weathered concrete capstones, 
interior concrete topping slab spider cracking; worn 
roofing membrane 

Option A.1: Roof and flashing X $19,000 B

Option A.1: Clean concrete exterior; test for 
water absorption, renew sealer to parapet; 
preserve-repair historic light fixtures

X $16,000 A

Option A.2: Replace downspouts, remove 
surface conduit X $6,000 B

GH5 BALC Balcony not needed for operations
Alter; install protective guardrail, 
remove/salvage exterior light fixture; cap 
conduit

X $1,600 C

(1)
S: Short-term (less than 5 yrs)
L: Long-term (5-10 yrs)
M: Maintenance (Varies/Ongoing)

(2)
A: Requires Historic Preservation Consultant
B: Contractor w/ preservation background
C: Qualified contractor or PWB Maintenance Personnel Table Page 3 



Mount Tabor Reservoirs Historic Structures Report
Condition Analysis and Recommendations

TABULAR SUMMARY
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Observation Recommendation Cost

Contractor
Skill Level (2)

S L M
Priority (1)

GH5 DOOR Bottoms rusted out, moderate damage to side door Option A.1: Maintain non-original doors, 
retain cast iron sills X  -- C

Option A.2: Restore wood doors and frames X $8,000 B

GH5 WIND South and west sides: weathered, paint missing, 
sills deteriorated Preserve X  -- C

GH5 INT Metal stair rusting, exposed gearing and valve 
stems

Option A.1: Maintain restroom structure, 
metal stairway, historic equipment X  -- C

Option A.2: Provide add'l documentation, 
inventory and photographs of historic 
equipment

X $4,000  -- 

GH5 STEP Spalling Clean, test, patch X $4,000 B

RESERVOIR 5
HYPOCHLORITE BUILDING (WEIR HOUSE)

WH5 CONC Soiling, some loose termination points, roof drains 
susceptible to clogging, visible roof equipment Roof repair & flashing X $13,500 C

Clean concrete; test for water absorption; 
breathable sealer to flat capstone; minor 
roof repairs

X $5,000 B

WH5 DOOR Need repainting Remove hoist crane, replace doors similar to 
original, repaint X $4,500 B

WH5 WIND Need repainting Option A.1: Repaint and caulk X  -- C
Option A.2: Replace windows X $18,000 B

WH5 INT No significant issues No scheduled work

(1)
S: Short-term (less than 5 yrs)
L: Long-term (5-10 yrs)
M: Maintenance (Varies/Ongoing)

(2)
A: Requires Historic Preservation Consultant
B: Contractor w/ preservation background
C: Qualified contractor or PWB Maintenance Personnel Table Page 4 

✓

✓



Mount Tabor Reservoirs Historic Structures Report
Condition Analysis and Recommendations

TABULAR SUMMARY
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Observation Recommendation Cost

Contractor
Skill Level (2)

S L M
Priority (1)

RESERVOIR 5
SITE

S5 RES New liner has abated deterioration Preserve and maintain X  -- C

S5 WALL Defects at cap end joints, no fence lighting in place Option A.1: Clean, minor patching X $11,500 B

Option A.2: Maintain X  -- C
Option A.3: Replace existing non-historic 
pole lighting around perimeter walkway X $250,000 B

Option A.3: Fence lighting; restore iron 
fence post tops; install LED lighting X TBD B

S5 WALK Broken slabs, corners, spalls, rough surfaces, 
settlement

Minor patching or replacement, preserve 
cast iron grates and lids X $11,500 C

S5 STAIR Portions of stairway replaced/patched, finish not 
match original pattern

Option A.1: Minor patching/replacement, 
preserve historic railing X $5,000 C

Option A.2: In addition to A.1, repair/replace 
newer concrete with matching finish X $10,000 B

T1 Tunnel (Not Accessed) Preserve - ongoing maintenance X  -- C
T6 Tunnel Paint Preserve - ongoing maintenance X  -- C

RESERVOIR 5
OTHER FEATURES

OT5 ROAD Roadway repaved, curb on westside added Option A.1: Preserve; ongoing maintenance X

Option A.2: Possible historic paving 
restoration X

OT5 HOUS Cobblestone remains of old house foundation Option A.1: Protect existing historic walls X  -- C

(1)
S: Short-term (less than 5 yrs)
L: Long-term (5-10 yrs)
M: Maintenance (Varies/Ongoing)

(2)
A: Requires Historic Preservation Consultant
B: Contractor w/ preservation background
C: Qualified contractor or PWB Maintenance Personnel Table Page 5 

✓



Mount Tabor Reservoirs Historic Structures Report
Condition Analysis and Recommendations

TABULAR SUMMARY
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Observation Recommendation Cost

Contractor
Skill Level (2)

S L M
Priority (1)

Option A.2: Provide historic interpretive 
information on the house X $2,000

RESERVOIR 6
INLET GATEHOUSE 6

IGH6 CONC
Spalling, soiling, weathered capstones, spider 
cracking, door slab breakup, worn roofing 
membrane, roof ponding

Option A.1: Replace roofing, drains X $19,000 C

Option A.1: Minor exterior cleaning, renew 
parapet as needed X $16,000 B

Option A.2: Remove surface conduit X $5,000 C
Option A.3: New breathable sealer X $26,000 B

IGH6 BALC Iron work rusted, upper portion of ladder deformed Inspect metal connections, clean and repair 
connection and damaged parts, repaint X $8,000 B

IGH6 DOOR Rusting, need repainting, weathered exterior facing
Option A.1: Repaint doors, frames; maintain 
wood door, frame, sills,; patch side door 
landing

X  -- C

Option A.2: Replace metal doors and frame; 
repair existing wood door, frame and 
hardware

X $5,000 B

IGH6 WIND Weathered wood members, paint missing/oxidized, 
need reputtying

Option A.1: Rehabilitate windows and 
deteriorated frame parts, repaint, repair 
select openings, evaluate interior security 
grill

X $4,000 B

Option A.2: Rehabilitate all windows and 
deteriorated frame parts, repair all openings X $16,000 B

IGH6 INT No issues Option A.1: Ongoing maintenance X  -- C
Option A.2: Additional documentation, 
inventory and photographs X $4,000  -- 

(1)
S: Short-term (less than 5 yrs)
L: Long-term (5-10 yrs)
M: Maintenance (Varies/Ongoing)

(2)
A: Requires Historic Preservation Consultant
B: Contractor w/ preservation background
C: Qualified contractor or PWB Maintenance Personnel Table Page 6 

✓



Mount Tabor Reservoirs Historic Structures Report
Condition Analysis and Recommendations

TABULAR SUMMARY
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Observation Recommendation Cost

Contractor
Skill Level (2)

S L M
Priority (1)

IGH6 STEP Spalling
Clean concrete surfaces, remove loose and 
deteriorated material; patch tests; patch 
spalled areas

X $8,000 B

RESERVOIR 6
OUTLET GATEHOUSE 6

OG6 CONC
Areas of spalling; exposed, corroding reinforcing 
bars; soiling; weathered capstones; cracking; worn 
roof membrane

Option A.1: roofing, roof drains X $19,000 C

Option A.1: Clean soiled exterior; test for 
water absorption X $22,000 B

Option A.2: Repair; remove surface conduit 
as other project allow X $5,000 C

OG6 BALC Iron work rusted, original wheel valves rusted and 
inoperable

Further inspection, clean and repair 
connections and damaged parts, repaint X $8,000 B

OG6 DOOR Some rusting, weathered exterior facing, need 
repainting

Option A.1: Repaint doors and frames, 
maintain cost iron sills X  -- C

Option A.2: Replace metal doors and frame, 
repair existing wood door, frame and 
hardware

X $5,000 B

OG6 WIND Weathered, missing/oxidized paint, need reputtying

Option A.1: Rehabilitate windows and 
deteriorated frame parts, repaint, repair 
select openings, evaluate interior security 
grill

X $4,000 B

(1)
S: Short-term (less than 5 yrs)
L: Long-term (5-10 yrs)
M: Maintenance (Varies/Ongoing)

(2)
A: Requires Historic Preservation Consultant
B: Contractor w/ preservation background
C: Qualified contractor or PWB Maintenance Personnel Table Page 7 

✓



Mount Tabor Reservoirs Historic Structures Report
Condition Analysis and Recommendations

TABULAR SUMMARY
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Observation Recommendation Cost

Contractor
Skill Level (2)

S L M
Priority (1)

Option A.2: Rehabilitate windows and 
deteriorated frame parts; repair all openings X $14,000 B

OG6 INT Corroded wheeled gate operator on exterior 
balcony corroded, stem cover needs repair/replace

Option A.1: Preserve existing office, historic 
light fixture, wood doors and trims; preserve 
metal stairway and equipment; add new 
equipment as needed

X  -- C

Option A.2: Addition documentation, 
inventory and photographs of equipment X $4,000  -- 

RESERVOIR 6
SITE

S6 RES Reservoir structure in good condition Option A.1: Preserve the existing structure 
and liner X  -- C

Option A.2: Remove bituminous patching, 
new replacement liner X C

S6 WALL Normal wear and tear, fencing in good condition, 
lighting discontinued

Option A.1: Clean and provide minor conc 
patching X $16,000 B

Option A.1: Metal framing repairs X $110,000 B
Option A.2: Replace existing non historic 
pole lighting with historically compatible 
design

X $370,000 B

Option A.3: Fence lighting; repair-restore 
fence post tops; install new LED lighting X B

S6 WALK Many damaged areas, little base remaining for 
concrete slabs

Provide minor patching or replacement at 
damaged areas; preserve assorted cast iron 
grates and lids

X $12,000 C

(1)
S: Short-term (less than 5 yrs)
L: Long-term (5-10 yrs)
M: Maintenance (Varies/Ongoing)

(2)
A: Requires Historic Preservation Consultant
B: Contractor w/ preservation background
C: Qualified contractor or PWB Maintenance Personnel Table Page 8 

✓



Mount Tabor Reservoirs Historic Structures Report
Condition Analysis and Recommendations

TABULAR SUMMARY
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Observation Recommendation Cost

Contractor
Skill Level (2)

S L M
Priority (1)

RESERVOIR 7
BUILDING

B7 BUILD

Drainage problems, water damage, some 
deterioration, nonhistoric door hardware and 
security, frame molding partially missing, badly 
deteriorated wood louver vents

Option A.1: Roof and upper wall X

$6,000 B

Option A.1: Repair wood door and frame, 
repair louver vents where venting required X $6,000 B

Option A.2: In addition to A.1, restore louver 
vents on sidewalls X $2,500 B

RESERVOIR 7
UNDERGROUND TANK STRUCTURE

TS7 TANK New top; good condition Ongoing maintenance as required X  -- C

(1) S:  Short term (1 to 5 years)
L:   Long term (5 to 10 years)
M:  Maintenance (Varies and ongoing)

(2) A:  Requires Historic Preservation Specialist/Specialty Contractor
B:  Contractor with preservation background (i.e. 5 similar projects)
C:  Qualified contractor or Water Bureau Maintenance Personnel

(1)
S: Short-term (less than 5 yrs)
L: Long-term (5-10 yrs)
M: Maintenance (Varies/Ongoing)

(2)
A: Requires Historic Preservation Consultant
B: Contractor w/ preservation background
C: Qualified contractor or PWB Maintenance Personnel Table Page 9 



“PWB is entering into the record information showing 

that the 2009 Mount Tabor Historic Structures Report  

is the maintenance and restoration plan that has guided 

its work in caring for the historic resources that it owns.”

“The City has unofficially adopted this report  

and has been following its recommendations.”



Total estimated cost  

of the 2009 HSR recommendations

for combined five- and ten-year time frame

(June 2009 – May 2019):

$1,573,100 



Total reported cost  

of the 2009 HSR recommended 

5-year and 10-year time frame repairs 

accomplished so far

(June 2009 – December 2014):

$153,000



Total number of years it will take at this rate:

57
Estimated year of completion:

2066
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Parsons, Susan

From: Dr Dan <drdan42@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2015 11:50 AM
To: Council Clerk – Testimony
Cc: Hales, Mayor; Shibley, Gail; Commissioner Fish; Schmanski, Sonia; Saltzman, Dan; Grumm, 

Matt; Finn, Brendan; Fritz, Amanda; Howard, Patti; Bizeau, Tom; stevenovick96@gmail.com; 
Warner, Chris

Subject: Mt Tabor Disconnection Testimony
Attachments: Mt Tabor Disconnection Appeal.pdf; ATT00001.htm

Please find attached testimony for the record of today’s City Council’s Mt Tabor Disconnection Appeals 
Hearing.   Printed copy will be provided as well.  

I do hope you can each take time to read these words I have written. 

Respectfully, 
Daniel Berger, MD 

6027 SE Main St. 
Portland, OR 97215 



May 28, 2015  
 
 
Testimony on Mt Tabor Reservoirs Disconnection Appeal 
Case File: LU 14-218444  
 
 
 
Dearest Mayor and City Council, 

Portland Water Bureau claims itself to be stewards of these historic resources.   
Yet, at the recent Washington Park Historic Landmark Commission hearing, 
PWB admits they have been “stewards of the structure and utility, not the 
aesthetic elements,” as they have let that structure fall into decay.   So, what 
happens when the utility goes away? 
 
One need look no further than the off-line Mt Tabor Reservoir 6 which has 
contained less than 12 inches of water in it for nearly the past year as a prime 
example of their lack of dedication to the public good.  Why is Mt Tabor, a travel 
destination post-card picture perfect historic gem of our fair city, sitting empty 
when the water bureau claims they are dedicated to keeping it filled?  How does 
this reflect on the city when folks from afar come to visit the legendary Portland?  
What a disgrace!  It’s passive-aggressive against the community at best, a failure 
of proper management from any perspective.  
 
This only further serves to exemplify that PWB can not be blindly trusted to hold 
our City’s best interests at heart, as they clearly have such contempt and 
disregard for our history, communities and citizens, endlessly raising rates for 
exorbitant projects we do not need, feeding it’s corporate partners along the way. 
City Council must uphold the HLC’s decision and direct PWB to comply.   
 
In many regards, I’m not sure what needs deliberation here.   Commissioner 
Fritz’s own public survey showed nearly 80% of Portlanders wanted the 
reservoirs to remain full and continue to hold their historic integrity.   The City’s 
own appointed Historic Landmarks Commission unanimously voted to approve 
the project only with these strong conditions.   Clearly this is what the public and 
the experts desire.  And, it’s the cheapest and easiest of all options.  It seems a 
no-brainer. 
 
I implore you once again, as fellow citizens, please be the heroes we elected you 
to be – uphold your pledge towards good governance and justice in representing 
the will of The People, not our corporate contractors and profiteers.    
 
Mt Tabor Park represents one of the energy centers of Portland, and its 
reservoirs are a huge part of this.  If we destroy all the energy centers of our city, 



then all it’s special charm and spirit will go away as well.  For the love of all things 
sacred, please do not let that happen! 
 
Thank you for your time and consideration in this very important matter. 
 
 
 
Daniel R Berger, MD 
6027 SE Main St 
 
 






















