
 

Attachment H4:  

Public Comment Record 2017 



Tualatin Plan Com Meeting 1-19-17
 
Hi Grace,
This line should not be on this map and I am sorry I didn’t catch it before it
went out.  I have asked multiple time for this line to be removed and it keeps
showing up. I’ll ask our consultant again to take this line off as I do not know
where it came from or what it represents.
 
My apologies.
 
Aquilla Hurd-Ravich, AICP
Planning Manager
City of Tualatin | Community Development Department
503.691.3028 | www.tualatinoregon.gov.  
 
 

From: G Lucini [mailto:grluci@gmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, January 12, 2017 4:43 PM
To: Karen Perl Fox; Aquilla Hurd-Ravich; Bateschell, Miranda; Karushaar, Nancy
Subject: Trail or Road Markings on Basalt Creek Concept Plan Map-Posted
Tualatin Plan Com Meeting 1-19-17
 
Karen, Aquilla, Miranda, and Nancy,
 
I know we have previously discussed maps which have indicated various public
(or other) access through existing residential properties within the Basalt Creek
Concept Area. 
 
My understanding of these discussions was that no trail or other public access--
- were anticipated or intended to be placed through my property. 
 
I have  included a copy of a map which is being presented to the Tualatin
Planning Commission on Jan. 19,2017 as part of the Basalt Creek Concept
Planning Update Agenda Item.  I have drawn a red circle around a broken grey
line which meanders in a general north-south direction either through or next
to my property. 
 
<image001.jpg>
 
Would you provide me information as to what this line is to indicate-a
proposed road, trail, utility?  
Has there been a change in anticipated use/ access to this area of privately
owned property, as part of the Basalt Creek Concept Planning?
 
If the broken grey line does not have any anticipated use, I request that it be
removed from this and any future maps produced for public dissemination. 

http://www.tualatinoregon.gov/
mailto:grluci@gmail.com


 
I also ask that contractors and subcontractors of the Basalt Creek Concept
Planning process be informed of this and previous requests pertaining to the
removal of unnecessary and/or unapproved markings on Basalt Creek Concept
Planning maps produced for public dissemination.
 
I look forward to hearing back from you.
 
Thanks,
Grace Lucini
 
 



From: Herb Koss
To: Alice Cannon; Aquilla Hurd-Ravich; kperlfox@ci.tualatin.or.us
Cc: Lou Ogden; logden@ci.tualatin.or.us; fbubenik@ci.tualatin.or.us; jdavis@ci.tualatin.or.us;

ngrimes@ci.tualatin.or.us; Paul Morrison; Jeff Dehaan; Robert Kellogg; Lois Fox; Heather Hutchinson; Matthew
Johansen; Lark Leitgeb; Hannah Childs; DonHanson; Sherman Leitgeb; Grace Lucini; Herb Koss; John andGrace
Lucini; Marvin Mast (marvinmast@gmail.com); Mehdi A-Sanaei (mehdiasanaei@yahoo.com);
nicksummersfs00@gmail.com; r.alvstad@comcast.net; srcs6914@aol.com

Subject: FW: Basalt Creek
Date: Tuesday, January 17, 2017 1:01:46 PM

Alice, Aquilla, or Karen
 
Could you please make sure that the Planning Commission receives this memo.
Thank you
Herb Koss 503 730 2431
 
Subject:  Zoning of land not suited for an employment zone
 
Memo to the Tualatin Planning Commission Chair and Members of the Commission
 
CC :   Mayor Ogden, Tualatin City Council,  Alice Cannon, Aquila Hurd- Ravich, Karen Fox,
Property owners affected by a proposed Employment Zone.
 
Testimony submitted by Herb Koss the managing member of the 10 acres just north of
Basalt Creek Parkway.
 
Property location:
Property located between Victoria Gardens on the North,  Basalt Creek Parkway on the South,
Grahams Ferry on the West and Basalt Creek on the East.  
 
I am unable to attend the Planning Commission meeting on January 19th.   Don Hanson, a principle
at Otak will be attending the meeting weather permitting.  Don was hired to assist in helping to plan
the property described above for a zone that was conducive to the topography and the factor of
limited access  to the property.   The site grading for an employment use would not be feasible due
to the vast amounts of Basalt Rock.  Access from Basalt Creek Parkway  will be limited and
Washington
County plans a 18 to 20 foot cut on the south end of the property owned by the LLC that I manage
and represent.
 
A month has almost passed since I was informed that Washington County was going to retain the
services of EcoNW to visit the site and provide their opinion as to whether the property was suited
for an employment zone.   As of Jan 13th according to the administrative director of EcoNW the
County had not retained the services of EcoNW to visit the site.  This is troublesome, because all of
us want to make sure that Washington County understands the challenges associated with the
site,
so that it is zoned properly.
 
I was informed that Tualatin Staff had a tour of the site arranged by Lois Fox a property owner.   A
site
visit is certainly the best way to determine and experience what property owners have been
stating about the problems with an employment zone.    The elevation from the low to the high
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Point is 60 feet and the access to the South from Basalt Creek Parkway is not feasible.  
 
I would also like to point out that in order to ensure an employment zone was not the correct zone,
a well-known office park developer was contacted.   PacTrust is well known and a quality developer.
A senior VP visited the site and reviewed topography and the feasibility of mass grading the site.
His comment upon visiting the site was mass grading of the site was not feasible because of the
vast amounts of Basalt Rock and the 60 foot elevation.     Mayor Ogden has had conversations with
Tony Weller of CES engineering and a past Council Member,  Ken Leahey a site development
contractor,
and John Fregonese of Fregonese and Associates.    After these conversations Mayor Ogden
contacted
Andy Dyck at Washington County.   Mayor Ogden told me the conversation was why does everyone
he
has talked  to  not support an employment zone and the county still maintained the land was well
suited for employment.   This is a very good question and we were encouraged that EcoNW was
being
retained.  The  disappointment is to our knowledge no contract has been entered into and time
continues
to pass by.  
 
It would be very unfair to property owners to improperly place a zone land that will never be
developed and restrict the use of the land to the property owners presently living on the land.
The County Loses, The City Loses and the land owners are treated unfairly after many months
of planning, public meetings, and a large financial commitment to pay for the planning.  
 
The property can be developed into supportive housing and become as asset to the City and the
County.
A residential zone is adaptable to elevation changes and access is not as restricted compared to the
access requirements needed for truck traffic.   All of the property owners within the acreage
described
and the land owners to the east of this land support a residential zone. 
 
I realize that a formal vote is not taking place on Jan 19th, 2017, however I wanted to enter our
concerns into the record.
 
Sincerely
 
Herb D Koss
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



From: Herb Koss
To: Alice Cannon
Cc: Sherman Leitgeb; Don Hanson; Ed Trompke (Ed.Trompke@jordanramis.com)
Subject: RE: Mackenzie Study of Basalt Creek/Grahams Ferry Site
Date: Thursday, January 19, 2017 1:49:21 PM

Alice
 
Thank you for emailing me the information.  Like I said it was disappointing to have Andy Duyck
tell Ed Trompke one thing and then have signed a letter like he did.
 
If you really read the detail in the GM letter some data that they assumed is incorrect.  First of all
no residential zone on the North was taken into consideration.   The North South Road connecting
to Basalt Creek Parkway is not feasible --- 20 foot cut will be made to accommodate Basalt Creek
Parkway.    Basalt Creek Parkway is shown in the wrong location – It is on the south property line of
Our 10 acres.  
 
Don Hanson will attend tonight’s PC meeting as well as Sherman Leitgeb.    Don will present our
Concerns and recommendations at the PC meeting.
 
Again thank you for forwarding me the information.
 
Sincerely
Herb Koss
 

From: Alice Cannon [mailto:acannon@tualatin.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, January 19, 2017 12:21 PM
To: Herb Koss
Subject: Mackenzie Study of Basalt Creek/Grahams Ferry Site
 
Herb,
 
Here is the latest information from information from Washington County.
 
Thanks for the conversation just now.
 
Kind regards,
 
Alice
 
 
Alice Cannon
Assistant City Manager
City of Tualatin   |   Community Development
503.691.3018   |  acannon@ci.tualatin.or.us  | www.tualatinoregon.gov
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Citizen Comments to Tualatin Planning Commission 1-19-2017 
Agenda Item 5 B-Basalt Creek Concept Planning -Update 
Grace Lucini  
23677 SW Boones Ferry Road, Tualatin Oregon 
 
My home is within the Basalt Creek Concept Planning area.  I do not have elected representation within the Basalt Creek 
Concept Planning process, as I am not a resident of either the cities of Tualatin or Wilsonville- which are the 
governmental entities determining the process. 
 
I appreciate that additional reviews of the Central Sub-Area continues- but evaluations for use need to be done within 
the context of the plan --for the successful health of the entire concept plan area. 

I understand members of the City staff did an on-site visit to the area- which is necessary to understand the topography 
and uniqueness of the area.  Let me express my appreciation of this action. 

I also appreciate the actions the staff, stated they will take action to remove unnecessary or out dated markings on 
Concept Planning Maps which are disseminated to the public.   

In this case the removal of some markings which overlay and potentially indicate actions to private properties 
west of SW Boones Ferry Road and north of the proposed Parkway.  A map with these markings was included 
within the informational packet provided to this Commission, and was available for public review. 

 

1-11-17 Mackenzie Report Evaluation of Central Sub Area- Analysis for Industrial Use- commissioned by Washington 
County 

However, I question the usefulness of an evaluation commissioned by Washington County which resulted in the 1-11-17 
Report by Mackenzie.   

1. The Mackenzie Report did very little to address the actual question this Commission is discussing-which is: what 
is the most appropriate land use for the land in question.   

 

2. The Mackenzie Report specifically states the topic of the report is ---for “planning and design for development of 
industrial and employment lands in the Portland region”.  

These are two very distinctly different questions and issues- and any information gained from the Mackenzie 
Report should be utilized only within the context of the question it addresses… that question is simply if any of 
the land COULD be used for employment ---The answer to that question is yes, but very little land is appropriate 
for industrial use.    

A. The report did not address what should happen to the balance of the land not appropriate for industrial 
use.   

• Will this land become waste land?   

• An eye sore- who will be responsible for maintaining so many acers of land which is zoned for 
industrial use, but cannot be developed? 



TUALATIN PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 1-19-2017- CITIZEN COMMENTS- BASALT CREEK CONCEPT PLANNING UPDATE -PAGE 2of 2 
 

In addition, there are several factual problems which are presented within the Mackenzie Report as it is 
written… 

B.  A major issue is the location of the limited access Parkway--- which is a major focal point of the entire 
Basalt Creek Concept Planning Process. 

C. The potential concept planning maps created and provided by Mackenzie indicate road access north 
from the Parkway – which is again contrary to previous primary planning concepts. 

D. There is no indication of any effort to co-exist with existing neighborhoods or adjacent properties the 
Mackenzie Report:  

• does not indicate or state any attempt to have compatible of zoning with adjacent residential 
properties 

• does not indicate or state any attempt to provide buffering of existing neighborhoods- which 
was another primary guiding principle of the planning process 

• There is no indication of roads to the developable acreage east of the site being examined.  As 
utilities are preferably laid along roads the proposed use maps within the Mackenzie Report 
effectively blocks any development west of the wetlands and east of the area due to the lack of 
any road to the area east of the study area.   

• There is little comment within the Mackenzie Report on the cost involved in resolving the 
topography and solid basalt rock benches which are found within this area--- to make it 
compatible for grading for industrial use.  Cost is a significant factor when planning any 
development.  If the cost is too high, the land will be the last to be developed -if ever 

E. Consequently, the information gained from this report should only be used within the context of the 
question it addresses.   

F. The ability to use this report for determining the best use of the land is extremely limited.  

 

EXISTING PROPERTY OWNERS WITHIN BASALT CREEK AREA 

1. Existing property owners directly affected by the planning process should be heard as to their goals, and should 
be respected for the knowledge they provide about the limitations of the land they own. 

2. Existing neighbors within the Tualatin City limits, and those existing outside the current limits should be heard 
and their comments incorporated into the concept plans as a basic livability issue. 

 

I request that the Planning Commission acknowledges the extensive limitations of the Mackenzie Report when 
considering what is the best land use for this area- within the context of the entire Tualatin area and forward these 
concerns to the Tualatin City Council. 

Respectfully, 

Grace Lucini 



TUALATIN PLANNING COMMISSION     -   

OFFICIAL  

MINUTES OF January 19, 2017 

TPC MEMBERS PRESENT:         STAFF PRESENT 
Alan Aplin             Aquilla Hurd-Ravich 
Bill Beers    Karen Perl Fox 
Angela Demeo          Jeff Fuchs  
Travis Stout    Lynette Sanford 
Mona St. Clair 
Janelle Thompson 
Kenneth Ball   

TPC MEMBER ABSENT: 

GUESTS:  Don Hanson, Grace Lucini, Sherman Leitjab, Tom Childs, Lois Fox, Jim Odams, 
George DeDoux, and Marrin Mast.  

1. CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL:

Alan Aplin, Chair, called the meeting to order at 6:30 pm and reviewed the agenda. Roll
call was taken.

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES:

Mr. Aplin asked for review and approval of the October 20, 2016 TPC minutes.
MOTION by Thompson SECONDED by St.Clair to approve the minutes as written.
MOTION PASSED 7-0.

3. COMMUNICATION FROM THE PUBLIC (NOT ON THE AGENDA):

None

4. ACTION ITEMS:

A. Elect a Chair and Vice Chair to Represent the Tualatin Planning Commission

Mr. Aplin asked the Commission members if they would like to become the 
Chairman and Vice Chairman of the Planning Commission.  Bill Beers offered to be 
the Chairman and Kenneth Ball volunteered to be the Vice Chairman. MOTION 
PASSED 7-0.   

These minutes are not verbatim. The meeting was recorded, and copies of the recording are 
retained for a period of one year from the date of the meeting and are available upon request. 
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5. COMMUNICATION FROM CITY STAFF: 
 

A. Capital Improvement Plan 2018-2027   
 
Jeff Fuchs, City Engineer, presented the Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) which 
included a PowerPoint presentation. Mr. Fuchs stated that he is filling in for Kelsey 
Lewis who was unable to attend the meeting. Mr. Fuchs noted that the CIP is a ten 
year project roadmap and is more of a planning tool than a schedule. This plan is 
reviewed and revised annually.  
 
The project categories of the CIP are Facilities and Equipment, Parks and 
Recreation, Technology, Transportation and Utilities.  Mr. Fuchs noted that Ms. 
Lewis programmed the Transportation System Plan (TSP) into the CIP to balance 
revenue against planned expenditures.   
 
Mr. Fuchs stated that the priorities are Council goals, health and safety, regulatory 
requirements, master plans, and service delivery needs. Funding sources include 
system development charges, water, sewer and storm rates, gas taxes, general 
fund, and grants and donations. The summary total is $6,029,000.  
 
Mr. Fuchs went through the slides that detailed the project categories and the costs 
for each. The CIP schedule includes presenting to the various Committees in 
January and it goes to Council for approval in February.  
 
Mr. Aplin asked if the new City Hall is part of this plan. Mr. Fuchs replied that it does 
not fall within a 10 year window so it was not included.  
 
Mr. Stout asked how the five year portion compares to last year. Mr. Fuchs replied 
that the projects shift around depending on the delivery. The general fund is the 
category that changes the most. Mr. Fuchs added that the majority of the 
transportation projects are on a sliding schedule.    
 
Ms. Thompson asked if the developer was supporting the project on 65th & Sagert or 
if it is derived from City funds. Mr. Fuchs replied that the Sagert project is a System 
Development Charge (SDC) reimbursement expense - they will pay for the impact of 
their development and we will reimburse them for the portion above and beyond 
their development. Mr. Fuchs added that the traffic signal in that area should be 
installed by early summer.  
  
Ms. Demeo asked if the Sagert and Martinazzi intersection project will surface next 
year. Mr. Fuchs responded that they will take a midterm look at the traffic study and 
reexamine the high traffic areas.   
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B. Update on Basalt Creek Land Use Concept Plan Map 
 
Karen Perl Fox, Senior Planner, and Aquilla Hurd-Ravich, Planning Manager, 
presented an update on the Basalt Creek Land Use Concept Map. This includes an 
overview of the work staff carried out on the exploration of the central subarea as 
directed by City Council at their October 10, 2016 work session. This update will 
also include Council’s confirmation on the Concept Map at the November 28, 2016 
work session.  
 
Ms. Hurd-Ravich stated that Metro brought the Basalt Creek Planning area into the 
Urban Growth Boundary in 2004 as employment land and Metro was awarded the 
CET Grant to fund the concept planning. In 2011-2013 Tualatin worked with partners 
Washington County, Metro and Wilsonville, and ODOT to define the transportation 
spine. This resulted in a transportation refinement plan and two intergovernmental 
agreements (IGAs) at the beginning and towards the end of the project. In 2013, the 
concept planning kicked off with a joint meeting with Wilsonville.  
 
In 2014 staff worked through the guiding principles list which included: 
 

• Maintain and complement the cities unique identities 
• Meet regional responsibility for jobs and housing 
• Design cohesive and efficient transportation and utility systems 
• Maximize assessed property value 
• Capitalize on the area’s unique assets and natural location 
• Explore creative approaches to integrate jobs and housing 
• Create a uniquely attractive business community unmatched in the metro 

region 
• Ensure appropriate transitions between land uses 
• Incorporate natural resource areas and provide recreational opportunities as 

community amenities and assets 
 
Ms. Hurd-Ravich presented the maps which detailed the progression and the 
revisions from the feedback received. This proposed jurisdictional boundary was 
discussed at a joint council work session in December 2015 and both councils 
agreed on the proposed jurisdictional boundary following Basalt Creek Parkway. Ms. 
Hurd-Ravich added that this information was presented to Council on June 13, 2016. 
Council feedback posed the question of how this concept could support campus 
industrial and how the trip cap would be managed.  
 
Ms. Perl Fox stated that feedback from the public, Council, and the 
intergovernmental partners led to minor refinements. These include 93 acres of 
Manufacturing Park, 3 acres of neighborhood commercial, and 88 acres of 
residential – which represents a balance between employment and residential land.  
 
Ms. Perl Fox added that public input prompted questions on the Basalt Creek central 
subarea – the area immediately south of Victoria Gardens to the jurisdictional 
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boundary. This represents approximately 42 buildable acres. Council directed the 
land to match the same planning district as Victoria Gardens, which is RML (Medium 
low density).  For the central subarea on the Tualatin side, Council directed 
exploration of the OTAK proposal to determine if the land is suitable for employment 
uses.  
 
Ms. Perl Fox noted that staff met with OTAK to explore the property owner’s 
proposal, consider opportunities for employment and constraints in the area, and 
consider infrastructure needed for different proposed uses. Ms. Perl Fox 
emphasized that we are in partnership with other agencies and they do not want to 
reduce employment land for more residential. We received a letter from Washington 
County in October emphasizing that the land is prime for industrial and employment 
uses.   
 
Ms. Perl Fox continued presenting the slides that detailed the summary of acres and 
trips, and the most recent land use concept map. Ms. Hurd-Ravich added that based 
on all the information, staff’s position is to recommend that Council accept the land 
use map as presented.  
 
Ms. St. Clair asked about the area designated for high density and how many homes 
are expected. Ms. Perl Fox responded that it’s approximately 2-3 acres of land, so it 
would be around 100 units. Ms. St. Clair asked if there will be enough housing for 
the people who will be working in the industrial/employment area.  Ms. Hurd-Ravich 
responded that the group didn’t plan on a housing unit for each employee. Ms. St. 
Clair stated that the people in the employment area will expect to live where they 
work. Mr. Aplin asked if we are limited on high density zoning areas.  Ms. Hurd-
Ravich responded that we are constrained by trip numbers.  
 
Mr. Beers asked if the trip model took into account the different business sectors in 
the area. He was concerned about the high price of housing in the area and as a 
result, many employees may have to commute in from other areas. Ms. Hurd-Ravich 
added that the models accounted for bike and pedestrian transportation as well as 
public transportation, but doesn’t narrow down trip times.    
 
Don Hanson, OTAK, 808 SW 3rd, Portland, OR 97204 
 
Mr. Hanson works for OTAK and was hired to assist the property owners in the ten 
acres in the southern portion of the study area, north of Basalt Parkway. He has 
been tracking this process and is concerned about this area being zoned 
employment land due to the vast amount of Basalt rock. Mr. Hanson distributed a 
map which detailed the topography concerns. This map has been added as an 
attachment to the minutes.  
 
Mr. Hanson stated that they consulted an excavator and a broker to obtain their 
opinion on the area and both expressed concern about the conditions. Mr. Hanson 
noted that Washington County and the engineering firm Mackenzie viewed the 
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property. They submitted a map and evaluated the property strictly for employment 
uses; they did not take into account the residential transition area. Mr. Hanson 
stated that they were unaware that there is no access road and the access points 
are limited to Grahams Ferry Rd and Tonquin Rd.  Mr. Hanson acknowledged that 
there should be additional residential land in this area which would be more 
adaptable to the difficult topography.  
 
Grace Lucini, 23677 SW Boones Ferry Rd 
 
Ms. Lucini is a resident of the unincorporated area of Washington County directly 
adjacent to the east of the study area. Ms. Lucini has questions and concerns 
regarding the report evaluation of the central subarea that she bought to the 
Planning Commission. The handout has been added to the minutes as an 
attachment. 
 
Sherman Leitgeb, 23200 SW Grahams Ferry Rd 
 
Mr. Leitgeb noted that he is concerned about the subarea because he lives there. 
Mr. Leitgeb stated that 329 acres is already zoned industrial which has not been 
built on. He’s concerned that the land will not be developed. Mr. Leitgeb noted that 
experts from Pactrust and excavation companies have stated that they are not 
interested in the land due to the amount of rock and slope.  
 
Tom Childs, 23470 SW Grahams Ferry Rd 
 
Mr. Childs stated that the people living in the Basalt area need to be acknowledged 
and if the land is designated industrial, it will not be built upon.  Mr. Childs mentioned 
that there is not enough housing to support retail or small businesses. If this land is 
developed into industrial property, he will not be able to sell his home for a profit and 
find another place to live. Mr. Childs believes that the decisions considered should 
benefit the current homeowners, not Metro, Wilsonville, or Washington County.  
 
Lois Fox, 23550 SW Grahams Ferry Rd 
 
Ms. Fox stated that she toured the property with City staff and acknowledged that 
there is rock throughout her property which makes it unsuitable to build on. Ms. Fox 
mentioned that she was taken aback when the City Council mentioned that they will 
revisit the zoning if it doesn’t work out or is not saleable. She has not heard from 
anyone other than a government official who thinks this is a good use for this 
property. She added that she would like to invite Washington County staff to tour her 
property.   
 
Mr. Hanson added that moving forward, it makes sense to have a peer review or 
workshop for everyone to get together to express ideas clearly and have comments.  
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Jim Odams, 24005 SW Boones Ferry Rd 
 
Mr. Odams lives in unincorporated Washington County and is not a resident of 
Wilsonville or Tualatin. He stated that he has not been approached by anyone for 
permission to tour his property even though the proposed bridge and alignment go 
through his property.  Mr. Odams commented that it is frustrating to be a property 
owner in the proposed development area without representation.  
 
Ms. Hurd-Ravich added that the alignment is though Washington County and the 
City can point out to them that the property owners have not been approached. The 
cities have not been involved in the geotechnical study, but will bring it up with the 
other agencies.   
 
Ms. Demeo stated that Metro brought the Basalt area in as employment land and 
asked if the intent was to zone the entire area for employment. Ms. Hurd-Ravich 
replied that the Council fought back and the City didn’t want the land at all. There 
was a concession to allow some residential to provide transition between 
employment and residential. Ms. Demeo asked if there was a dictated amount of 
acreage or percentage for residential and employment in the whole area, including 
Wilsonville.  Ms. Hurd-Ravich replied that it is 70-30 percentage split. Ms. Lucini 
added that there is a Metro ordinance (04-1040B) which recommends the dividing 
line at Basalt Creek Parkway should be zoned residential to the north. Mr. Leitgeb 
added that Tualatin is the only City which stated they need additional housing.  
 
Mr. Ball asked if the land has been surveyed by geotechnical engineers. Ms. Hurd-
Ravich said at a concept plan level, they don’t go into that detail – this happens in 
future steps.  
 
Mr. Beers inquired about the jobs goal for the Basalt area and if there is a target to 
reach. Ms. Hurd-Ravich responded that Metro completes the analysis of population 
employment growth and projects the numbers. The jobs numbers are reflective of 
the scenario modeling and employment types, and jobs per acre. Tualatin met the 
Metro target in terms of employment.  Ms. Thompson asked if the targets have to be 
met for jobs per residence. Ms. Hurd-Ravich responded that Metro has design types, 
but they don’t have an employee per acre type.   
 
Mr. Leitgeb mentioned that he met with a Wilsonville council member and the 
council member stated that Wilsonville only cares about the trip counts and not 
receiving Tualatin’s sewage. The projected jobs is based on all of the land being 
developed into employment, if it doesn’t get developed because of unsuitable 
conditions of slope and rock, you will need to take the jobs out of the equation for 
that section of the property. Ms. Perl Fox stated that she heard from the City of 
Wilsonville that they are concerned with the clustering of employment as well as the 
trip counts.   
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Mr. Childs stated that if the land is designated commercial and doesn’t get 
developed, there will be no SDC fees or taxes collected. If it’s developed residential, 
there will be sewer, water, taxes, and revenue generated. There will also be less 
land annexed into the City.  
 
Mr. Aplin asked what the next steps were. Ms. Hurd-Ravich responded that this will 
return to Council on February 13. There are new Council members so there may be 
different views regarding this process. The concept plan cannot be completed until 
the land use map is agreed upon.   
 
Ms. Lucini asked the Planning Commission what their thoughts are regarding 
moving forward. Mr. Aplin responded that the Council will hear feedback from the 
Commission members, but it is up to them to decide. Ms. Hurd-Ravich added that 
the minutes will be available to the Council members regarding the comments 
received.   
 
Mr. Hanson asked if the Planning Commission will make a recommendation to 
Council. Ms. Hurd-Ravich said that they will eventually do so. Once the draft is 
complete it will return to the Planning Commission. When it’s adopted into the 
Comprehensive Plan, the recommendation will be made.   
 

C. Framing for Priority Project: Update the Tualatin Development Code 
 
Ms. Perl Fox presented the Framing for Priority Project: Update the Tualatin 
Development Code, which included a PowerPoint presentation. Ms. Perl Fox stated 
that at the 2014 Council Advance, the Council identified the Tualatin Development 
Code (TDC) update as a priority project. This is focused on the TDC - not the 
Municipal Code or other City requirements.  
 
Ms. Perl Fox provided background information about the Tualatin Community Plan 
(Comprehensive Plan). This covers Chapters 1-30 of the TDC and provides land use 
goals and policies for the City. This was adopted in 1979; some chapters were 
updated in 2012.  
 
Ms. Perl Fox stated that the Development Code (Land Use Regulations) covers 
Chapters 31-80 of the TDC. These chapters include planning districts (zoning), 
natural resource and floodplain requirements, community design standards, 
procedures and application requirements, subdivisions and partitions, and sign 
regulations.  
 
Ms. Perl Fox noted that there are three phrases of approach These include: 

• Phase 1: Code Clean up (Audit and Amendments) 
• Phase 2:  Outreach and Policy Review 
• Phase 3: Writing a Work Program 
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Mr. Ball asked if the code is written and amended by a committee. Ms. Perl-Fox 
responded that consultants are involved as well as input from the Planning 
Commission.  

Ms. Perl Fox noted that the amendment process can be a complicated process. The 
current code has many errors that need to be corrected, as well as it being 
confusing to read.  This process may require several years to implement in total. 

Ms. Perl Fox stated that the schedule includes: 
• Quarter 1 – Audit
• Quarters 2 and 3 – Draft Code
• Quarter 4 – Hearing
• Quarters 5 and 6 – Outreach
• Quarter 7 – Policy Review
• Quarter 8 – Work program

Ms. Hurd-Ravich added that the Commissioners have an active role in this project 
and that their advice and comments will be taken to Council. We are almost ready to 
sign a contract with Angelo Planning Group. They will complete the bulk of the work, 
but the Planning staff will be working with them directly.   

Ms. St. Clair asked if the consultant is an attorney firm. Ms. Hurd-Ravich responded 
that they are land use planners, but we will be working closely with our City Attorney. 
Ms. Demeo asked when Quarter 1 will kick off; Ms. Hurd-Ravich answered February 
1, 2017.  

Mr. Beers asked if the end product will be in printed form or on the web. Ms. Hurd-
Ravich responded that it used to be in printed form, but is now exclusively web 
based.  Ms. Demeo asked who our main customer is – business or residents. Ms. 
Hurd-Ravich responded that our customer is a good cross section of developers, 
businesses, and residents.  

6. FUTURE ACTION ITEMS

Ms. Hurd-Ravich stated that future action items include review of the Annual Report,
which will be presented to Council. There will also be a Basalt Creek update.

Mr. Ball asked if there is a plan for the development off SW Nyberg Street - the former
RV Park of Portland site. Ms. Hurd-Ravich responded that the application for the Plan
Map Amendment is incomplete. Once deemed complete, it will come to the Planning
Commission.

7. ANNOUNCEMENTS/PLANNING COMMISSION COMMUNICATION

Mr. Beers asked what is going in next to Cabela’s. Ms. Hurd-Ravich responded that
Cracker Barrel Restaurant is currently under construction, as well as a retail shell which
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will house a bank and a mattress store. Mr. Aplin asked if Cabela’s is changing to Bass 
Pro Shops. Ms. Hurd-Ravich replied that she has not heard anything regarding that.   

8. ADJOURNMENT

MOTION by Aplin to adjourn the meeting at 8:39 pm.

_______________________________ Lynette Sanford, Office Coordinator 



Citizen Comments to Tualatin Planning Commission 1-19-2017 
Agenda Item 5 B-Basalt Creek Concept Planning -Update 
Grace Lucini  
23677 SW Boones Ferry Road, Tualatin Oregon 
 
My home is within the Basalt Creek Concept Planning area.  I do not have elected representation within the Basalt Creek 
Concept Planning process, as I am not a resident of either the cities of Tualatin or Wilsonville- which are the 
governmental entities determining the process. 
 
I appreciate that additional reviews of the Central Sub-Area continues- but evaluations for use need to be done within 
the context of the plan --for the successful health of the entire concept plan area. 

I understand members of the City staff did an on-site visit to the area- which is necessary to understand the topography 
and uniqueness of the area.  Let me express my appreciation of this action. 

I also appreciate the actions the staff, stated they will take action to remove unnecessary or out dated markings on 
Concept Planning Maps which are disseminated to the public.   

In this case the removal of some markings which overlay and potentially indicate actions to private properties 
west of SW Boones Ferry Road and north of the proposed Parkway.  A map with these markings was included 
within the informational packet provided to this Commission, and was available for public review. 

 

1-11-17 Mackenzie Report Evaluation of Central Sub Area- Analysis for Industrial Use- commissioned by Washington 
County 

However, I question the usefulness of an evaluation commissioned by Washington County which resulted in the 1-11-17 
Report by Mackenzie.   

1. The Mackenzie Report did very little to address the actual question this Commission is discussing-which is: what 
is the most appropriate land use for the land in question.   

 

2. The Mackenzie Report specifically states the topic of the report is ---for “planning and design for development of 
industrial and employment lands in the Portland region”.  

These are two very distinctly different questions and issues- and any information gained from the Mackenzie 
Report should be utilized only within the context of the question it addresses… that question is simply if any of 
the land COULD be used for employment ---The answer to that question is yes, but very little land is appropriate 
for industrial use.    

A. The report did not address what should happen to the balance of the land not appropriate for industrial 
use.   

• Will this land become waste land?   

• An eye sore- who will be responsible for maintaining so many acers of land which is zoned for 
industrial use, but cannot be developed? 
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In addition, there are several factual problems which are presented within the Mackenzie Report as it is 
written… 

B.  A major issue is the location of the limited access Parkway--- which is a major focal point of the entire 
Basalt Creek Concept Planning Process. 

C. The potential concept planning maps created and provided by Mackenzie indicate road access north 
from the Parkway – which is again contrary to previous primary planning concepts. 

D. There is no indication of any effort to co-exist with existing neighborhoods or adjacent properties the 
Mackenzie Report:  

• does not indicate or state any attempt to have compatible of zoning with adjacent residential 
properties 

• does not indicate or state any attempt to provide buffering of existing neighborhoods- which 
was another primary guiding principle of the planning process 

• There is no indication of roads to the developable acreage east of the site being examined.  As 
utilities are preferably laid along roads the proposed use maps within the Mackenzie Report 
effectively blocks any development west of the wetlands and east of the area due to the lack of 
any road to the area east of the study area.   

• There is little comment within the Mackenzie Report on the cost involved in resolving the 
topography and solid basalt rock benches which are found within this area--- to make it 
compatible for grading for industrial use.  Cost is a significant factor when planning any 
development.  If the cost is too high, the land will be the last to be developed -if ever 

E. Consequently, the information gained from this report should only be used within the context of the 
question it addresses.   

F. The ability to use this report for determining the best use of the land is extremely limited.  

 

EXISTING PROPERTY OWNERS WITHIN BASALT CREEK AREA 

1. Existing property owners directly affected by the planning process should be heard as to their goals, and should 
be respected for the knowledge they provide about the limitations of the land they own. 

2. Existing neighbors within the Tualatin City limits, and those existing outside the current limits should be heard 
and their comments incorporated into the concept plans as a basic livability issue. 

 

I request that the Planning Commission acknowledges the extensive limitations of the Mackenzie Report when 
considering what is the best land use for this area- within the context of the entire Tualatin area and forward these 
concerns to the Tualatin City Council. 

Respectfully, 

Grace Lucini 

TUALATIN PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 1-19-2017- CITIZEN COMMENTS- BASALT CREEK CONCEPT PLANNING UPDATE -PAGE 2of 2 
 



From: G Lucini
To: Aquilla Hurd-Ravich ; Karen Fox (City of Tualatin)
Cc: "Lou Ogden"; Joelle Davis; Frank Bubenik; pmorrison@tualatin.gov; jdehaan@tualatin.gov; rkellogg@tualatin.gov; ngrimes@tualatin.gov
Subject: Questions -Basalt Creek Parkway Ext- WA County 2019-2021 RFFA Project Evaluation
Date: Monday, January 30, 2017 3:52:45 PM
Attachments: 2016 11-7 WCCC -BC Parkway Ext - Evaluation- Freight Access-Air-Economic.pdf

Aquilla, and Karen,

I saw in the Informational Packet for the 11-7-2016 WCCC Meeting an Evaluation Matrix for Washington County 2019-2021 RFFA Projects-
please see the attachment.

The second item on the matrix, under Regional Freight Initiatives, includes a listing for:

Basalt Creek Extension- Grahams Ferry Road to Boones Ferry Road (ROW)-
The project received a ranking of #3 by Washington County

 
While looking at the evaluating criteria within this document, I am at a quandary as to how this project ranked as high as it did using the stated
criteria, and was also extremely interested in the stated evaluation statements specific to the Basalt Creek Extension-Grahams Ferry Road to
Boones Ferry Road Project.
 
A few of the evaluating factors provided in the document are listed below – with associated comments listed for the Basalt Creek Extension-
Grahams Ferry Road to Boones Ferry Road Project:
 
Freight Delay:

I gave this score based on the criteria, but would score higher as this provides a new route with safer turn movements. 
Doesn’t address delay specifically (focus on reliability)
Future delay anticipated

Freight Access:
Not much data given
Difficult to full assess project impact

EJ Economic Opportunity
The answer seems speculative
I also know that lower-income, EJ communities have a hard time accessing Tualatin jog centers. If they had provided specific benefit
numbers/strategies to bring people to this area for jobs, my score would be higher.
Not much data given
Difficult to full access project impact

Air Toxics

Project reduces freight VMT; but adds new connection introducing pollutants into project area

Multiple Freight Modes

Project does not directly improve freight mode connectivity.
 
This report does not appear to substantiate the effectiveness or utility of the Basalt Creek Parkway Extension project in meeting the stated
purpose of the entire project – which was to facilitate the flow of regional freight traffic.  The report specifically states, “Project does not directly
improve freight mode connectivity.”
 
The document did not substantiate or provide conclusive information of improvement of Economic Opportunities resulting from the Basalt
Creek Parkway Extension.
 
However, the document does identify the Basalt Creek Parkway Extension may introduce pollutants into the project area- although the type and
amount are not quantified.  Residential properties directly abut the Parkway Extension, and a school yard and day care facility and an
anticipated residential development will be in very close proximity along Greenhill Lane.
 

Did the City of Tualatin receive this report? 
 

Is the City of Tualatin satisfied with the information contained in the document- and the ramifications/impact the Basalt Creek Parkway
Extension may have upon the local residents? 

 
Is the City of Tualatin satisfied with the level of Freight Delay anticipated with the Basalt Creek Parkway Extension- in relationship to the
stated purpose to improve the flow of regional freight traffic?

 
When new information becomes available (which may possibly negate previous assumptions)- is there a process in place for reassessing
the proposed location of the Basalt Creek Parkway Extension?

 

For reference, the following link accesses the entire 11-7-2016 WCCC informational packet.

http://www.co.washington.or.us/LUT/Divisions/LongRangePlanning/PlanningPrograms/TransportationPlanning/upload/WCCC_Packet_110716.pdf

I look forward to hearing your response.

Regards,

Grace

mailto:grluci@gmail.com
mailto:ahurd-ravich@ci.tualatin.or.us
mailto:KPerlFox@ci.tualatin.or.us
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mailto:jdavis@ci.tualatin.or.us
mailto:fbubenik@ci.tualatin.or.us
mailto:pmorrison@tualatin.gov
mailto:jdehaan@tualatin.gov
mailto:rkellogg@tualatin.gov
mailto:ngrimes@tualatin.gov
http://www.co.washington.or.us/LUT/Divisions/LongRangePlanning/PlanningPrograms/TransportationPlanning/upload/WCCC_Packet_110716.pdf
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ƚŽ ƚŚĞ ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ͕ ďƵƚ ŝƚΖƐ ŶŽƚ


ĐůĞĂƌ ŝƚ ǁŽƵůĚ ƐĞƌǀĞ ƐƚƵĚĞŶƚƐ
ĂƚƚĞŶĚŝŶŐ ƚŚŽƐĞ ƐĐŚŽŽůƐ͘


dŚƌĞĞ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ /�ΖĚ͕ Ă
ďŝƚ ŚŝŐŚĞƌ ƚŚĂŶ ĂǀĞƌĂŐĞ ƉĐƚƐ


ƚŚĂŶ ĐŝƚǇ ĂƐ Ă ǁŚŽůĞ͘


�ƌŝĚŐĞƉŽƌƚ sŝůůĂŐĞ ŝƐ Ă
ƐƚƌĞƚĐŚ


ůŽǁ ŝŶĐŽŵĞ͕ ŶŽŶ ǁŚŝƚĞ ĂŶĚ
ĞůĚĞƌůǇ


ƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶ ƐŝŵŝůĂƌ ƚŽ
ĂǀĞƌĂŐĞ ĐŽƵŶƚǇ


�ǀŐ ƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶ ůĞǀĞůƐ͘


^ŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ ƚƌĂĨĨŝĐ ǀŽůƵŵĞƐ͖ ŶŽƚ
ŚŝŐŚ ƌĂƚĞ ŽĨ ĐƌĂƐŚĞƐ͘ WƌŽũĞĐƚ ƐĞƌǀĞƐ ŵƵůƚŝƉůĞ ƵƐĞƐ͘


ĂǀĞƌĂŐĞ ƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶƐ ŽĨ ŶŽŶ
ǁŚŝƚĞ͕ ĞůĚĞƌůǇ͕ ǇŽƵŶŐ͕ ĚŝƐĂďŝůŝƚŝĞƐ


ĂŶĚ ůŽǁ ĞŶŐůŝƐŚ


ŚŝŐŚ ǀŽůƵŵĞ͕ ůŝŵŝƚĞĚ ĐƌĂƐŚ ĚĂƚĂ


ĚŽĞƐŶΖƚ ŝŶĐůƵĚĞ ŝŶĨŽ ŽŶ ĐƌĂƐŚĞƐ


dŝŐĂƌĚ ŚĂƐ ŚŝŐŚĞƌ ƚŚĂŶ ĂǀŐ ĐƌĂƐŚ
ƌĂƚĞƐ ĨŽƌ ƉĞĚƐ ĂŶĚ ďŝŬĞƐ͘ WƌŽũĞĐƚ
ŶŽƚ ŝŶ Ă ŚŝŐŚ ĐƌĂƐŚ ĂƌĞĂ͕ ďƵƚ
ĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞƐ ĂŶ ĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞ͘


WƌŽǀŝĚĞƐ ŵƵĐŚ ďĞƚƚĞƌ ĐŽŶŶĞĐƚŝŽŶ
ďĞƚǁĞĞŶ dŝŐĂƌĚ ĂŶĚ dƵĂůĂƚŝŶ
ƚŽǁŶ ĐĞŶƚĞƌƐ͘ EŽƚ ŚŝŐŚ ĚĞŶƐŝƚǇ
ƉƌĞƐĞŶƚůǇ͕ ďƵƚ ůŝŬĞůǇ ƚŽ ĐŽŶƚŝŶƵĞ


ƚŽ ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ͘


ŶŽ ŝŶĨŽ ŽŶ ĐƌĂƐŚĞƐ ĚŽĞƐŶΖƚ ĞǆƉůĂŝŶ ŚŝŐŚ ŐƌŽǁƚŚ ĂƌĞĂƐ


EŽƚ Ă ŚŝŐŚ ĐƌĂƐŚ ĂƌĞĂ͖ ůŽǁ
ǀŽůƵŵĞ ƐƚƌĞĞƚ͘ �Ƶƚ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƐ ƐĂĨĞ
ĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞ ƚŽ ds ,ŝŐŚǁĂǇ͘ ;'ŽĂů
ŽĨ ϴϱƚŚ ƉĞƌĐĞŶƚŝůĞ ƐƉĞĞĚ ĂƐ ϯϬ


ŵƉŚ ŝƐ Ă ĐŽŶĐĞƌŶ͘Ϳ


�ŝƌĞĐƚůǇ ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞƐ ƐĂĨĞ ĂĐĐĞƐƐ ƚŽ
ZĞĞĚǀŝůůĞ �ůĞŵ͘ ,ĂƐ ƐĞĐŽŶĚĂƌǇ ͬ
ƚĞƌƚŝĂƌǇ ďĞŶĞĨŝƚƐ ƚŽ ƐƵƌƌŽƵŶĚŝŶŐ
ĚĞƐƚŝŶĂƚŝŽŶƐ͕ ďƵƚ ĐŽŶŶĞĐƚŝŽŶƐ ƚŽ
ds ,ŝŐŚǁĂǇ ĚĞƐƚŝŶĂƚŝŽŶƐ ůĂĐŬ ƐĂĨĞ


ĐŽŶŶĞĐƚŝŽŶƐ ͬ ĐƌŽƐƐŝŶŐƐ͘


^ĞƌǀĞƐ ƚŚƌĞĞ ƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶƐ͖
ϰϬй ŶŽŶ ǁŚŝƚĞ


ůŽǁ ǀŽůƵŵĞƐͬƌĂƚĞ ŽĨ ĂĐĐŝĚĞŶƚƐ͖
ŚŝŐŚ ĚĞŵĂŶĚ


ůŽǁ ƐƉĞĞĚͬǀŽůƵŵĞ ĨĂĐŝůŝƚǇ͕ ŶŽ
ĐƌĂƐŚ ĂƌĞĂƐ


EĞĞĚƐ ƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐ ĚĂƚĂ͘ /ŶƚƵŝƚŝǀĞůǇ͕ /
ƚŚŝŶŬ ƚŚŝƐ ǁŝůů ďĞŶĞĨŝƚ ĨƵƚƵƌĞ


ŚŽƵƐŝŶŐ ƚƌĞŶĚƐͬƉĞŽƉůĞ ǁŚŽ ĂƌĞ
ĚŝƐƉůĂĐĞĚ ďƵƚ ƚŚĞƌĞ ŝƐ ŶŽ ŽĨĨŝĐĂů


ĚĂƚĂ ƚŽ ďĂĐŬ ƚŚĂƚ ƵƉ ũƵƐƚ
ŽďƐĞƌǀĂƚŝŽŶƐ ŽĨ ǁŚĞƌĞ ƉĞŽƉůĞ
ǁŚŽ ĐĂŶΖƚ ĂĨĨŽƌĚ �� ƌĞŶƚƐ ĂƌĞ


ŵŽǀŝŶŐ͘


WƌŽũĞĐƚ ĂƌĞĂ ŝƐ ůŽǁ ĚĞŶƐŝƚǇ͘
�ĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂů ĚĞǀĞůŽƉŵĞŶƚ ǁŝůů
ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ ƚŚŝƐ ƐŽŵĞǁŚĂƚ͘ EŽ


ĚĞƚĂŝůƐ ŐŝǀĞŶ͘


ŶŽ ĚĂƚĂ ƵƐĞĚ ŶŽ ƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ ƉŽƉ ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞ


ŶŽƚ ĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇ ƐƚĂƚĞĚ ůŽǁ ŝŶĐŽŵĞ
ĂƐƐƵŵĞĚ ďĂƐĞĚ ŽŶ ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ


ƵŶĚĞƌƐƚĂŶĚŝŶŐ
EŽƚ ŵƵĐŚ ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ ŐŝǀĞŶ ŽŶ
ŝŵƉĂĐƚĞĚ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ͘ ϭϱй ŽĨ
ǁŽƌŬĞƌƐ фΨϭϱ<ͬǇƌ ŝŶĐŽŵĞ͘


tŚŝůĞ ƚŚŝƐ ŝƐ Ă ƐŵĂůů ĂŵŽƵŶƚ ŽĨ
ŐƌŽǁƚŚ͕ ƚŚĞ ŵĂŐŶŝƚƵĚĞ ĨŽƌ


^ŚĞƌǁŽŽĚ ŝƐ ŚŝŐŚ͘


Ψϭ͕ϴϱϭ͕ϳϰϬ Ψϳ͕ϬϯϬ͕ϱϱϰ


Ψϭϵ͕ϲϴϱ͕ϵϵϵ ΨϮϯ͕ϯϴϰ͕ϲϬϲ


Ϯϲϰ ϭ


ZĞŐŝŽŶĂů &ƌĞŝŐŚƚ /ŶŝƚŝĂƚŝǀĞƐ
dŽƚĂů


�ĐƚŝǀĞ dƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƚŝŽŶ ͬ
�ŽŵƉůĞƚĞ ^ƚƌĞĞƚƐ dŽƚĂů


�ǀĂůƵĂƚŽƌ ^ĐŽƌĞƐ


ZĞŐŝŽŶĂů &ƌĞŝŐŚƚ /ŶŝƚŝĂƚŝǀĞƐ


�ĐƚŝǀĞ dƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƚŝŽŶͬ�ŽŵƉůĞƚĞ ^ƚƌĞĞƚƐ


�ĂƐĂůƚ �ƌĞĞŬ
�ǆƚĞŶƐŝŽŶ͗


'ƌĂŚĂŵƐ &Ǉ ZĚ ƚŽ
�ŽŽŶĞƐ &ĞƌƌǇ ZĚ


;ZKtͿ


tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ
�ŽƵŶƚǇ


Ψϯ͕ϬϬϬ͕ϬϬϬ Ψϰ͕ϬϬϬ͕ϬϬϬ ϰϵ ϱϱ ϰϰ ϰϵ ϯϲ Ϯϯϯ ϯ


,ƵŶǌŝŬĞƌ /ŶĚƵƐƚƌŝĂů
�ŽƌĞ �ŽŶŶĞĐƚŝǀĞ
/ŶĨƌĂƐƚƌƵĐƚƵƌĞ


�ŝƚǇ ŽĨ dŝŐĂƌĚ Ψϭ͕ϴϱϭ͕ϳϰϬ Ψϳ͕ϬϯϬ͕ϱϱϰ ϱϱ ϱϱ ϰϲ ϰϵ ϱϵ


Ϯϲ


&ĂŶŶŽ �ƌĞĞŬ dƌĂŝů
;�ŽŶŝƚĂ ZĚ ƚŽ <ŝ Ă


<ƵƚƐ �ƌŝĚŐĞͿ
�ŝƚǇ ŽĨ dŝŐĂƌĚ Ψϲ͕ϳϬϬ͕ϲϬϬ Ψϳ͕ϲϭϱ͕ϲϬϬ ϰϳ ϰϯ ϱϬ ϱϬ ϰϰ Ϯϯϰ ϮϬ


ϯϳ Ϯϴ ϰϯ ϰϯ ϭϳϴ
,ŝŐŚǁĂǇ ϵϵt


^ŝĚĞǁĂůŬ
/ŵƉƌŽǀĞŵĞŶƚƐ


�ŝƚǇ ŽĨ
^ŚĞƌǁŽŽĚ


ΨϮ͕ϭϲϴ͕ϬϬϬ ΨϮ͕ϱϭϴ͕ϬϬϬ Ϯϳ


ϮϳϬ ϱ


ϱϰ ϱϬ ϱϱ ϱϭ Ϯϱϲ
,ĞƌŵĂŶ ZĚ �ĐƚŝǀĞ
dƌĂŶƐƉŽƌƚĂƚŝŽŶ


�ŽƌƌŝĚŽƌ


�ŝƚǇ ŽĨ
dƵĂůĂƚŝŶ


ΨϲϮϱ͕ϬϬϬ ΨϳϮϱ͕ϬϬϬ ϰϲ


�ĞĂǀĞƌƚŽŶ �ƌĞĞŬ
dƌĂŝů ;tĞƐƚƐŝĚĞ
dƌĂŝů ƚŽ ,ŽĐŬĞŶ


�ǀĞͿ


d,WZ� Ψϯ͕ϴϵϮ͕ϯϵϵ Ψϰ͕ϲϭϲ͕ϱϭϱ ϱϮ ϱϱ ϱϱ ϱϯ ϱϱ


ϭϱ


:ŽŚŶƐŽŶ ^ƚ ^ĐŚŽŽů
�ĐĐĞƐƐ


/ŵƉƌŽǀĞŵĞŶƚ


tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ
�ŽƵŶƚǇ


Ψϰ͕ϳϬϬ͕ϬϬϬ Ψϲ͕ϬϬϬ͕ϬϬϬ ϯϯ ϰϴ ϱϬ ϰϳ ϰϴ ϮϮϲ Ϯϯ


ϰϴ ϱϭ ϰϵ ϰϰ ϮϰϬ
�ŽƌŶĞůŝƵƐ WĂƐƐ
�ŝŬĞͬWĞĚ �ƌŝĚŐĞ


tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ
�ŽƵŶƚǇ


ΨϴϬϬ͕ϬϬϬ Ψϴϵϴ͕ϬϬϬ ϰϴ


ϰϳ ϱϰ ϱϬ ϰϳ Ϯϰϯ
tĞƐƚƐŝĚĞ dƌĂŝů


�ƌŝĚŐĞ �ĞƐŝŐŶ ;h^
ϮϲͿ


tĂƐŚŝŶŐƚŽŶ
�ŽƵŶƚǇ


ΨϴϬϬ͕ϬϬϬ Ψϭ͕Ϭϭϭ͕ϰϵϭ ϰϱ


�ŽŶŶĞĐƚƐ ƚǁŽ D�y ƐƚĂƚŝŽŶƐ
ǁŝƚŚ dĞŬƚƌŽŶŝǆ͕ EŝŬĞ͕ ZĞƐĞƌƐ͕


ŽƚŚĞƌ ĞŵƉůŽǇĞƌƐ͘


ϭϯ


�ŽŵŵĞŶƚƐ


ΎEŽ ĐŽŵŵĞŶƚƐ ĨŽƌ ĞŝƚŚĞƌ ĨƌĞŝŐŚƚ ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ƉƌŽƉŽƐĂůƐ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ƐĂĨĞƚǇͬŵŽĚĞ ĐŽŶĨůŝĐƚƐ ĂŶĚ ĨƌĞŝŐŚƚ ƌĞůŝĂďŝůŝƚǇ ĐĂƚĞŐŽƌŝĞƐ͘


,ĞƌŵĂŶ ZĚ ŝƐ ĐůĂƐƐŝĨŝĞĚ ĂƐ Ă
ŵĂũŽƌ ĐŽůůĞĐƚŽƌ ĂŶĚ Ă ĚĞƐŝŶĂƚĞĚ
ƚƌƵĐŬ ƌŽƵƚĞ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ĐŝƚǇΖƐ d^W͘ ��s
ŝƐ ϳ͕ϮϬϬ͘ �ĂƚĂ ƐŚŽǁƐ ϭ ĐƌĂƐŚ ƉĞƌ
ǇĞĂƌ Ăƚ ŝŶƚĞƌƐĞĐƚŝŽŶƐ Ăƚ ďŽƚŚ ĞŶĚƐ
ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ĂƌĞĂ ;,ĞƌŵĂŶ ZĚ
ĂŶĚ dƵĂůĂƚŝŶ ZĚ͕ ,ĞƌŵĂŶ ZĚ ĂŶĚ


ϭϮϰƚŚͿ͘ WƌŽũĞĐƚ ǁŝůů ŵĂŬĞ
ƐŝŐŶŝĨŝĐĂŶƚ ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞŵĞŶƚƐ͕ ďƵƚ


ƚŚĞƌĞ ŝƐ ŶŽƚ Ă ŚŝŐŚ ĐƌĂƐŚ
ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞ ;ƉĞƌŚĂƉƐ ĚƵĞ ƚŽ ůŽǁ
ƵƚŝůŝǌĂƚŝŽŶ͘Ϳ �ŽĞƐ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞ Ă ƐĂĨĞƌ
ĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞ ƚŽ d ^ ZĚ͕ ǁŚŝĐŚ ŝƐ Ă


ŚŝŐŚ ĐƌĂƐŚ ĐŽƌƌŝĚŽƌ͘


ZĞĚƵĐĞƐ ĚĞůĂǇ Ăƚ ϳϮŶĚ Θ
,ƵŶǌŝŬĞƌ ĨŽƌ ĨƌĞŝŐŚƚ ǀĞŚŝĐůĞƐ
ďŽƚŚ ŶĞĞĚŝŶŐ ĂĐĐĞƐƐ ƚŽ KZ
Ϯϭϳ ĂŶĚ ŶĞĞĚŝŶŐ ƚŽ ƚƵƌŶ ůĞĨƚ


ŽŶ ϳϮŶĚ͘


WƌŽũĞĐƚ ŝƐ ĨŽƌ ZKt
ĂĐƋƵŝƐŝƚŝŽŶ ŽŶůǇ͘ Ϯϱй


ŵĂƚĐŚŝŶŐ ĨƵŶĚƐ ŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĞĚ
ĨŽƌ ƚŚŝƐ ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ĞůĞŵĞŶƚ͘


tŽƵůĚ ůĞĂĚ ƚŽ ĨƵůů
ĐŽŶƐƚƌƵĐƚŝŽŶ ĨƵŶĚŝŶŐ ǀŝĂ


D^d/W͘


EŽƚ ŵƵĐŚ ĚĂƚĂ ŐŝǀĞŶ͖
ĚŝĨĨŝĐƵůƚ ƚŽ ĨƵůů ĂƐƐĞƐƐ ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ


ŝŵƉĂĐƚ͘


WƌŽũĞĐƚ ƌĞĚƵĐĞƐ ĨƌĞŝŐŚƚ sDd͖
ďƵƚ ĂĚĚƐ ŶĞǁ ĐŽŶŶĞĐƚŝŽŶ
ŝŶƚƌŽĚƵĐŝŶŐ ƉŽůůƵƚĂŶƚƐ ŝŶƚŽ


ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ĂƌĞĂ͘


ZKt ĐŽƵůĚ ďĞ D^d/W
ĨƵŶĚĞĚ


�ǆƉĂŶƐŝŽŶ ŽĨ ƌŽĂĚǁĂǇ
ŶĞƚǁŽƌŬ


WƌŽũĞĐƚ ĚŽĞƐ ŶŽƚ ĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇ
ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞ ĨƌĞŝŐŚƚ ŵŽĚĞ


ĐŽŶŶĞĐƚŝǀŝƚǇ͘


�ƌĞĂƚĞƐ Ă ŶĞǁ ƌŽĂĚǁĂǇ
ĐŽŶŶĞĐƚŝŽŶ


ŶŽƚ ĐůĞĂƌ ŝĨ ŽƚŚĞƌ ƐŽƵƌĐĞƐ ŽĨ
ĨƵŶĚŝŶŐ


WƌŽũĞĐƚ ŝƐ ĨƵůůǇ ĨƵŶĚĞĚ ǁŝƚŚ
Z&&� ĂǁĂƌĚ͘


ϵ


dŚĞ ĂŶƐǁĞƌ ƐĞĞŵƐ ƐƉĞĐƵůĂƚŝǀĞ͘ /
ĂůƐŽ ŬŶŽǁ ƚŚĂƚ ůŽǁĞƌ ŝŶĐŽŵĞ͕ �:
ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ ŚĂǀĞ Ă ŚĂƌĚ ƚŝŵĞ
ĂĐĐĞƐƐŝŶŐ dƵĂůĂƚŝŶ ũŽď ĐĞŶƚĞƌƐ͘ /Ĩ


ƚŚĞǇ ŚĂĚ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚ ƐƉĞĐŝĨŝĐ
ďĞŶĞĨŝƚ ŶƵŵďĞƌƐͬƐƚƌĂƚĞŐŝĞƐ ƚŽ


ďƌŝŶŐ ƉĞŽƉůĞ ƚŽ ƚŚŝƐ ĂƌĞĂ ĨŽƌ ũŽďƐ͕
ŵǇ ƐĐŽƌĞ ǁŽƵůĚ ďĞ ŚŝŐŚĞƌ͘


>ĞǀĞƌĂŐĞƐ ΨϭϬϬ͕ϬϬϬ ŝŶ ŽƚŚĞƌ
ĨƵŶĚƐ͖ ǁŝůů ƉƌĞƉĂƌĞ ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ


ĨŽƌ ĨƵƚƵƌĞ ĨƵŶĚŝŶŐ
ŽƉƉŽƌƚƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ͕ ƵŶŝĚĞŶƚŝĨŝĞĚ


ĂƐ ŽĨ ǇĞƚ͘


ŚŝŐŚ ũŽď ĚĞŶƐŝƚǇ


WƵďůŝĐ ǁĂůŬŝŶŐ ƚŽƵƌ ŝƐ
ĂƉƉƌŽƉƌŝĂƚĞ ůĞǀĞů ŽĨ


ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚǇ ĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ ĨŽƌ
ƚŚŝƐ ƉŚĂƐĞ ŽĨ ƚŚĞ ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ͘


WƌŽǀŝĚĞƐ ŚŝŐŚ ƋƵĂůŝƚǇ
ĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞ ƚŽ d ^ ZĚ͘


Ϯϭй ŵĂƚĐŚ͕ ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞƐ ƵƉŽŶ
ƉƌĞǀŝŽƵƐ ƚƌĂŝů ŝŶǀĞƐƚŵĞŶƚƐ


DĂũŽƌ ƐĂĨĞƚǇ ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞŵĞŶƚ͖
ŶŽƚ ŚŝŐŚ ĐƌĂƐŚ ĞǆƉĞƌŝĞŶĐĞ


DĂŶǇ ĚĞƐƚŝŶĂƚŝŽŶƐ͖ ĂǀŐ͘ �:
ƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶƐ ƌĂƚĞ


Εϭϲй ŵĂƚĐŚŝŶŐ ĨƵŶĚƐ
;d,WZ� ůŽĐĂů н D^d/WͿ͘


/ŵƉƌŽǀĞƐ ĐŽŶŶĞĐƚŝŽŶ ƚŽ
ĐĞŶƚĞƌƐ͕ ĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚ͕ ƐŽŵĞ
ƐĞƌǀŝĐĞƐ͕ DĞƌůŽ ^ƚĂƚŝŽŶ ,^͘


^ĞƌǀĞƐ ĐĞŶƚƌĂů �ĞĂǀĞƌƚŽŶ͕ ĂŶ
ĂƌĞĂ ƚĂƌŐĞƚĞĚ ĨŽƌ ŝŶĐƌĞĂƐĞƐ
ŝŶ ŐƌŽǁƚŚ ĂŶĚ ĚĞŶƐŝƚǇ͘ hZ�
ŚĂƐ ďĞĞŶ ĐƌĞĂƚĞĚ Ăƚ ĞĂƐƚ


ĞŶĚ ŽĨ ƚƌĂŝů͘


/ŵƉƌŽǀĞƐ ĂĐĐĞƐƐ ĂŶĚ
ĐŽŶŶĞĐƚŝŽŶ ƚŽ ŵƵůƚŝƉůĞ �d
ŶĞƚǁŽƌŬ ĨĂĐŝůŝƚŝĞƐ ĂŶĚ
ĚĞƐŝŐŶĂƚĞĚ ĚŝƐƚƌŝĐƚƐ͘


&ŝůůƐ Ă ŐĂƉ͕ ƌĞŵŽǀĞƐ Ă ďĂƌƌŝĞƌ
;h^ ϮϲͿ


�ŽĞƐ ŶŽƚ ĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞ Ă ΗůĂƐƚ
ŵŝůĞΗ ĐŽŶŶĞĐƚŝŽŶ


>ĞǀĞƌĂŐĞƐ Ϯϭй ŶŽŶ ĨĞĚĞƌĂů
;'ĂŝŶ ^ŚĂƌĞͿ


ŵŝǆĞĚ ƵƐĞ͕ ƐĐŚŽŽůƐ͕ ĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚ ŶŽŶ ǁŚŝƚĞ͕ ǇŽƵŶŐ͕ ĞůĚĞƌůǇ


�ŽŶŶĞĐƚƐ ƚŽ ϭϴϱƚŚͬds
,ŝŐŚǁĂǇ ǀŝĂ ϰϱŵƉŚ͕ ĐƵƌď


ƚŝŐŚƚ ďŝŬĞ ůĂŶĞƐ ĂŶĚ
ƐŝĚĞǁĂůŬƐ͘


ǁŽƵůĚ ůŝŬĞ ƚŽ ƐĞĞ ƉůĂŶƐ ƚŽ
ǁŽƌŬ ǁŝƚŚ �ĞŶƚƌŽ �ƵůƚƵƌĂů


ĂŐĂŝŶ


EŽƚ ŵƵĐŚ ŝŶĨŽƌŵĂƚŝŽŶ
ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚ ŽŶ ĐŽŶŐĞƐƚŝŽŶ


ůĞǀĞůƐ͘ WƌŽũĞĐƚ ĚŽĞƐ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞ
ĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞ ƚŽ ds ,ŝŐŚǁĂǇ͘


ƌĞŐŝŽŶĂů ƚƌĂŝů ĐŽŶŶĞĐƚƐ ƚŽ
ƐĞǀĞƌĂů ƚƌĂŶƐŝƚͬĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚ


ĂƌĞĂƐ


WƌŽũĞĐƚ ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞƐ ĂĐĐĞƐƐ ƚŽ
ƚƌĂŶƐŝƚ͖ ĚŽĞƐ ŶŽƚ ĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞ


ůĂƐƚ ŵŝůĞ͘


WƌŽǀŝĚĞƐ ĂůƚĞƌŶĂƚŝǀĞ ƚŽ ,ǁǇ
Ϯϭϳ͘


&ŝŶŝƐŚĞƐ &ĂŶŶŽ �ƌĞĞŬ dƌĂŝů͘
�ŽĞƐ ŶŽƚ ƌĞŵŽǀĞ ďĂƌƌŝĞƌ͘


>ĞǀĞƌĂŐĞƐ ŵŝŶŝŵƵŵ ŵĂƚĐŚ
ƌĞƋƵŝƌĞŵĞŶƚ͖ ƉƌĞƉĂƌĞƐ


ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ĨŽƌ ĨƵƚƵƌĞ ĨƵŶĚŝŶŐ͘ ŵŝǆĞĚ ƵƐĞ͕ ĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚ͕
ƐĐŚŽŽůƐ


/ŵƉĂĐƚĞĚ ĐŽŵŵƵŶŝƚŝĞƐ ŶĞĂƌ
ĐŝƚǇͬĐŽƵŶƚǇ ĂǀĞƌĂŐĞ͘


WƌŽũĞĐƚ ƐĞƌǀĞƐ KƌĞŶĐŽ͖ ŚŝŐŚ
ŐƌŽǁƚŚ ĂƌĞĂƐ͘


,ŝŐŚ ůĞǀĞů ŽĨ ŽƵƚƌĞĂĐŚ
ĂůƌĞĂĚǇ ĐŽŶĚƵĐƚĞĚ͖ ŶŽ ZdK


ĐŽŵƉŽŶĞŶƚ ŝĚΖĚ͘


ϭϮй ŵĂƚĐŚ͖ ůĞǀĞƌĂŐĞƐ
ƉƌĞǀŝŽƵƐ ƚƌĂŝů ŝŶǀĞƐƚŵĞŶƚƐ͕


ĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞƐ ƚƌĂŝů͘


EŽƚ ĂŶ ĞǆƚĞŶƐŝǀĞ ĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶ
ŽĨ ĚĞƐƚŝŶĂƚŝŽŶƐͬƉŽƉƵůĂƚŝŽŶƐ


ƐĞƌǀĞĚ͘


ĂƐƐƵŵĞĚ ďĂƐĞĚ ŽŶ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞĚ
ĚĂƚĂ


WƌŽũĞĐƚ ĚŽĞƐ ŶŽƚ ĐŽŵƉůĞƚĞ Ă
ůŝŶŬ ƚŽ ĂŶ ĞŵƉůŽǇŵĞŶƚ


ĐĞŶƚĞƌ͘


ŵŝŶŝŵĂů ĚĞƐĐƌŝƉƚŝŽŶ


DŝŶŝŵĂů ƉƵďůŝĐ ĞŶŐĂŐĞŵĞŶƚ
ĞĨĨŽƌƚ ŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞĚ͘


WƌŽũĞĐƚ ĨŝůůƐ Ă ŐĂƉ͖ ĚŽĞƐ ŶŽƚ
ƌĞŵŽǀĞ Ă ďĂƌƌŝĞƌ͘


WƌŽũĞĐƚ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƐ ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞĚ
ƚƌĂǀĞů ĐŚŽŝĐĞƐ͘


ϰ ĞůĞŵĞŶƚƐ ŝŶĚŝĐĂƚĞĚ ŽŶ
ĐŚĞĐŬůŝƐƚ͖ ŐƌĂĚĞ ƐĞƉĂƌĂƚĞĚ͘


WƌŽũĞĐƚ ůĞǀĞƌĂŐĞƐ Εϭϱй ŝŶ
ĂĚĚŝƚŝŽŶĂů ĨƵŶĚƐ͕ ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞƐ
ĂĐĐĞƐƐ ƚŽ dŽŶƋƵŝŶ dƌĂŝů͘


WƌŽũĞĐƚ ƉƌŽǀŝĚĞƐ ŵŽĚĞ
ƐĞƉĂƌĂƚŝŽŶ͘ tŚŝůĞ ƚŚŝƐ


ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ĂĚĚƐ ƐŝĚĞǁĂůŬƐ ƚŽ Ă
ƐƚĂƚĞ ŚŝŐŚǁĂǇ ǁŝƚŚ ŚŝŐŚ


ƚƌĂĨĨŝĐ ǀŽůƵŵĞƐ ĂŶĚ ƐƉĞĞĚ͕
ƚŚĞƌĞ ŚĂƐ ŶŽƚ ďĞĞŶ Ă ŚŝŐŚ


ƌĂƚĞ ŽĨ ĐƌĂƐŚĞƐ ŝŶ ƚŚĞ ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ
ĂƌĞĂ͘


ŶŽ ĚĂƚĂ ƵƐĞĚ ŝŶĚŝƌĞĐƚůǇ ĂŶƐǁĞƌĞĚ


EŽƚ ŵƵĐŚ ĚĞƚĂŝů ŐŝǀĞŶ ŽŶ
ĚĞƐƚŝŶĂƚŝŽŶƐ ƚŚŝƐ ƉƌŽũĞĐƚ ǁŝůů


ŝŵƉƌŽǀĞ ĂĐĐĞƐƐ ƚŽ͘







From: Lynette Sanford
To: G Lucini
Subject: RE: Copy of My Citizen Comments to Tualatin Planning Commission Meeting 1-19-2017
Date: Friday, January 20, 2017 8:15:52 AM

Thank you – I’ll include it with my minutes.
 
 
Lynette Sanford
Office Coordinator
City of Tualatin | Planning Division
503.691.3026 | www.tualatinoregon.gov
 
 
 

From: G Lucini [mailto:grluci@gmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, January 19, 2017 9:26 PM
To: Lynette Sanford
Subject: Copy of My Citizen Comments to Tualatin Planning Commission Meeting 1-19-2017
 
Hi Lynette,
 
Attached is a copy of the Citizen Comments I read to the Tualatin Planning Commission this evening.
 
Thanks,
Grace

mailto:LSanford@ci.tualatin.or.us
mailto:grluci@gmail.com
http://www.ci.tualatin.or.us/


 
UNOFFICIAL 

 

 
 

TUALATIN PLANNING COMMISSION     -                  MINUTES OF January 19, 2017 

TPC MEMBERS PRESENT:              STAFF PRESENT 
Alan Aplin                                                                                                 Aquilla Hurd-Ravich 
Bill Beers               Karen Perl Fox  
Angela Demeo                  Jeff Fuchs  
Travis Stout     Lynette Sanford 
Mona St. Clair 
Janelle Thompson 
Kenneth Ball   
 
TPC MEMBER ABSENT:  
 
GUESTS:  Don Hanson, Grace Lucini, Sherman Leitjab, Tom Childs, Lois Fox, Jim Odams,   

George DeDoux, and Marrin Mast.   
 
1. CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL: 
 

Alan Aplin, Chair, called the meeting to order at 6:30 pm and reviewed the agenda. Roll 
call was taken.  
 

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES: 
 

Mr. Aplin asked for review and approval of the October 20, 2016 TPC minutes. 
MOTION by Thompson SECONDED by St.Clair to approve the minutes as written. 
MOTION PASSED 7-0.    
 

3. COMMUNICATION FROM THE PUBLIC (NOT ON THE AGENDA): 
 

None 
 

4. ACTION ITEMS: 
 

A. Elect a Chair and Vice Chair to Represent the Tualatin Planning Commission 
 
Mr. Aplin asked the Commission members if they would like to become the 
Chairman and Vice Chairman of the Planning Commission.  Bill Beers offered to be 
the Chairman and Kenneth Ball volunteered to be the Vice Chairman. MOTION 
PASSED 7-0.   
 

 These minutes are not verbatim. The meeting was recorded, and copies of the recording are 
retained for a period of one year from the date of the meeting and are available upon request. 
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5. COMMUNICATION FROM CITY STAFF: 
 

A. Capital Improvement Plan 2018-2027   
 
Jeff Fuchs, City Engineer, presented the Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) which 
included a PowerPoint presentation. Mr. Fuchs stated that he is filling in for Kelsey 
Lewis who was unable to attend the meeting. Mr. Fuchs noted that the CIP is a ten 
year project roadmap and is more of a planning tool than a schedule. This plan is 
reviewed and revised annually.  
 
The project categories of the CIP are Facilities and Equipment, Parks and 
Recreation, Technology, Transportation and Utilities.  Mr. Fuchs noted that Ms. 
Lewis programmed the Transportation System Plan (TSP) into the CIP to balance 
revenue against planned expenditures.   
 
Mr. Fuchs stated that the priorities are Council goals, health and safety, regulatory 
requirements, master plans, and service delivery needs. Funding sources include 
system development charges, water, sewer and storm rates, gas taxes, general 
fund, and grants and donations. The summary total is $6,029,000.  
 
Mr. Fuchs went through the slides that detailed the project categories and the costs 
for each. The CIP schedule includes presenting to the various Committees in 
January and it goes to Council for approval in February.  
 
Mr. Aplin asked if the new City Hall is part of this plan. Mr. Fuchs replied that it does 
not fall within a 10 year window so it was not included.  
 
Mr. Stout asked how the five year portion compares to last year. Mr. Fuchs replied 
that the projects shift around depending on the delivery. The general fund is the 
category that changes the most. Mr. Fuchs added that the majority of the 
transportation projects are on a sliding schedule.    
 
Ms. Thompson asked if the developer was supporting the project on 65th & Sagert or 
if it is derived from City funds. Mr. Fuchs replied that the Sagert project is a System 
Development Charge (SDC) reimbursement expense - they will pay for the impact of 
their development and we will reimburse them for the portion above and beyond 
their development. Mr. Fuchs added that the traffic signal in that area should be 
installed by early summer.  
  
Ms. Demeo asked if the Sagert and Martinazzi intersection project will surface next 
year. Mr. Fuchs responded that they will take a midterm look at the traffic study and 
reexamine the high traffic areas.   
 

 

 



TPC MEETING - Minutes for January 19, 2017 Page 3 
 

B. Update on Basalt Creek Land Use Concept Plan Map 
 
Karen Perl Fox, Senior Planner, and Aquilla Hurd-Ravich, Planning Manager, 
presented an update on the Basalt Creek Land Use Concept Map. This includes an 
overview of the work staff carried out on the exploration of the central subarea as 
directed by City Council at their October 10, 2016 work session. This update will 
also include Council’s confirmation on the Concept Map at the November 28, 2016 
work session.  
 
Ms. Hurd-Ravich stated that Metro brought the Basalt Creek Planning area into the 
Urban Growth Boundary in 2004 as employment land and Metro was awarded the 
CET Grant to fund the concept planning. In 2011-2013 Tualatin worked with partners 
Washington County, Metro and Wilsonville, and ODOT to define the transportation 
spine. This resulted in a transportation refinement plan and two intergovernmental 
agreements (IGAs) at the beginning and towards the end of the project. In 2013, the 
concept planning kicked off with a joint meeting with Wilsonville.  
 
In 2014 staff worked through the guiding principles list which included: 
 

• Maintain and complement the cities unique identities 
• Meet regional responsibility for jobs and housing 
• Design cohesive and efficient transportation and utility systems 
• Maximize assessed property value 
• Capitalize on the area’s unique assets and natural location 
• Explore creative approaches to integrate jobs and housing 
• Create a uniquely attractive business community unmatched in the metro 

region 
• Ensure appropriate transitions between land uses 
• Incorporate natural resource areas and provide recreational opportunities as 

community amenities and assets 
 
Ms. Hurd-Ravich presented the maps which detailed the progression and the 
revisions from the feedback received. This proposed jurisdictional boundary was 
discussed at a joint council work session in December 2015 and both councils 
agreed on the proposed jurisdictional boundary following Basalt Creek Parkway. Ms. 
Hurd-Ravich added that this information was presented to Council on June 13, 2016. 
Council feedback posed the question of how this concept could support campus 
industrial and how the trip cap would be managed.  
 
Ms. Perl Fox stated that feedback from the public, Council, and the 
intergovernmental partners led to minor refinements. These include 93 acres of 
Manufacturing Park, 3 acres of neighborhood commercial, and 88 acres of 
residential – which represents a balance between employment and residential land.  
 
Ms. Perl Fox added that public input prompted questions on the Basalt Creek central 
subarea – the area immediately south of Victoria Gardens to the jurisdictional 
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boundary. This represents approximately 42 buildable acres. Council directed the 
land to match the same planning district as Victoria Gardens, which is RML (Medium 
low density).  For the central subarea on the Tualatin side, Council directed 
exploration of the OTAK proposal to determine if the land is suitable for employment 
uses.  
 
Ms. Perl Fox noted that staff met with OTAK to explore the property owner’s 
proposal, consider opportunities for employment and constraints in the area, and 
consider infrastructure needed for different proposed uses. Ms. Perl Fox 
emphasized that we are in partnership with other agencies and they do not want to 
reduce employment land for more residential. We received a letter from Washington 
County in October emphasizing that the land is prime for industrial and employment 
uses.   
 
Ms. Perl Fox continued presenting the slides that detailed the summary of acres and 
trips, and the most recent land use concept map. Ms. Hurd-Ravich added that based 
on all the information, staff’s position is to recommend that Council accept the land 
use map as presented.  
 
Ms. St. Clair asked about the area designated for high density and how many homes 
are expected. Ms. Perl Fox responded that it’s approximately 2-3 acres of land, so it 
would be around 100 units. Ms. St. Clair asked if there will be enough housing for 
the people who will be working in the industrial/employment area.  Ms. Hurd-Ravich 
responded that the group didn’t plan on a housing unit for each employee. Ms. St. 
Clair stated that the people in the employment area will expect to live where they 
work. Mr. Aplin asked if we are limited on high density zoning areas.  Ms. Hurd-
Ravich responded that we are constrained by trip numbers.  
 
Mr. Beers asked if the trip model took into account the different business sectors in 
the area. He was concerned about the high price of housing in the area and as a 
result, many employees may have to commute in from other areas. Ms. Hurd-Ravich 
added that the models accounted for bike and pedestrian transportation as well as 
public transportation, but doesn’t narrow down trip times.    
 
Don Hanson, OTAK, 808 SW 3rd, Portland, OR 97204 
 
Mr. Hanson works for OTAK and was hired to assist the property owners in the ten 
acres in the southern portion of the study area, north of Basalt Parkway. He has 
been tracking this process and is concerned about this area being zoned 
employment land due to the vast amount of Basalt rock. Mr. Hanson distributed a 
map which detailed the topography concerns. This map has been added as an 
attachment to the minutes.  
 
Mr. Hanson stated that they consulted an excavator and a broker to obtain their 
opinion on the area and both expressed concern about the conditions. Mr. Hanson 
noted that Washington County and the engineering firm Mackenzie viewed the 
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property. They submitted a map and evaluated the property strictly for employment 
uses; they did not take into account the residential transition area. Mr. Hanson 
stated that they were unaware that there is no access road and the access points 
are limited to Grahams Ferry Rd and Tonquin Rd.  Mr. Hanson acknowledged that 
there should be additional residential land in this area which would be more 
adaptable to the difficult topography.  
 
Grace Lucini, 23677 SW Boones Ferry Rd 
 
Ms. Lucini is a resident of the unincorporated area of Washington County directly 
adjacent to the east of the study area. Ms. Lucini has questions and concerns 
regarding the report evaluation of the central subarea that she bought to the 
Planning Commission. The handout has been added to the minutes as an 
attachment. 
 
Sherman Leitgeb, 23200 SW Grahams Ferry Rd 
 
Mr. Leitgeb noted that he is concerned about the subarea because he lives there. 
Mr. Leitgeb stated that 329 acres is already zoned industrial which has not been 
built on. He’s concerned that the land will not be developed. Mr. Leitgeb noted that 
experts from Pactrust and excavation companies have stated that they are not 
interested in the land due to the amount of rock and slope.  
 
Tom Childs, 23470 SW Grahams Ferry Rd 
 
Mr. Childs stated that the people living in the Basalt area need to be acknowledged 
and if the land is designated industrial, it will not be built upon.  Mr. Childs mentioned 
that there is not enough housing to support retail or small businesses. If this land is 
developed into industrial property, he will not be able to sell his home for a profit and 
find another place to live. Mr. Childs believes that the decisions considered should 
benefit the current homeowners, not Metro, Wilsonville, or Washington County.  
 
Lois Fox, 23550 SW Grahams Ferry Rd 
 
Ms. Fox stated that she toured the property with City staff and acknowledged that 
there is rock throughout her property which makes it unsuitable to build on. Ms. Fox 
mentioned that she was taken aback when the City Council mentioned that they will 
revisit the zoning if it doesn’t work out or is not saleable. She has not heard from 
anyone other than a government official who thinks this is a good use for this 
property. She added that she would like to invite Washington County staff to tour her 
property.   
 
Mr. Hanson added that moving forward, it makes sense to have a peer review or 
workshop for everyone to get together to express ideas clearly and have comments.  
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Jim Odams, 24005 SW Boones Ferry Rd 
 
Mr. Odams lives in unincorporated Washington County and is not a resident of 
Wilsonville or Tualatin. He stated that he has not been approached by anyone for 
permission to tour his property even though the proposed bridge and alignment go 
through his property.  Mr. Odams commented that it is frustrating to be a property 
owner in the proposed development area without representation.  
 
Ms. Hurd-Ravich added that the alignment is though Washington County and the 
City can point out to them that the property owners have not been approached. The 
cities have not been involved in the geotechnical study, but will bring it up with the 
other agencies.   
 
Ms. Demeo stated that Metro brought the Basalt area in as employment land and 
asked if the intent was to zone the entire area for employment. Ms. Hurd-Ravich 
replied that the Council fought back and the City didn’t want the land at all. There 
was a concession to allow some residential to provide transition between 
employment and residential. Ms. Demeo asked if there was a dictated amount of 
acreage or percentage for residential and employment in the whole area, including 
Wilsonville.  Ms. Hurd-Ravich replied that it is 70-30 percentage split. Ms. Lucini 
added that there is a Metro ordinance (04-1040B) which recommends the dividing 
line at Basalt Creek Parkway should be zoned residential to the north. Mr. Leitgeb 
added that Tualatin is the only City which stated they need additional housing.  
 
Mr. Ball asked if the land has been surveyed by geotechnical engineers. Ms. Hurd-
Ravich said at a concept plan level, they don’t go into that detail – this happens in 
future steps.  
 
Mr. Beers inquired about the jobs goal for the Basalt area and if there is a target to 
reach. Ms. Hurd-Ravich responded that Metro completes the analysis of population 
employment growth and projects the numbers. The jobs numbers are reflective of 
the scenario modeling and employment types, and jobs per acre. Tualatin met the 
Metro target in terms of employment.  Ms. Thompson asked if the targets have to be 
met for jobs per residence. Ms. Hurd-Ravich responded that Metro has design types, 
but they don’t have an employee per acre type.   
 
Mr. Leitgeb mentioned that he met with a Wilsonville council member and the 
council member stated that Wilsonville only cares about the trip counts and not 
receiving Tualatin’s sewage. The projected jobs is based on all of the land being 
developed into employment, if it doesn’t get developed because of unsuitable 
conditions of slope and rock, you will need to take the jobs out of the equation for 
that section of the property. Ms. Perl Fox stated that she heard from the City of 
Wilsonville that they are concerned with the clustering of employment as well as the 
trip counts.   
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Mr. Childs stated that if the land is designated commercial and doesn’t get 
developed, there will be no SDC fees or taxes collected. If it’s developed residential, 
there will be sewer, water, taxes, and revenue generated. There will also be less 
land annexed into the City.  
 
Mr. Aplin asked what the next steps were. Ms. Hurd-Ravich responded that this will 
return to Council on February 13. There are new Council members so there may be 
different views regarding this process. The concept plan cannot be completed until 
the land use map is agreed upon.   
 
Ms. Lucini asked the Planning Commission what their thoughts are regarding 
moving forward. Mr. Aplin responded that the Council will hear feedback from the 
Commission members, but it is up to them to decide. Ms. Hurd-Ravich added that 
the minutes will be available to the Council members regarding the comments 
received.   
 
Mr. Hanson asked if the Planning Commission will make a recommendation to 
Council. Ms. Hurd-Ravich said that they will eventually do so. Once the draft is 
complete it will return to the Planning Commission. When it’s adopted into the 
Comprehensive Plan, the recommendation will be made.   
 

C. Framing for Priority Project: Update the Tualatin Development Code 
 
Ms. Perl Fox presented the Framing for Priority Project: Update the Tualatin 
Development Code, which included a PowerPoint presentation. Ms. Perl Fox stated 
that at the 2014 Council Advance, the Council identified the Tualatin Development 
Code (TDC) update as a priority project. This is focused on the TDC - not the 
Municipal Code or other City requirements.  
 
Ms. Perl Fox provided background information about the Tualatin Community Plan 
(Comprehensive Plan). This covers Chapters 1-30 of the TDC and provides land use 
goals and policies for the City. This was adopted in 1979; some chapters were 
updated in 2012.  
 
Ms. Perl Fox stated that the Development Code (Land Use Regulations) covers 
Chapters 31-80 of the TDC. These chapters include planning districts (zoning), 
natural resource and floodplain requirements, community design standards, 
procedures and application requirements, subdivisions and partitions, and sign 
regulations.  
 
Ms. Perl Fox noted that there are three phrases of approach These include: 

• Phase 1: Code Clean up (Audit and Amendments) 
• Phase 2:  Outreach and Policy Review 
• Phase 3: Writing a Work Program 
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Mr. Ball asked if the code is written and amended by a committee. Ms. Perl-Fox 
responded that consultants are involved as well as input from the Planning 
Commission.  
 
Ms. Perl Fox noted that the amendment process can be a complicated process. The 
current code has many errors that need to be corrected, as well as it being 
confusing to read.  This process may require several years to implement in total. 
 
Ms. Perl Fox stated that the schedule includes: 

• Quarter 1 – Audit 
• Quarters 2 and 3 – Draft Code 
• Quarter 4 – Hearing 
• Quarters 5 and 6 – Outreach 
• Quarter 7 – Policy Review 
• Quarter 8 – Work program  

 
Ms. Hurd-Ravich added that the Commissioners have an active role in this project 
and that their advice and comments will be taken to Council. We are almost ready to 
sign a contract with Angelo Planning Group. They will complete the bulk of the work, 
but the Planning staff will be working with them directly.   
 
Ms. St. Clair asked if the consultant is an attorney firm. Ms. Hurd-Ravich responded 
that they are land use planners, but we will be working closely with our City Attorney. 
Ms. Demeo asked when Quarter 1 will kick off; Ms. Hurd-Ravich answered February 
1, 2017.  
 
Mr. Beers asked if the end product will be in printed form or on the web. Ms. Hurd-
Ravich responded that it used to be in printed form, but is now exclusively web 
based.  Ms. Demeo asked who our main customer is – business or residents. Ms. 
Hurd-Ravich responded that our customer is a good cross section of developers, 
businesses, and residents.  
 

6.     FUTURE ACTION ITEMS 
 

Ms. Hurd-Ravich stated that future action items include review of the Annual Report, 
which will be presented to Council. There will also be a Basalt Creek update.    
 
Mr. Ball asked if there is a plan for the development off SW Nyberg Street - the former 
RV Park of Portland site. Ms. Hurd-Ravich responded that the application for the Plan 
Map Amendment is incomplete. Once deemed complete, it will come to the Planning 
Commission. 
 

7.      ANNOUNCEMENTS/PLANNING COMMISSION COMMUNICATION 
 

Mr. Beers asked what is going in next to Cabela’s. Ms. Hurd-Ravich responded that 
Cracker Barrel Restaurant is currently under construction, as well as a retail shell which 
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will house a bank and a mattress store. Mr. Aplin asked if Cabela’s is changing to Bass 
Pro Shops. Ms. Hurd-Ravich replied that she has not heard anything regarding that.   
 

8.       ADJOURNMENT 
 

MOTION by Aplin to adjourn the meeting at 8:39 pm.  
 
 
_______________________________ Lynette Sanford, Office Coordinator 
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Citizen Comments to Tualatin Planning Commission 1-19-2017 
Agenda Item 5 B-Basalt Creek Concept Planning -Update 
Grace Lucini  
23677 SW Boones Ferry Road, Tualatin Oregon 
 
My home is within the Basalt Creek Concept Planning area.  I do not have elected representation within the Basalt Creek 
Concept Planning process, as I am not a resident of either the cities of Tualatin or Wilsonville- which are the 
governmental entities determining the process. 
 
I appreciate that additional reviews of the Central Sub-Area continues- but evaluations for use need to be done within 
the context of the plan --for the successful health of the entire concept plan area. 

I understand members of the City staff did an on-site visit to the area- which is necessary to understand the topography 
and uniqueness of the area.  Let me express my appreciation of this action. 

I also appreciate the actions the staff, stated they will take action to remove unnecessary or out dated markings on 
Concept Planning Maps which are disseminated to the public.   

In this case the removal of some markings which overlay and potentially indicate actions to private properties 
west of SW Boones Ferry Road and north of the proposed Parkway.  A map with these markings was included 
within the informational packet provided to this Commission, and was available for public review. 

 

1-11-17 Mackenzie Report Evaluation of Central Sub Area- Analysis for Industrial Use- commissioned by Washington 
County 

However, I question the usefulness of an evaluation commissioned by Washington County which resulted in the 1-11-17 
Report by Mackenzie.   

1. The Mackenzie Report did very little to address the actual question this Commission is discussing-which is: what 
is the most appropriate land use for the land in question.   

 

2. The Mackenzie Report specifically states the topic of the report is ---for “planning and design for development of 
industrial and employment lands in the Portland region”.  

These are two very distinctly different questions and issues- and any information gained from the Mackenzie 
Report should be utilized only within the context of the question it addresses… that question is simply if any of 
the land COULD be used for employment ---The answer to that question is yes, but very little land is appropriate 
for industrial use.    

A. The report did not address what should happen to the balance of the land not appropriate for industrial 
use.   

• Will this land become waste land?   

• An eye sore- who will be responsible for maintaining so many acers of land which is zoned for 
industrial use, but cannot be developed? 
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In addition, there are several factual problems which are presented within the Mackenzie Report as it is 
written… 

B.  A major issue is the location of the limited access Parkway--- which is a major focal point of the entire 
Basalt Creek Concept Planning Process. 

C. The potential concept planning maps created and provided by Mackenzie indicate road access north 
from the Parkway – which is again contrary to previous primary planning concepts. 

D. There is no indication of any effort to co-exist with existing neighborhoods or adjacent properties the 
Mackenzie Report:  

• does not indicate or state any attempt to have compatible of zoning with adjacent residential 
properties 

• does not indicate or state any attempt to provide buffering of existing neighborhoods- which 
was another primary guiding principle of the planning process 

• There is no indication of roads to the developable acreage east of the site being examined.  As 
utilities are preferably laid along roads the proposed use maps within the Mackenzie Report 
effectively blocks any development west of the wetlands and east of the area due to the lack of 
any road to the area east of the study area.   

• There is little comment within the Mackenzie Report on the cost involved in resolving the 
topography and solid basalt rock benches which are found within this area--- to make it 
compatible for grading for industrial use.  Cost is a significant factor when planning any 
development.  If the cost is too high, the land will be the last to be developed -if ever 

E. Consequently, the information gained from this report should only be used within the context of the 
question it addresses.   

F. The ability to use this report for determining the best use of the land is extremely limited.  

 

EXISTING PROPERTY OWNERS WITHIN BASALT CREEK AREA 

1. Existing property owners directly affected by the planning process should be heard as to their goals, and should 
be respected for the knowledge they provide about the limitations of the land they own. 

2. Existing neighbors within the Tualatin City limits, and those existing outside the current limits should be heard 
and their comments incorporated into the concept plans as a basic livability issue. 

 

I request that the Planning Commission acknowledges the extensive limitations of the Mackenzie Report when 
considering what is the best land use for this area- within the context of the entire Tualatin area and forward these 
concerns to the Tualatin City Council. 

Respectfully, 

Grace Lucini 



From: G Lucini
To: Aquilla Hurd-Ravich ; Karen Fox
Subject: FW: Copy of My Citizen Comments to Tualatin Planning Commission Meeting 1-19-2017
Date: Tuesday, February 07, 2017 1:41:44 PM
Attachments: RE Copy of My Citizen Comments to Tualatin Planning Commission Meeting ... (4.92 KB).msg

2017 1-19 Tual Plan Com Minutes Draft.pdf
2017 1-19 Citizen Comments to Tualatin Planning Com.docx

Aquilla and Karen,
 
The informational packet provided to the Tualatin City Council, to prepare prior to their discussion
on Basalt Creek Concept Planning during the Work Session on 2-13-17, includes Plan “Attachment E:
DRAFT Planning Commission Minutes 01.19.17”.   
 
Within the draft of these minutes of the Tualatin Planning Commission 1-19-17 meeting, it states my
comments to the Planning Commission is attached as part of the minutes.  However I do not see a
copy of my comments attached – nor are my comments summarized in lieu of attaching a copy of
the comments from which I read.
 
To provide for accuracy and ease of transcription, I forwarded by email, in a very timely manner, a
copy of my Citizen Comments to the Planning Commission (on Basalt Creek Concept Planning)---- to
the City of Tualatin.  That email was acknowledged and included within.
 
As the minutes of the 1-19-17 Planning Commission (as Attachment E) are included within the
informational packet- thereby being considered relevant to the City Council for preparation prior to
their discussions during the 2-13-17 Council Work Session on Basalt Creek Concept Planning --- I
request the Planning Commission 1-19-17 minutes be fully reflective of the discussion held during
the meeting- including an accurate reflection of all issues presented from all of the citizens who
spoke.  This request is in accordance with the rules and laws pertaining to Public Records and Public
Meetings.
 
I request the City of Tualatin correct this apparent oversight by including/attaching a summary or a
copy of the comments I read at the 1-19-17 Tualatin Planning Commission- as part of the minutes of
that meeting, and update “Attachment E: DRAFT Planning Commission Minutes 01.19.17” to fully
and accurately reflect the discussion held and information provided during that meeting.
 
Once Attachment E is updated, I request “Attachment E” be as identified as “Revised”--- and posted
as such:

As a revised correspondence to be sent to the Council ----in a timely manner, prior to the 2-
13-17 Work Session-
And updated on the City’s website informational packet link for the meeting.

 
Please contact me should you have questions, or if there are difficulties in fulfilling my request.
 
I have also attached Attachment E, and separate copy of the Citizen Comments from which I read at
the Tualatin Planning Commission Meeting on 1-19-17 for your use.
 

mailto:grluci@gmail.com
mailto:ahurd-ravich@ci.tualatin.or.us
mailto:kperfox@ci.tualatin.or.us

RE: Copy of My Citizen Comments to Tualatin Planning Commission Meeting 1-19-2017

		From

		Lynette Sanford

		To

		G Lucini

		Recipients

		grluci@gmail.com



Thank you – I’ll include it with my minutes.





 





 





Lynette Sanford





Office Coordinator 





City of Tualatin | Planning Division 





503.691.3026 | www.tualatinoregon.gov





 





 





 





From: G Lucini [mailto:grluci@gmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, January 19, 2017 9:26 PM
To: Lynette Sanford
Subject: Copy of My Citizen Comments to Tualatin Planning Commission Meeting 1-19-2017





 





Hi Lynette,





 





Attached is a copy of the Citizen Comments I read to the Tualatin Planning Commission this evening.





 





Thanks,





Grace 
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TUALATIN PLANNING COMMISSION     -                  MINUTES OF January 19, 2017 


TPC MEMBERS PRESENT:              STAFF PRESENT 
Alan Aplin                                                                                                 Aquilla Hurd-Ravich 
Bill Beers               Karen Perl Fox  
Angela Demeo                  Jeff Fuchs  
Travis Stout     Lynette Sanford 
Mona St. Clair 
Janelle Thompson 
Kenneth Ball   
 
TPC MEMBER ABSENT:  
 
GUESTS:  Don Hanson, Grace Lucini, Sherman Leitjab, Tom Childs, Lois Fox, Jim Odams,   


George DeDoux, and Marrin Mast.   
 
1. CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL: 
 


Alan Aplin, Chair, called the meeting to order at 6:30 pm and reviewed the agenda. Roll 
call was taken.  
 


2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES: 
 


Mr. Aplin asked for review and approval of the October 20, 2016 TPC minutes. 
MOTION by Thompson SECONDED by St.Clair to approve the minutes as written. 
MOTION PASSED 7-0.    
 


3. COMMUNICATION FROM THE PUBLIC (NOT ON THE AGENDA): 
 


None 
 


4. ACTION ITEMS: 
 


A. Elect a Chair and Vice Chair to Represent the Tualatin Planning Commission 
 
Mr. Aplin asked the Commission members if they would like to become the 
Chairman and Vice Chairman of the Planning Commission.  Bill Beers offered to be 
the Chairman and Kenneth Ball volunteered to be the Vice Chairman. MOTION 
PASSED 7-0.   
 


 These minutes are not verbatim. The meeting was recorded, and copies of the recording are 
retained for a period of one year from the date of the meeting and are available upon request. 







TPC MEETING - Minutes for January 19, 2017 Page 2 
 
 


 
5. COMMUNICATION FROM CITY STAFF: 
 


A. Capital Improvement Plan 2018-2027   
 
Jeff Fuchs, City Engineer, presented the Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) which 
included a PowerPoint presentation. Mr. Fuchs stated that he is filling in for Kelsey 
Lewis who was unable to attend the meeting. Mr. Fuchs noted that the CIP is a ten 
year project roadmap and is more of a planning tool than a schedule. This plan is 
reviewed and revised annually.  
 
The project categories of the CIP are Facilities and Equipment, Parks and 
Recreation, Technology, Transportation and Utilities.  Mr. Fuchs noted that Ms. 
Lewis programmed the Transportation System Plan (TSP) into the CIP to balance 
revenue against planned expenditures.   
 
Mr. Fuchs stated that the priorities are Council goals, health and safety, regulatory 
requirements, master plans, and service delivery needs. Funding sources include 
system development charges, water, sewer and storm rates, gas taxes, general 
fund, and grants and donations. The summary total is $6,029,000.  
 
Mr. Fuchs went through the slides that detailed the project categories and the costs 
for each. The CIP schedule includes presenting to the various Committees in 
January and it goes to Council for approval in February.  
 
Mr. Aplin asked if the new City Hall is part of this plan. Mr. Fuchs replied that it does 
not fall within a 10 year window so it was not included.  
 
Mr. Stout asked how the five year portion compares to last year. Mr. Fuchs replied 
that the projects shift around depending on the delivery. The general fund is the 
category that changes the most. Mr. Fuchs added that the majority of the 
transportation projects are on a sliding schedule.    
 
Ms. Thompson asked if the developer was supporting the project on 65th & Sagert or 
if it is derived from City funds. Mr. Fuchs replied that the Sagert project is a System 
Development Charge (SDC) reimbursement expense - they will pay for the impact of 
their development and we will reimburse them for the portion above and beyond 
their development. Mr. Fuchs added that the traffic signal in that area should be 
installed by early summer.  
  
Ms. Demeo asked if the Sagert and Martinazzi intersection project will surface next 
year. Mr. Fuchs responded that they will take a midterm look at the traffic study and 
reexamine the high traffic areas.   
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B. Update on Basalt Creek Land Use Concept Plan Map 
 
Karen Perl Fox, Senior Planner, and Aquilla Hurd-Ravich, Planning Manager, 
presented an update on the Basalt Creek Land Use Concept Map. This includes an 
overview of the work staff carried out on the exploration of the central subarea as 
directed by City Council at their October 10, 2016 work session. This update will 
also include Council’s confirmation on the Concept Map at the November 28, 2016 
work session.  
 
Ms. Hurd-Ravich stated that Metro brought the Basalt Creek Planning area into the 
Urban Growth Boundary in 2004 as employment land and Metro was awarded the 
CET Grant to fund the concept planning. In 2011-2013 Tualatin worked with partners 
Washington County, Metro and Wilsonville, and ODOT to define the transportation 
spine. This resulted in a transportation refinement plan and two intergovernmental 
agreements (IGAs) at the beginning and towards the end of the project. In 2013, the 
concept planning kicked off with a joint meeting with Wilsonville.  
 
In 2014 staff worked through the guiding principles list which included: 
 


• Maintain and complement the cities unique identities 
• Meet regional responsibility for jobs and housing 
• Design cohesive and efficient transportation and utility systems 
• Maximize assessed property value 
• Capitalize on the area’s unique assets and natural location 
• Explore creative approaches to integrate jobs and housing 
• Create a uniquely attractive business community unmatched in the metro 


region 
• Ensure appropriate transitions between land uses 
• Incorporate natural resource areas and provide recreational opportunities as 


community amenities and assets 
 
Ms. Hurd-Ravich presented the maps which detailed the progression and the 
revisions from the feedback received. This proposed jurisdictional boundary was 
discussed at a joint council work session in December 2015 and both councils 
agreed on the proposed jurisdictional boundary following Basalt Creek Parkway. Ms. 
Hurd-Ravich added that this information was presented to Council on June 13, 2016. 
Council feedback posed the question of how this concept could support campus 
industrial and how the trip cap would be managed.  
 
Ms. Perl Fox stated that feedback from the public, Council, and the 
intergovernmental partners led to minor refinements. These include 93 acres of 
Manufacturing Park, 3 acres of neighborhood commercial, and 88 acres of 
residential – which represents a balance between employment and residential land.  
 
Ms. Perl Fox added that public input prompted questions on the Basalt Creek central 
subarea – the area immediately south of Victoria Gardens to the jurisdictional 
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boundary. This represents approximately 42 buildable acres. Council directed the 
land to match the same planning district as Victoria Gardens, which is RML (Medium 
low density).  For the central subarea on the Tualatin side, Council directed 
exploration of the OTAK proposal to determine if the land is suitable for employment 
uses.  
 
Ms. Perl Fox noted that staff met with OTAK to explore the property owner’s 
proposal, consider opportunities for employment and constraints in the area, and 
consider infrastructure needed for different proposed uses. Ms. Perl Fox 
emphasized that we are in partnership with other agencies and they do not want to 
reduce employment land for more residential. We received a letter from Washington 
County in October emphasizing that the land is prime for industrial and employment 
uses.   
 
Ms. Perl Fox continued presenting the slides that detailed the summary of acres and 
trips, and the most recent land use concept map. Ms. Hurd-Ravich added that based 
on all the information, staff’s position is to recommend that Council accept the land 
use map as presented.  
 
Ms. St. Clair asked about the area designated for high density and how many homes 
are expected. Ms. Perl Fox responded that it’s approximately 2-3 acres of land, so it 
would be around 100 units. Ms. St. Clair asked if there will be enough housing for 
the people who will be working in the industrial/employment area.  Ms. Hurd-Ravich 
responded that the group didn’t plan on a housing unit for each employee. Ms. St. 
Clair stated that the people in the employment area will expect to live where they 
work. Mr. Aplin asked if we are limited on high density zoning areas.  Ms. Hurd-
Ravich responded that we are constrained by trip numbers.  
 
Mr. Beers asked if the trip model took into account the different business sectors in 
the area. He was concerned about the high price of housing in the area and as a 
result, many employees may have to commute in from other areas. Ms. Hurd-Ravich 
added that the models accounted for bike and pedestrian transportation as well as 
public transportation, but doesn’t narrow down trip times.    
 
Don Hanson, OTAK, 808 SW 3rd, Portland, OR 97204 
 
Mr. Hanson works for OTAK and was hired to assist the property owners in the ten 
acres in the southern portion of the study area, north of Basalt Parkway. He has 
been tracking this process and is concerned about this area being zoned 
employment land due to the vast amount of Basalt rock. Mr. Hanson distributed a 
map which detailed the topography concerns. This map has been added as an 
attachment to the minutes.  
 
Mr. Hanson stated that they consulted an excavator and a broker to obtain their 
opinion on the area and both expressed concern about the conditions. Mr. Hanson 
noted that Washington County and the engineering firm Mackenzie viewed the 
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property. They submitted a map and evaluated the property strictly for employment 
uses; they did not take into account the residential transition area. Mr. Hanson 
stated that they were unaware that there is no access road and the access points 
are limited to Grahams Ferry Rd and Tonquin Rd.  Mr. Hanson acknowledged that 
there should be additional residential land in this area which would be more 
adaptable to the difficult topography.  
 
Grace Lucini, 23677 SW Boones Ferry Rd 
 
Ms. Lucini is a resident of the unincorporated area of Washington County directly 
adjacent to the east of the study area. Ms. Lucini has questions and concerns 
regarding the report evaluation of the central subarea that she bought to the 
Planning Commission. The handout has been added to the minutes as an 
attachment. 
 
Sherman Leitgeb, 23200 SW Grahams Ferry Rd 
 
Mr. Leitgeb noted that he is concerned about the subarea because he lives there. 
Mr. Leitgeb stated that 329 acres is already zoned industrial which has not been 
built on. He’s concerned that the land will not be developed. Mr. Leitgeb noted that 
experts from Pactrust and excavation companies have stated that they are not 
interested in the land due to the amount of rock and slope.  
 
Tom Childs, 23470 SW Grahams Ferry Rd 
 
Mr. Childs stated that the people living in the Basalt area need to be acknowledged 
and if the land is designated industrial, it will not be built upon.  Mr. Childs mentioned 
that there is not enough housing to support retail or small businesses. If this land is 
developed into industrial property, he will not be able to sell his home for a profit and 
find another place to live. Mr. Childs believes that the decisions considered should 
benefit the current homeowners, not Metro, Wilsonville, or Washington County.  
 
Lois Fox, 23550 SW Grahams Ferry Rd 
 
Ms. Fox stated that she toured the property with City staff and acknowledged that 
there is rock throughout her property which makes it unsuitable to build on. Ms. Fox 
mentioned that she was taken aback when the City Council mentioned that they will 
revisit the zoning if it doesn’t work out or is not saleable. She has not heard from 
anyone other than a government official who thinks this is a good use for this 
property. She added that she would like to invite Washington County staff to tour her 
property.   
 
Mr. Hanson added that moving forward, it makes sense to have a peer review or 
workshop for everyone to get together to express ideas clearly and have comments.  
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Jim Odams, 24005 SW Boones Ferry Rd 
 
Mr. Odams lives in unincorporated Washington County and is not a resident of 
Wilsonville or Tualatin. He stated that he has not been approached by anyone for 
permission to tour his property even though the proposed bridge and alignment go 
through his property.  Mr. Odams commented that it is frustrating to be a property 
owner in the proposed development area without representation.  
 
Ms. Hurd-Ravich added that the alignment is though Washington County and the 
City can point out to them that the property owners have not been approached. The 
cities have not been involved in the geotechnical study, but will bring it up with the 
other agencies.   
 
Ms. Demeo stated that Metro brought the Basalt area in as employment land and 
asked if the intent was to zone the entire area for employment. Ms. Hurd-Ravich 
replied that the Council fought back and the City didn’t want the land at all. There 
was a concession to allow some residential to provide transition between 
employment and residential. Ms. Demeo asked if there was a dictated amount of 
acreage or percentage for residential and employment in the whole area, including 
Wilsonville.  Ms. Hurd-Ravich replied that it is 70-30 percentage split. Ms. Lucini 
added that there is a Metro ordinance (04-1040B) which recommends the dividing 
line at Basalt Creek Parkway should be zoned residential to the north. Mr. Leitgeb 
added that Tualatin is the only City which stated they need additional housing.  
 
Mr. Ball asked if the land has been surveyed by geotechnical engineers. Ms. Hurd-
Ravich said at a concept plan level, they don’t go into that detail – this happens in 
future steps.  
 
Mr. Beers inquired about the jobs goal for the Basalt area and if there is a target to 
reach. Ms. Hurd-Ravich responded that Metro completes the analysis of population 
employment growth and projects the numbers. The jobs numbers are reflective of 
the scenario modeling and employment types, and jobs per acre. Tualatin met the 
Metro target in terms of employment.  Ms. Thompson asked if the targets have to be 
met for jobs per residence. Ms. Hurd-Ravich responded that Metro has design types, 
but they don’t have an employee per acre type.   
 
Mr. Leitgeb mentioned that he met with a Wilsonville council member and the 
council member stated that Wilsonville only cares about the trip counts and not 
receiving Tualatin’s sewage. The projected jobs is based on all of the land being 
developed into employment, if it doesn’t get developed because of unsuitable 
conditions of slope and rock, you will need to take the jobs out of the equation for 
that section of the property. Ms. Perl Fox stated that she heard from the City of 
Wilsonville that they are concerned with the clustering of employment as well as the 
trip counts.   
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Mr. Childs stated that if the land is designated commercial and doesn’t get 
developed, there will be no SDC fees or taxes collected. If it’s developed residential, 
there will be sewer, water, taxes, and revenue generated. There will also be less 
land annexed into the City.  
 
Mr. Aplin asked what the next steps were. Ms. Hurd-Ravich responded that this will 
return to Council on February 13. There are new Council members so there may be 
different views regarding this process. The concept plan cannot be completed until 
the land use map is agreed upon.   
 
Ms. Lucini asked the Planning Commission what their thoughts are regarding 
moving forward. Mr. Aplin responded that the Council will hear feedback from the 
Commission members, but it is up to them to decide. Ms. Hurd-Ravich added that 
the minutes will be available to the Council members regarding the comments 
received.   
 
Mr. Hanson asked if the Planning Commission will make a recommendation to 
Council. Ms. Hurd-Ravich said that they will eventually do so. Once the draft is 
complete it will return to the Planning Commission. When it’s adopted into the 
Comprehensive Plan, the recommendation will be made.   
 


C. Framing for Priority Project: Update the Tualatin Development Code 
 
Ms. Perl Fox presented the Framing for Priority Project: Update the Tualatin 
Development Code, which included a PowerPoint presentation. Ms. Perl Fox stated 
that at the 2014 Council Advance, the Council identified the Tualatin Development 
Code (TDC) update as a priority project. This is focused on the TDC - not the 
Municipal Code or other City requirements.  
 
Ms. Perl Fox provided background information about the Tualatin Community Plan 
(Comprehensive Plan). This covers Chapters 1-30 of the TDC and provides land use 
goals and policies for the City. This was adopted in 1979; some chapters were 
updated in 2012.  
 
Ms. Perl Fox stated that the Development Code (Land Use Regulations) covers 
Chapters 31-80 of the TDC. These chapters include planning districts (zoning), 
natural resource and floodplain requirements, community design standards, 
procedures and application requirements, subdivisions and partitions, and sign 
regulations.  
 
Ms. Perl Fox noted that there are three phrases of approach These include: 


• Phase 1: Code Clean up (Audit and Amendments) 
• Phase 2:  Outreach and Policy Review 
• Phase 3: Writing a Work Program 
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Mr. Ball asked if the code is written and amended by a committee. Ms. Perl-Fox 
responded that consultants are involved as well as input from the Planning 
Commission.  
 
Ms. Perl Fox noted that the amendment process can be a complicated process. The 
current code has many errors that need to be corrected, as well as it being 
confusing to read.  This process may require several years to implement in total. 
 
Ms. Perl Fox stated that the schedule includes: 


• Quarter 1 – Audit 
• Quarters 2 and 3 – Draft Code 
• Quarter 4 – Hearing 
• Quarters 5 and 6 – Outreach 
• Quarter 7 – Policy Review 
• Quarter 8 – Work program  


 
Ms. Hurd-Ravich added that the Commissioners have an active role in this project 
and that their advice and comments will be taken to Council. We are almost ready to 
sign a contract with Angelo Planning Group. They will complete the bulk of the work, 
but the Planning staff will be working with them directly.   
 
Ms. St. Clair asked if the consultant is an attorney firm. Ms. Hurd-Ravich responded 
that they are land use planners, but we will be working closely with our City Attorney. 
Ms. Demeo asked when Quarter 1 will kick off; Ms. Hurd-Ravich answered February 
1, 2017.  
 
Mr. Beers asked if the end product will be in printed form or on the web. Ms. Hurd-
Ravich responded that it used to be in printed form, but is now exclusively web 
based.  Ms. Demeo asked who our main customer is – business or residents. Ms. 
Hurd-Ravich responded that our customer is a good cross section of developers, 
businesses, and residents.  
 


6.     FUTURE ACTION ITEMS 
 


Ms. Hurd-Ravich stated that future action items include review of the Annual Report, 
which will be presented to Council. There will also be a Basalt Creek update.    
 
Mr. Ball asked if there is a plan for the development off SW Nyberg Street - the former 
RV Park of Portland site. Ms. Hurd-Ravich responded that the application for the Plan 
Map Amendment is incomplete. Once deemed complete, it will come to the Planning 
Commission. 
 


7.      ANNOUNCEMENTS/PLANNING COMMISSION COMMUNICATION 
 


Mr. Beers asked what is going in next to Cabela’s. Ms. Hurd-Ravich responded that 
Cracker Barrel Restaurant is currently under construction, as well as a retail shell which 
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will house a bank and a mattress store. Mr. Aplin asked if Cabela’s is changing to Bass 
Pro Shops. Ms. Hurd-Ravich replied that she has not heard anything regarding that.   
 


8.       ADJOURNMENT 
 


MOTION by Aplin to adjourn the meeting at 8:39 pm.  
 
 
_______________________________ Lynette Sanford, Office Coordinator 
 
 
 


 





		1. CALL TO ORDER AND ROLL CALL:

		2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES:

		3. COMMUNICATION FROM THE PUBLIC (NOT ON THE AGENDA):

		4. ACTION ITEMS:

		5. COMMUNICATION FROM CITY STAFF:

		6.     FUTURE ACTION ITEMS

		7.      ANNOUNCEMENTS/PLANNING COMMISSION COMMUNICATION

		8.       ADJOURNMENT




Citizen Comments to Tualatin Planning Commission 1-19-2017

Agenda Item 5 B-Basalt Creek Concept Planning -Update

Grace Lucini 

23677 SW Boones Ferry Road, Tualatin Oregon



My home is within the Basalt Creek Concept Planning area.  I do not have elected representation within the Basalt Creek Concept Planning process, as I am not a resident of either the cities of Tualatin or Wilsonville- which are the governmental entities determining the process.



I appreciate that additional reviews of the Central Sub-Area continues- but evaluations for use need to be done within the context of the plan --for the successful health of the entire concept plan area.

I understand members of the City staff did an on-site visit to the area- which is necessary to understand the topography and uniqueness of the area.  Let me express my appreciation of this action.

I also appreciate the actions the staff, stated they will take action to remove unnecessary or out dated markings on Concept Planning Maps which are disseminated to the public.  

In this case the removal of some markings which overlay and potentially indicate actions to private properties west of SW Boones Ferry Road and north of the proposed Parkway.  A map with these markings was included within the informational packet provided to this Commission, and was available for public review.



1-11-17 Mackenzie Report Evaluation of Central Sub Area- Analysis for Industrial Use- commissioned by Washington County

[bookmark: _GoBack]However, I question the usefulness of an evaluation commissioned by Washington County which resulted in the 1-11-17 Report by Mackenzie.  

1. The Mackenzie Report did very little to address the actual question this Commission is discussing-which is: what is the most appropriate land use for the land in question.  



2. The Mackenzie Report specifically states the topic of the report is ---for “planning and design for development of industrial and employment lands in the Portland region”. 

These are two very distinctly different questions and issues- and any information gained from the Mackenzie Report should be utilized only within the context of the question it addresses… that question is simply if any of the land COULD be used for employment ---The answer to that question is yes, but very little land is appropriate for industrial use.   

A. The report did not address what should happen to the balance of the land not appropriate for industrial use.  

· Will this land become waste land?  

· An eye sore- who will be responsible for maintaining so many acers of land which is zoned for industrial use, but cannot be developed?

In addition, there are several factual problems which are presented within the Mackenzie Report as it is written…

B.  A major issue is the location of the limited access Parkway--- which is a major focal point of the entire Basalt Creek Concept Planning Process.

C. The potential concept planning maps created and provided by Mackenzie indicate road access north from the Parkway – which is again contrary to previous primary planning concepts.

D. There is no indication of any effort to co-exist with existing neighborhoods or adjacent properties the Mackenzie Report: 

· does not indicate or state any attempt to have compatible of zoning with adjacent residential properties

· does not indicate or state any attempt to provide buffering of existing neighborhoods- which was another primary guiding principle of the planning process

· There is no indication of roads to the developable acreage east of the site being examined.  As utilities are preferably laid along roads the proposed use maps within the Mackenzie Report effectively blocks any development west of the wetlands and east of the area due to the lack of any road to the area east of the study area.  

· There is little comment within the Mackenzie Report on the cost involved in resolving the topography and solid basalt rock benches which are found within this area--- to make it compatible for grading for industrial use.  Cost is a significant factor when planning any development.  If the cost is too high, the land will be the last to be developed -if ever

E. Consequently, the information gained from this report should only be used within the context of the question it addresses.  

F. The ability to use this report for determining the best use of the land is extremely limited. 



EXISTING PROPERTY OWNERS WITHIN BASALT CREEK AREA

1. Existing property owners directly affected by the planning process should be heard as to their goals, and should be respected for the knowledge they provide about the limitations of the land they own.

2. Existing neighbors within the Tualatin City limits, and those existing outside the current limits should be heard and their comments incorporated into the concept plans as a basic livability issue.



I request that the Planning Commission acknowledges the extensive limitations of the Mackenzie Report when considering what is the best land use for this area- within the context of the entire Tualatin area and forward these concerns to the Tualatin City Council.

Respectfully,

Grace Lucini
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I appreciate your assistance,
Grace
 
503 629 9890
 
 



From: Herb Koss
To: Lou Ogden; Sherilyn Lombos; Alice Cannon; Aquilla Hurd-Ravich; kperlfox@ci.tualatin.or.us; Frank Bubenik

(fbubenik@ci.tualatin.or.us); jeff DeHaan; Joelle Davis (jdavis@ci.tualatin.or.us); lou ogden
(logden@ci.tualatin.or.us); nancy grimes (ngrimes@ci.tualatin.or.us); paul morrison; robert kellogg

Cc: Peter Watts; Herb Koss; Don Hanson; tweller@cesnw.com
Subject: FW: Basalt Creek Zoning for land Between Victoria Gardens south to Basalt Creek Parkway
Date: Sunday, February 12, 2017 1:57:25 PM
Attachments: CESNW_ltr..pdf

FW Basalt Creek Renus (13.0 KB).msg

 
 
 
 
Dear Mayor Ogden, Tualatin City Councilors, and City Staff
 
Washington County retained the services of McKenzie in order to determine if the land
described
above was feasible for employment zoning.   I received a copy of the  report and immediately
saw an
error that I am confident would have changed the end conclusion.  The exhibit  that
Washington
County sent to McKenzie showed a road connection know as Kinsman Rd connecting the
Basalt
Creek Parkway.   This is incorrect as verified by the attached memo from Renus Kelkens, 
which
confirms no access to Basalt Creek Parkway or the 18 to 20 foot road cut making the
connection
shown impossible.
 
The frustration of the study was further disappointing when Todd Johnson with McKenzie
informed
me that the County did not want to pay for McKenzie to make a site visit.  I am confident that
a site
visit would have greatly modified the conclusion made on the McKenzie Report.
 
Mr. Tony Weller – CESNW was retained in order to have an engineering firm review the access
and
topographic issues.   I have included it in this email as an attachment since it really
summarizes the 
issues relating zoning and grades.
 
I would also like to add and enter into the record that I know the John Fregonese – Fregonese
and
Associates has had conversations with both Mayor Ogden, the staff, and me stating that in his

mailto:herb@kossred.com
mailto:lou@louogden.com
mailto:SLOMBOS@ci.tualatin.or.us
mailto:Acannon@ci.tualatin.or.us
mailto:AHURD-RAVICH@ci.tualatin.or.us
mailto:kperlfox@ci.tualatin.or.us
mailto:fbubenik@ci.tualatin.or.us
mailto:fbubenik@ci.tualatin.or.us
mailto:jdehaan@tualatin.gov
mailto:jdavis@ci.tualatin.or.us
mailto:logden@ci.tualatin.or.us
mailto:logden@ci.tualatin.or.us
mailto:ngrimes@ci.tualatin.or.us
mailto:pmorrison@tualatin.gov
mailto:rkellogg@tualatin.gov
mailto:Peter.Watts@jordanramis.com
mailto:herb@kossred.com
mailto:don.hanson@otak.com
mailto:tweller@cesnw.com
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February 10, 2017 
 
Mr. Herb Koss 
Sherwood Grahams Ferry LLC 
22400 Salamo Road, Suite 106 
West Linn, Oregon 97068 
 
RE:  BASALT CREEK CONCEPT PLAN – (CENTRAL AREA) 
 
Dear Mr. Koss: 
 
In response to your request I have reviewed the Basalt Creek Concept Plan materials with regards 
to the suitability of employment/light industrial development on the 63 acres north and east of 
the intersection of Grahams Ferry road and Basalt Creek Parkway.  These materials included: 


1. Tualatin Staff Reports  
2. Mackenzie Study 
3. Email from Washington County Basalt Creek Parkway project manager Renus Kelfkens 


regarding access to Basalt Creek Parkway. 
4. DKS preliminary profile of the extension Basalt. 
5. OTAK  Basalt Creek Concept Plan. 


 
We understand that the City, Metro and Washington County’s desire is to zone this area for 
employment land.  Development potential of land for employment uses, as stated in the 
MacKenzie report, is generally assumed to have less than 5% slopes.  This is to allow for larger 
building footprints, parking, loading areas and truck access.   
 
The two areas that meet that criteria for this property is the northerly 1/3 adjacent Victoria 
Gardens and the top of the plateau area in the lower middle of the site.  The northerly area would 
be well served with access from Grahams Ferry Road at Tonquin Loop and potentially a secondary 
access from Tonquin Road at Grahams Ferry Road.  These to access points would appear to have 
good separation and sight distance on Grahams Ferry.  The northerly area is very developable as 
employment land, however the City has set aside approximately 10 acres (almost half) as 
residential to buffer the Victoria Gardens lots. 
 


The southerly plateau area’s best access would come from the southerly property line and 
Grahams Ferry.  However, this is the location of Basalt Creek Parkway which the County will not 
allow access.  We also understand that the County has deleted the proposed Kinsman Road 
crossing of Basalt Creek Parkway shown on the Tualatin Concept and MacKenzie plans thereby 
eliminating the only at grade potential access coming from the southerly portion of the site.  
Therefore any access to the plateau area must come from the north (Tonquin Road or Tonquin 







Mr. Herb Koss 
BASALT CREEK CONCEPT PLAN – (CENTRAL AREA) 
Page 2 of 2 


 
Road Loop).  The plateau area is almost completely surrounded by steeply sloped land.  The slopes 
range from over 10% to over 20%.  The over 40 vertical rise needed to get from Tonquin Road to 
the top of the plateau area will take 800 feet at 5% not accounting for access to the lower 
property on either side or the potential impacts to wetlands.   
 
There is slightly over 25 feet vertical rise from Tonquin Loop to the top of the plateau.  This does 
not account for the low area just north of the plateau that drops down another 15 feet that this 
road would have to cross.  While the grading is more manageable the result would be truck traffic 
routed through a residential area.   
 
Neither access point can provide a secondary access to the plateau area.  This is a negative for 
both traffic flow patterns and emergency access.  In addition as these roads are raised to provide 
access to the plateau area, the access to land on either side of the road becomes more difficult. 
 
This area is also well known for the hard rock that is very near the surface.  We were the design 
engineers for Victoria Gardens where we had about 2-feet of fill brought into the site to reduce 
the rock excavation costs.  Unfortunately, filling the area does not provide better access. 
 
Employment land requires flatter slopes to serve larger building footprints and then adjacent 
parking/loading areas.  Providing for truck access and typical development footprint will severely 
limit the development efficiency for this portion of the property.  Residential uses are more 
flexible with access grades and smaller footprints however the site will still be difficult to 
development without access to the south.   
 
In summary, the northerly one third of the property is well suited to employment land.  However, 
contrary to the MacKenzie report, Tualatin’s current plan reserves the northerly 10 acres or so 
(almost half) of the northerly area for residential to buffer the Victoria Gardens lots.  The southerly 
plateau area is not well suited for employment land.  This is due to access constraints, surrounding 
steep slopes, lack of secondary access and grading costs.   
 
It has also been our experience that if property is forced into a development pattern it is not well 
suited for, it will end up being one of the last parcels developed and the quality of that 
development is usually below expectations.  If you have any questions in regards to our analysis, 
please don’t hesitate to contact us. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Anthony R. Weller, P.E., P.L.S. 
President 
 
 
\3273_CESNW_ltr 






FW: Basalt Creek   Renus

		From

		Peter Watts

		To

		Herb Koss

		Recipients

		herb@kossred.com



 





From: Renus Kelfkens <Renus_Kelfkens@co.washington.or.us>
Date: February 1, 2017 at 12:02:54 PM PST
To: Herb Koss <herb@kossred.com>
Subject: RE: Basalt Creek 





Hi Herb, 





 





Yes, Basalt Creek Parkway is a limted access road. The only access will be from Grahams Ferry Rd, and Boones Ferry Rd. Currently we have not done any topographic survey, or design but it is reasonable to expect an 18-FT to 20-FT cut. This will be investigated during the design phase of the project. 





 





Sorry for the delayed response. Please let me know if there are any other questions or comments. 





 





Thanks, 





 





Renus Kelfkens | Project Manager





503-846-7808





renus_kelfkens@co.washington.or.us





 





 





From: Herb Koss [mailto:herb@kossred.com] 
Sent: Friday, January 27, 2017 12:40 PM
To: Renus Kelfkens
Subject: Basalt Creek 





 





Dear Renus





 





              I wanted to pass along the employment site evaluation prepared by Mackenzie.  After our conversation earlier this week it seems clear to me that some of the assumptions that Mackenzie made, are not consistent with the transportation plan for the area.  Although, the site evaluation shows access off of Basalt Creek Parkway, my understanding is that the county will not allow access.  Additionally, the evaluation has Basalt Parkway in the wrong area, does not reflect the 18-20 foot curb cut, onto the property, nor does it show the residential that is planned on the northern portion of the site to transition from the existing neighborhood.  I spoke to Mackenzie this week, and they indicated that they had not contacted the county regarding the transportation access, or the residential at the northern portion of the site.





 





Would you be willing to confirm that there is no planned access off of Basalt Creek Parkway, and that the curb cut is expected to be 18-20 feet?  I think that that information will be enough for Mackenzie to retract their site evaluation.  Please correct me, if anything that I have indicated isn‘t accurate.  My goal is to make sure that everyone is working off of the same assumptions, so that we can properly assess the site suitability.  Thanks for all of your help, and taking the time to talk.





 





Herb












opinion the land described above should be zoned supportive housing with a density that does
not increase trip counts.
 
I will be attending both the upcoming workshop and council meeting on Feb 13th, 2017 and
will
be happy to answer any questions that you may have.
 
Herb Koss
 
Attachments:

1.  Email from County verifying the lack of a road connection to Basalt Creek Parkway
2.  Letter from Tony Weller – CES dated 2/10/17
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February 10, 2017 
 
Mr. Herb Koss 
Sherwood Grahams Ferry LLC 
22400 Salamo Road, Suite 106 
West Linn, Oregon 97068 
 
RE:  BASALT CREEK CONCEPT PLAN – (CENTRAL AREA) 
 
Dear Mr. Koss: 
 
In response to your request I have reviewed the Basalt Creek Concept Plan materials with regards 
to the suitability of employment/light industrial development on the 63 acres north and east of 
the intersection of Grahams Ferry road and Basalt Creek Parkway.  These materials included: 

1. Tualatin Staff Reports  
2. Mackenzie Study 
3. Email from Washington County Basalt Creek Parkway project manager Renus Kelfkens 

regarding access to Basalt Creek Parkway. 
4. DKS preliminary profile of the extension Basalt. 
5. OTAK  Basalt Creek Concept Plan. 

 
We understand that the City, Metro and Washington County’s desire is to zone this area for 
employment land.  Development potential of land for employment uses, as stated in the 
MacKenzie report, is generally assumed to have less than 5% slopes.  This is to allow for larger 
building footprints, parking, loading areas and truck access.   
 
The two areas that meet that criteria for this property is the northerly 1/3 adjacent Victoria 
Gardens and the top of the plateau area in the lower middle of the site.  The northerly area would 
be well served with access from Grahams Ferry Road at Tonquin Loop and potentially a secondary 
access from Tonquin Road at Grahams Ferry Road.  These to access points would appear to have 
good separation and sight distance on Grahams Ferry.  The northerly area is very developable as 
employment land, however the City has set aside approximately 10 acres (almost half) as 
residential to buffer the Victoria Gardens lots. 
 
The southerly plateau area’s best access would come from the southerly property line and 
Grahams Ferry.  However, this is the location of Basalt Creek Parkway which the County will not 
allow access.  We also understand that the County has deleted the proposed Kinsman Road 
crossing of Basalt Creek Parkway shown on the Tualatin Concept and MacKenzie plans thereby 
eliminating the only at grade potential access coming from the southerly portion of the site.  
Therefore any access to the plateau area must come from the north (Tonquin Road or Tonquin 
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Road Loop).  The plateau area is almost completely surrounded by steeply sloped land.  The slopes 
range from over 10% to over 20%.  The over 40 vertical rise needed to get from Tonquin Road to 
the top of the plateau area will take 800 feet at 5% not accounting for access to the lower 
property on either side or the potential impacts to wetlands.   
 
There is slightly over 25 feet vertical rise from Tonquin Loop to the top of the plateau.  This does 
not account for the low area just north of the plateau that drops down another 15 feet that this 
road would have to cross.  While the grading is more manageable the result would be truck traffic 
routed through a residential area.   
 
Neither access point can provide a secondary access to the plateau area.  This is a negative for 
both traffic flow patterns and emergency access.  In addition as these roads are raised to provide 
access to the plateau area, the access to land on either side of the road becomes more difficult. 
 
This area is also well known for the hard rock that is very near the surface.  We were the design 
engineers for Victoria Gardens where we had about 2-feet of fill brought into the site to reduce 
the rock excavation costs.  Unfortunately, filling the area does not provide better access. 
 
Employment land requires flatter slopes to serve larger building footprints and then adjacent 
parking/loading areas.  Providing for truck access and typical development footprint will severely 
limit the development efficiency for this portion of the property.  Residential uses are more 
flexible with access grades and smaller footprints however the site will still be difficult to 
development without access to the south.   
 
In summary, the northerly one third of the property is well suited to employment land.  However, 
contrary to the MacKenzie report, Tualatin’s current plan reserves the northerly 10 acres or so 
(almost half) of the northerly area for residential to buffer the Victoria Gardens lots.  The southerly 
plateau area is not well suited for employment land.  This is due to access constraints, surrounding 
steep slopes, lack of secondary access and grading costs.   
 
It has also been our experience that if property is forced into a development pattern it is not well 
suited for, it will end up being one of the last parcels developed and the quality of that 
development is usually below expectations.  If you have any questions in regards to our analysis, 
please don’t hesitate to contact us. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Anthony R. Weller, P.E., P.L.S. 
President 
 
 
\3273_CESNW_ltr 
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February 10, 2017 
 
Mr. Herb Koss 
Sherwood Grahams Ferry LLC 
22400 Salamo Road, Suite 106 
West Linn, Oregon 97068 
 
RE:  BASALT CREEK CONCEPT PLAN – (CENTRAL AREA) 
 
Dear Mr. Koss: 
 
In response to your request I have reviewed the Basalt Creek Concept Plan materials with regards 
to the suitability of employment/light industrial development on the 63 acres north and east of 
the intersection of Grahams Ferry road and Basalt Creek Parkway.  These materials included: 

1. Tualatin Staff Reports  
2. Mackenzie Study 
3. Email from Washington County Basalt Creek Parkway project manager Renus Kelfkens 

regarding access to Basalt Creek Parkway. 
4. DKS preliminary profile of the extension Basalt. 
5. OTAK  Basalt Creek Concept Plan. 

 
We understand that the City, Metro and Washington County’s desire is to zone this area for 
employment land.  Development potential of land for employment uses, as stated in the 
MacKenzie report, is generally assumed to have less than 5% slopes.  This is to allow for larger 
building footprints, parking, loading areas and truck access.   
 
The two areas that meet that criteria for this property is the northerly 1/3 adjacent Victoria 
Gardens and the top of the plateau area in the lower middle of the site.  The northerly area would 
be well served with access from Grahams Ferry Road at Tonquin Loop and potentially a secondary 
access from Tonquin Road at Grahams Ferry Road.  These to access points would appear to have 
good separation and sight distance on Grahams Ferry.  The northerly area is very developable as 
employment land, however the City has set aside approximately 10 acres (almost half) as 
residential to buffer the Victoria Gardens lots. 
 
The southerly plateau area’s best access would come from the southerly property line and 
Grahams Ferry.  However, this is the location of Basalt Creek Parkway which the County will not 
allow access.  We also understand that the County has deleted the proposed Kinsman Road 
crossing of Basalt Creek Parkway shown on the Tualatin Concept and MacKenzie plans thereby 
eliminating the only at grade potential access coming from the southerly portion of the site.  
Therefore any access to the plateau area must come from the north (Tonquin Road or Tonquin 
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Road Loop).  The plateau area is almost completely surrounded by steeply sloped land.  The slopes 
range from over 10% to over 20%.  The over 40 vertical rise needed to get from Tonquin Road to 
the top of the plateau area will take 800 feet at 5% not accounting for access to the lower 
property on either side or the potential impacts to wetlands.   
 
There is slightly over 25 feet vertical rise from Tonquin Loop to the top of the plateau.  This does 
not account for the low area just north of the plateau that drops down another 15 feet that this 
road would have to cross.  While the grading is more manageable the result would be truck traffic 
routed through a residential area.   
 
Neither access point can provide a secondary access to the plateau area.  This is a negative for 
both traffic flow patterns and emergency access.  In addition as these roads are raised to provide 
access to the plateau area, the access to land on either side of the road becomes more difficult. 
 
This area is also well known for the hard rock that is very near the surface.  We were the design 
engineers for Victoria Gardens where we had about 2-feet of fill brought into the site to reduce 
the rock excavation costs.  Unfortunately, filling the area does not provide better access. 
 
Employment land requires flatter slopes to serve larger building footprints and then adjacent 
parking/loading areas.  Providing for truck access and typical development footprint will severely 
limit the development efficiency for this portion of the property.  Residential uses are more 
flexible with access grades and smaller footprints however the site will still be difficult to 
development without access to the south.   
 
In summary, the northerly one third of the property is well suited to employment land.  However, 
contrary to the MacKenzie report, Tualatin’s current plan reserves the northerly 10 acres or so 
(almost half) of the northerly area for residential to buffer the Victoria Gardens lots.  The southerly 
plateau area is not well suited for employment land.  This is due to access constraints, surrounding 
steep slopes, lack of secondary access and grading costs.   
 
It has also been our experience that if property is forced into a development pattern it is not well 
suited for, it will end up being one of the last parcels developed and the quality of that 
development is usually below expectations.  If you have any questions in regards to our analysis, 
please don’t hesitate to contact us. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Anthony R. Weller, P.E., P.L.S. 
President 
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RE:  Project number 2150111.01 
63 acre parcel with  extreme topography 
 
 
 
Mayor Ogden, City Council and Staff 
 
I have read the Mackenzie report regarding the above site, looked at on Google earth 
and examined the topo map.  As a Commercial Real Estate Broker of 35 years the 
bulk of it spent in Southwest Portland, I can unequivocally say this is a poor site for 
industrial development and would be better suited as a residential development site.  
 
My experience with sites like this is extensive.  I represented the Robbins Sharp 
property on 115th in Tualatin and the ORR property at the Southwest Corner of 
124th and Tualatin Sherwood Rd in Sherwood.  Both properties had extensive site 
development costs due to topography, but probably not as dramatic as the subject 
parcel. 
 
Industrial development requires sights to be nearly flat to achieve the large 
contiguous floor plates suitable for single story utilization for warehouses, 
manufacturing assembly etc.  Residential sites can utilize the subject property much 
more efficiently, cheaper and develop a higher tax base in a much shorter time 
frame than the site would if left as an industrial development.  
 
Those sites languished on the market for years while other sites sold.  Their 
eventual sales prices were far below other similarly zoned parcels in the same area 
to overcome their substantial development costs.   For years their cost to cure the 
slope issues exceeded the market value of Industrial property thereby rendering 
them economically infeasible for development.   
 
These sites will be the last sites to develop in the new Basalt Creek region if left 
zoned as industrial and even then it will require an abnormal purchaser/developer 
as the sites will take years to ready for development due to the extensive and time 
consuming development process.  Developing land like this takes invasive and 
disruptive methods to ready the site for large industrial floor plates.  These methods 
will include years of heavy equipment, likely “cut and shoot” (blasting), methods of 
overcoming underground rock and will still result in inefficient use of the site.   
 
To highlight this please consider Figure 3 “Conceptual employment use Concept 
Plan”  this plan shows multiple small buildings that are prohibitively expensive to 
construct and results in approx..  300,000 SF of development on a 63 acre site or 
approx..  11% site coverage.  Most industrial sites result in coverage 3.5 to 4 times 



that ratio.  Further, the small buildings and their shape, (long rectangular), will be 
expensive and will attract low employment ratio uses.  To create job density in 
industrial regions large buildings with deeper bays are required.  The job density on 
a site with this low of site coverage, this amount of buildings will defeat many of the 
objectives of Goal 5.   
 
 
Further rendering the site ineffective is the natural resource areas on the site which 
are much more compatible with residential uses than they are with industrial.  
Another question I have is whether or not their will be direct access to Basalt Creek 
Parkway as it shows in the study.  I have always heard this street was meant to be 
an expressway with limited direct accessibility.   
 
In short It appears to me this study was conscripted with the intent to answer a 
question “if the site could be developed as an Industrial site” and not whether its 
highest and best and most practical use is as an industrial site.  My 35 years 
experience in this type of development leads me to the inescapable conclusion it is 
not.  I have attached my biography describing my qualifications to render this type 
of opinion. 
 
For the record I have no economic interest in any adjacent properties, I do not even 
have any listings for sale near this property.  In fact, given my particular expertise 
most people would think that I would be all for zoning this property for industrial 
use.   However, it is clearly not an efficient use of this site and it would be best left to 
residential use.    
 
 
Stu Peterson SIOR 
Partner  
Macadam Forbes Commercial Real Estate 
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industrial/employment uses in 10 buildings, ranging in size from 18,000 sf to 43,000 sf. The conceptual plan below
results in approximately 40% developable area, which includes the public roads, buildings, and associated parking areas,

and is based on a building coverage factor that would result in the potential for approximately 315,000 sf of building
area. This conceptual plan is shown in Figure 3 below and Exhibit B.

Figure 3: Conceptual employment use concept plan
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OTHER CONS¡DERATIONS

When comparing the land use concept of Basalt Creek, as shown on the Basalt Creek Concept Plan websitel as of April
2016, the plan identifies the majority of the subject site as Employment with some Light lndustrial/ Tech Flex and the
northern taxlot as Multi-Family Residential. The property directly to the east is identified as the Basalt Creek Canyon, to
the south is identified as a Light lndustrial District, to the west is identified as Light lndustrial/Tech Flex District, and

http://www.basaltcreek.com/wp-content/uploads/2016/04lBasalt-Posters 042816 small.pdf
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From: Herb Koss
To: LouOgden; Alice Cannon; Aquilla Hurd-Ravich; Frank Bubenik; Jeff Dehaan; Joelle Davis; Lou Ogden; Nancy

Grimes; Paul Morrison; Robert Kellogg; Sherilyn Lombos
Cc: Peter Watts; Ed Trompke (Ed.Trompke@jordanramis.com)
Subject: FW: Basalt Creek Land --- Victoria Gardens to the north to Basalt Creek Parkway to the south.
Date: Monday, February 13, 2017 10:08:14 AM
Attachments: Koss letter.docx

JRUTILITY01_Dino_0179_001 EXH 3.pdf

 
Mayor Ogden brought to my attention that I had not included Figure 3,  which
Mr. Peterson referred to in his letter.
 
I have included the Map with this email.
 
I apologize for missing including the Exhibit.
 
Herb Koss
From: Herb Koss 
Sent: Sunday, February 12, 2017 2:49 PM
To: 'Lou Ogden'; 'Sherilyn Lombos'; Alice Cannon; 'Aquilla Hurd-Ravich'; Frank Bubenik
(fbubenik@ci.tualatin.or.us); jeff DeHaan; Joelle Davis (jdavis@ci.tualatin.or.us); lou ogden
(logden@ci.tualatin.or.us); nancy grimes (ngrimes@ci.tualatin.or.us); paul morrison; robert kellogg
Cc: Peter Watts; 'Don Hanson'; JOHN FREGONESE (john@frego.com); tweller@cesnw.com; Sherman
Leitgeb
Subject: Basalt Creek Land --- Victoria Gardens to the north to Basalt Creek Parkway to the south.
 
 
Mayor Ogden, Tualatin City Councilors, and Tualatin Staff
 
I have attached a letter from a very seasoned Commerical Real Estate broker concerning the zoning
for the land described above.
 
Mr. Peterson will be attending the work session if you have any questions.
 
Thank You
 
Herb Koss
 
 

From: Stu Peterson [mailto:stu@macadamforbes.com] 
Sent: Sunday, February 12, 2017 2:18 PM
To: Herb Koss
Subject: Re:  Email with Exhibits
 
 
Stu Peterson SIOR

mailto:herb@kossred.com
mailto:lou@louogden.com
mailto:/O=CITY OF TUALATIN/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=Alice Rouyer13a
mailto:AHURD-RAVICH@tualatin.gov
mailto:fbubenik@tualatin.gov
mailto:jdehaan@tualatin.gov
mailto:jdavis@tualatin.gov
mailto:logden@tualatin.gov
mailto:ngrimes@tualatin.gov
mailto:ngrimes@tualatin.gov
mailto:pmorrison@tualatin.gov
mailto:rkellogg@tualatin.gov
mailto:slombos@tualatin.gov
mailto:Peter.Watts@jordanramis.com
mailto:Ed.Trompke@jordanramis.com
mailto:stu@macadamforbes.com









RE:  Project number 2150111.01

63 acre parcel with  extreme topography







Mayor Ogden, City Council and Staff



I have read the Mackenzie report regarding the above site, looked at on Google earth and examined the topo map.  As a Commercial Real Estate Broker of 35 years the bulk of it spent in Southwest Portland, I can unequivocally say this is a poor site for industrial development and would be better suited as a residential development site. 



My experience with sites like this is extensive.  I represented the Robbins Sharp property on 115th in Tualatin and the ORR property at the Southwest Corner of 124th and Tualatin Sherwood Rd in Sherwood.  Both properties had extensive site development costs due to topography, but probably not as dramatic as the subject parcel.



Industrial development requires sights to be nearly flat to achieve the large contiguous floor plates suitable for single story utilization for warehouses, manufacturing assembly etc.  Residential sites can utilize the subject property much more efficiently, cheaper and develop a higher tax base in a much shorter time frame than the site would if left as an industrial development. 



Those sites languished on the market for years while other sites sold.  Their eventual sales prices were far below other similarly zoned parcels in the same area to overcome their substantial development costs.   For years their cost to cure the slope issues exceeded the market value of Industrial property thereby rendering them economically infeasible for development.  



These sites will be the last sites to develop in the new Basalt Creek region if left zoned as industrial and even then it will require an abnormal purchaser/developer as the sites will take years to ready for development due to the extensive and time consuming development process.  Developing land like this takes invasive and disruptive methods to ready the site for large industrial floor plates.  These methods will include years of heavy equipment, likely “cut and shoot” (blasting), methods of overcoming underground rock and will still result in inefficient use of the site.  



To highlight this please consider Figure 3 “Conceptual employment use Concept Plan”  this plan shows multiple small buildings that are prohibitively expensive to construct and results in approx..  300,000 SF of development on a 63 acre site or approx..  11% site coverage.  Most industrial sites result in coverage 3.5 to 4 times that ratio.  Further, the small buildings and their shape, (long rectangular), will be expensive and will attract low employment ratio uses.  To create job density in industrial regions large buildings with deeper bays are required.  The job density on a site with this low of site coverage, this amount of buildings will defeat many of the objectives of Goal 5.  





Further rendering the site ineffective is the natural resource areas on the site which are much more compatible with residential uses than they are with industrial.  Another question I have is whether or not their will be direct access to Basalt Creek Parkway as it shows in the study.  I have always heard this street was meant to be an expressway with limited direct accessibility.  



In short It appears to me this study was conscripted with the intent to answer a question “if the site could be developed as an Industrial site” and not whether its highest and best and most practical use is as an industrial site.  My 35 years experience in this type of development leads me to the inescapable conclusion it is not.  I have attached my biography describing my qualifications to render this type of opinion.



For the record I have no economic interest in any adjacent properties, I do not even have any listings for sale near this property.  In fact, given my particular expertise most people would think that I would be all for zoning this property for industrial use.   However, it is clearly not an efficient use of this site and it would be best left to residential use.   





Stu Peterson SIOR

Partner 

[bookmark: _GoBack]Macadam Forbes Commercial Real Estate
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industrial/employment uses in 10 buildings, ranging in size from 18,000 sf to 43,000 sf. The conceptual plan below
results in approximately 40% developable area, which includes the public roads, buildings, and associated parking areas,


and is based on a building coverage factor that would result in the potential for approximately 315,000 sf of building
area. This conceptual plan is shown in Figure 3 below and Exhibit B.


Figure 3: Conceptual employment use concept plan
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OTHER CONS¡DERATIONS


When comparing the land use concept of Basalt Creek, as shown on the Basalt Creek Concept Plan websitel as of April
2016, the plan identifies the majority of the subject site as Employment with some Light lndustrial/ Tech Flex and the
northern taxlot as Multi-Family Residential. The property directly to the east is identified as the Basalt Creek Canyon, to
the south is identified as a Light lndustrial District, to the west is identified as Light lndustrial/Tech Flex District, and


http://www.basaltcreek.com/wp-content/uploads/2016/04lBasalt-Posters 042816 small.pdf
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Macadam Forbes
1800 SW First Suite 650
Portland OR 97201
503 972 7288 direct
503 227 2500 switchboard
503 730 2875 cell

 
 
 



Option 6 – October 2016 

12 

Aligned with Planning Districts and 
reflective of direction from August 
2015 through June 2016: 
 
Manuf. Park (Light Ind./Tech Flex )  
• Manufacturing 
•  Warehousing   
•  Allows limited office and retail   

Residential  
• Low-medium residential density just 

south of  Victoria Gardens  
• Slightly decreased multifamily  

Neighborhood Commercial  

• Concentrated in one easily accessible 
location 

 
Council direction: 
• Explore Tualatin central subarea 

further including OTAK Proposal C 

Basalt Creek Land Use Concept Map presented  at Council  
work session October 10,  2016   

ahurd-ravich
Callout
23405 SW Boones Ferry Rd



From: G Lucini
To: "Alice Cannon"; Aquilla Hurd-Ravich ; Karen Fox
Subject: Basalt Creek Parkway Extension Project (Washington County Project #100272) NEPA Classification
Date: Monday, March 27, 2017 2:58:54 PM
Attachments: 2017 3-10 Citizen Comments.pdf

Alice, Aquilla and Karen,
 
I have attached a copy of my Citizen Comments sent on 3-10-17, to ODOT and FHWA, requesting a
NEPA Environmental Impact (EI) classification be determined for the Basalt Creek Parkway Extension
Project (Washington County Project #100272).
 
As there are requirements and responsibilities identified for the City of Tualatin regarding the
protection of the Natural Resources within the Basalt Creek Area, I hope the City of Tualatin will also
advocate for an Environmental Impact Assessment (EI) NEPA Classification to be required for the
Basalt Creek Parkway Extension Project.  
 
An assessment during the initial assessment and design phase of this project will assist in the
identification of negative effects caused by the location, design, construction and continued use, of
this regional freight expressway directly through known Significant Natural Resources. 
 
The information gained from this full assessment would assist the City in the development of a
framework for future protection of this area, without having to duplicate assessment data when the
City assumes jurisdiction.
 
Please feel free to contact me, should you have questions.
 
Regards,
Grace Lucini
 
 

mailto:grluci@gmail.com
mailto:Acannon@ci.tualatin.or.us
mailto:ahurd-ravich@ci.tualatin.or.us
mailto:kperlfox@ci.tualatin.or.us
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CITIZEN COMMENTS -Grace Lucini 


3-10-2017 


RE: BASALT CREEK PARKWAY EXTENSION- WASHINGTON COUNTY-- PROJECT #100272. 


 


These citizen comments are being submitted to Oregon Department of Transportation (ODOT) with a copy to the 


Federal Highway Administration (FHWA) regarding the pending NEPA Classification determination for the Basalt Creek 


Parkway Extension (AKA: East- West Connector; Grahams Ferry to SW Boones Ferry Connector) by Washington 


County-- as their Project #100272. 


I am requesting the NEPA Classification for this project require a full Environmental Impact (EI) assessment as part of 


the planning, design and implementation for this project. 


 


The purpose of the Connector is to facilitate the flow of regional freight traffic from Highway 99 to Interstate 5. 


Please recognize that I am not against the development of a regional freight route.  The congestion of traffic within the 


region is increasing, and needs to be addressed.  However, the decisions as to solving this problem need to be based on 


knowledgeable assessment of all pertinent information. That pertinent information should be brought to the elected 


officials so they can deliberate and can make truly informed decisions/votes. 


Incredible amounts of taxpayer money has been spent on placing the regional freight route in its current location, 


without a full assessment as to the impacts, ramifications, costs, and actual utility of the location. 


 


The proposed location of the project by Washington County is through previously known Significant Natural Resources 


and which bisects and will require removal of a portion of the steepest slopes within the wetland canyon area.  


Metro Ordinance 04- 1040b is the governing tool which brought the Basalt Creek Area (referred to within the document 


as- the coffee creek area between Wilsonville and Tualatin) into the Urban Growth Boundary (UBG).  The ordinance also 


provides the local county and cities the power to implement concept planning for the area. Metro 04-1040b 


acknowledged the existence of Significant Natural Resources, Wetlands, Streams, and Steep Slopes within the Basalt 


Creek Area and addressed the need for comprehensive land use planning, and environmental protection for these 


resources.  The document also stated conditions and protections regarding the natural resources within the area, and 


charged local counties or cities for planning and protection of the natural resources.   


Metro Ordinance 04-1040B 


General Conditions Application to All Lands Added to the UGB 


Exhibit F to Ordinance 04-1040B Page 1 
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Exhibit G to Ordinance 0410B -Findings of Facts, Conclusions of Law, provides additional clarification as to the 


conditions and ramifications of the Ordinance with regards to the protection of streams, wetlands, floodplains, 


water quality and steep slopes within the area. Footnotes 1-3 


  


IN THE YEARS SINCE METRO 04-1040B WAS PASSED-MULTIPLE GOVERMENTAL AGENCIES HAVE CLEARLY IDENTIFIED 


SIGNIFICANT NATURAL RESOURCES WITHIN THE BASALT CREEK AREA- WITHIN THE ROUTE OF THE BASALT CREEK 


PARKWAY EXTENSION 


• Federally Identified Wetlands have been identified within the Basalt Creek Canyon  


 


 


• Metro has identified the area near and along the route of the Basalt Creek Parkway Extension as containing the 


highest valued riparian habitat, and the highest valued upland habitat. Footnote 4.  The route of the freight 


expressway with bisect and fragment this very circumscribed ecosystem.  


• Metro has identified the Basalt Creek area as containing slopes with 10% grade, and steeper slopes with grades 


of 25 % or greater.  The location of the Basalt Creek Parkway Extension bisects and will require a significant “V” 


cut through one of these steep slopes. Footnote 5-6 


• In 2007, Washington County identified significant Natural Resources, Wetlands and Wildlife Habitat within the 


Basalt Creek area and memorialized this information within Washington County Ordnance # 671 Goal 5 Map.  


The route of the Basalt Creek Parkway Extension bisects this area. Footnote 7 


• The City of Wilsonville TMDL Report of 2008, identifies and acknowledges the waters and natural resources with 


the Basalt Creek area-: 
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• In 2013, Washington County commissioned a Wetland Delineation Report for the SW Boones Ferry Road 


Improvement Project -a sister project to the Basalt Creek Parkway Extension.  The scope of the report was 


confined to a limited to the area directly adjacent to SW Boones Ferry Road. When the information was 


compiled and analyzed by the Oregon Department of Land Services, the location on the western edge of the 


intersection of SW Boones Ferry Road and Greenhill Lane was identified as “potentially within the Jurisdictional 


Waters of the State/US”.  This location is near, or at, the proposed eastern terminus of the Parkway Extension 


where it connects perpendicularly into SW Boones Ferry Road.  Footnotes 8-9 


This information demonstrates the long-standing existence of Significant Natural Resources with extensive topographical 


changes within a very circumscribed area.  The selected location of this regional freight connector bisects the federally 


identified wetlands, and will fragment the highest valued riparian habitat and highest valued upland habitat and may 


also impact water quality which flows to the Willamette River.   


 


2012 PREMINIARY DESIGN AND LOCATION OF BASALT CREEK PARKWAY EXTENSION 


• A 2012 preliminary map identifying the location of the proposed connector, includes a topographical cross-section 


of the route, which indicates significant cut and fill into the federally identified wetlands.  Footnote 10 


• It was stated in 2012 by Washington County – the large “v” cut into the basalt ridge which is east and parallel to 


Grahams Ferry Road will be necessary to lower the grade of the regional freight connector down to 6% grade. 


• It was stated in 2012 by Washington County- the cost of this route alternative was reduced because the debris 


obtained from the “V” cut will be used to fill in the west side of the wetlands as support for the base of a 600’ bridge 


which will rise approximately 100’ above the wetlands. 


These issues indicate a direct impact upon natural resources within the route of the Basalt Creek Parkway Extension- yet 


no qualitative assessments have been obtained to determine the extent or ramifications on the previously known 


resources. 


Other critical assessments necessary for basic design and implementation have not yet been obtained, nor costs 


evaluated. Geo technical testing within the wetlands and along the location of the connector route through the 


wetlands has not been done according to the owners of the properties.   


o The depth and stability of the soil within the wetlands has not been determined 


o The strength and seismic stability of the basalt “island in the middle of the wetlands”, upon which 


Washington County stated was to be used as the foundation for the bridge footing, has not been 


determined. 
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BACKGROUND - ON SELETION OF LOCATION OF THIS REGIONAL FREIGHT CONNECTOR 


▪ Washington County was charged under Metro 04-1040b to be the project manager for facilitating the location 


process of the regional freight connector and well as the design and implementation of the project. 


o In 2012 the Basalt Creek IGA members (AKA PAG members) were charged to select the location for a needed 


regional freight route from Highway 99 to Interstate 5 from alternatives provided by Washington County.  


The depth of information provided to the PAG members regarding the environmental consequences of 


various proposed locations was extremely minimal.   


o it was stated by a Washington County consultant to that project- the extent of the environmental impact 


was determined only by the amount of square footage directly within the path of the various alternative 


locations would cross known wetlands.   


o When the consultant was questioned if any assessment was used as to the various classifications/levels of 


existing habitats were included in the environmental impact upon the various proposed alternative routes- it 


was stated that information would be obtained later in the process.   


o Washington Count staff assigned to the project stated no environmental assessments had been done at the 


specific location of this route proposed by Washington County.  The staff stated there had been other 


environmental assessments done in other locations nearby.  


Thus, during their 2012 deliberations members of the PAG group were not provided adequate information as to 


the environmental impact the location this alternative may have upon Significant Natural Resources-- which 


were known at the time.  The information provided to the PAG group within the decision-making matrix as to 


the environmental impact of the various alternatives was of extremely questionable value and did not provide 


adequate information as obvious, known environmental issues and constraints. 


• After the vote of the PAG members in December 2012, Washington County passed Ordinance 767 in 2013, 


establishing the location of the regional freight connector, memorializing the location by maps within the ordinance 


through the Basalt Creek Canyon. Footnote 11 


▪ The cities of Tualatin and Wilsonville started concept planning in 2014, are now in the final phases of completing 


concept planning for the Basalt Creek Area.  Their entire planning process is predicated upon the location of the 


connector as defined by Washington County Ord 767.  The concept planning includes future jurisdictional 


boundaries and land use zoning based upon the location of the Basalt Creek Parkway Extension. 


▪ In February 2017, Washington County applied for and received funds for Right of Way acquisition along the location 


of the Basalt Creek Parkway Extension.   


 


It is apparent the local County and cities are near completion of establishing land use decisions based upon the location 


of the Basalt Creek Parkway Extension ---without the appropriate level of due diligence as to the consequences upon the 


environment this project may have- along the specific route through known Significant Natural Resources.   


 


Obtaining a full Environmental Impact (EI) study at this time, may actually result in expediting the forward progress of 


the project, as any lesser level of assessment would most likely be questioned. If additional studies would then be 


required, it would add additional time and costs to the project. 
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IMPLIMENTATION OF RESULTS OBTAINED FROM ENVIROMENTAL ASSESSMENTS 


Once a full Environmental Impact (EI)study is obtained, it is requested the information gained will be used to identify 


remedies and mitigation to be implemented within the project location--- to attempt to reduce negative impact at the 


site, and to attempt to preserve for future generations as many aspects of this unique Significant Natural Resource 


which is rarely found within a metropolitan area. 


 


ADDITIONAL ASSESSMENTS NEEDED 


OTHER CONCERNS- FEASIBILITY AND UTILITY OF THE PROJECT AT THE SELECTED LOCATION 


A full assessment- including an Environmental Impact (EI) assessment, as well as continuing feasibility/utility studies are 


necessary.  Updated, accurate and comprehensive cost estimates need to be compiled for the project once the results of 


environmental and geo-technical assessments are actually obtained and remediation actions are identified. 


Since the purpose of this 5-lane connector is to -improve the flow of regional freight from Highway 99 to Interstate 5- 


the following issues are raised: 


• The location of the route is through known Significant Natural Resources.  It is unknown what affects construction or 


future use of this route with a 6% grade bridge will have upon the environment- as no appropriate studies have 


been done at the specific location/route of the Basalt Creek Parkway Extension. 


• As the appropriate level of assessments have not yet been completed, it is unknown what realistic costs will be 


added to the project needed to address environmental issues, design, construction or feasibility/utility concerns. 


o No accurate environmental remediation or mitigation costs can be estimated without an adequate 


environmental assessment.  Since the area has extensive known Significant Natural Resources, it can be 


anticipated these costs will be substantial. 


o No accurate design or construction costs can be estimated without an adequate geo-technical assessment of 


the geology of the land (increased costs for blasting basalt rock) and stability of the land including the 


wetlands. 


o Metro has already provided notification that most of the 2019-2021 RFFA projects requesting funding are 


“under costed” Footnote 12. 


 Metro identified ADA compliance as on area where cost estimates were questionable. The Basalt Creek 


Parkway Extension is one of the projects within the list of projects Metro was referencing.  In 2012, 


Washington County stated they were attempting to bring the grade of the connector down to a 6% grade.  


As a 6% grade exceeds the ADA compliance recommendations, design considerations to achieve multi-


modal use should be identified and incorporated into this project. 


 


 


There are other concerns relating to this project which have been presented to various members of the Basalt Creek IGA 


since 2012.  These concerns question the feasibility and utility of this project which are unique to this project because of 


its specific location within the Basalt Creek area and the topography of the specific location. 


Responses by various agencies to the issues which have been presented, generally imply the issues will be resolved at a 


later date.  However, if significant issues are raised-specific to the topography of a location requiring a 6% grade for a 
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regional freight route-- it would seem appropriate for those concerns to be addressed in the preliminary stages of 


planning--- not after Right of Way funding has already been obtained. 


• Multiple maps and traffic analysis have been generated for this project by Washington County over the years. 


Still questions and concerns as to the utility and feasibility of the currently selected location continue.  


o The currently identified terminus on SW Boones Ferry Road will never directly connect to Interstate 5 


(negating the stated purpose of facilitating the flow of regional freight traffic to Interstate 5).   


o Of all of the alternative locations proposed for PAG members to consider, the selected terminus on SW 


Boones Ferry Road is actually the furthest location from an Interstate 5 interchange. 


o In 2009, the route included a direct connection south from Highway 99 south of Brookman Road in 


Sherwood Footnote 13, which would be a major connection into the freight route and add large traffic 


volume and flow.   


▪ In 2012, it was stated the flow or volume of traffic from this proposed route was not included in 


the traffic studies provided to the PAG group in 2012.   


▪ Yet, it has been stated, a future connection from southern Sherwood is still anticipated.  


▪ Consequently, the traffic impact study upon the closest interchange with Interstate 5 (exit 286) 


which is already close to failure, apparently did not include the current volume and flow, the 


hypothesized future flow and volume from the 124th Ave project to be completed, with any add 


additional volume and flow from another anticipated major connector south of Sherwood. 


o During the Connector Location selection process, it was stated the Interstate 5 Overpass, which would 


be the final extension of the Basalt Creek Parkway, would be the last phase of the TRP plan- to be 


implemented in 2035 or thereafter.  It is only after the Interstate 5 Overpass is constructed, that any 


significant improvement in traffic flow is improved- when compared to the other alternative locations.  


It can be surmised, there will be minimal improvement of traffic flow via the use of the Basalt Creek 


Parkway Extension in its present location until or after 2035.  


o Without an Interstate 5 overpass at Greenhill Lane in the foreseeable future, the utility of the location of 


the regional freight connector terminus as far north on SW Boones Ferry Road- over ½ mile from the 


nearest Interstate interchange, should bring serious concern.  This fact should be weighed and balanced 


against the negative impact upon the environment brought about by the location of the regional freight 


connector bisecting known natural resources. 


o In 2012, the traffic studies supporting the present location of the connector included an extension of the 


connector over- but never directly connecting to Interstate 5.  At that time, the area on the east side of 


Interstate 5 was to be included within the UBG, which would allow future development in the area.  


However, since that time, the inclusion of the area east of Interstate 5 into the UGB, has been 


questioned, and creates additional constraints for constructing an overpass at Greenhill Lane in the 


foreseeable future.  This also puts into question the hypothetical traffic analysis supporting the location 


of the Basalt Creek Parkway Extension- if the Interstate 5 overpass is not completed. 


o In 2016, it was determined to remove a previously assumed local road, the Kinsman Extension, north of 


Day Road into the Basalt Creek area.  The original purpose of the Kinsman Extension was to provide local 


vehicle connectivity for southern Tualatin residents without the need to merge into the proposed 


limited access regional freight connector.   
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▪ It is not known if the traffic studies conducted by Washington County Consultants in 2012, 


utilized the Kinsman Extension within their traffic analysis in determining hypnotical future 


traffic flow on Grahams Ferry Road, Day Road, and Boones Ferry Road- and all those 


intersections.   


▪ If the Kinsman Extension was included as part of the traffic study justifying the location of the 


Basalt Creek Parkway Extension, and has not be recently updated since the elimination of the 


extension, then it calls into question the applicability and continued reliance upon the traffic 


study. 


These issues bring into question the reliability/adequacy of the traffic studies presented as justification of 


the current location of this regional freight connector. 


 


UTILITY OF REGIONAL FREIGHT CONNECTOR- REQUIRING 6% GRADE-COMINGILING WITH LOCAL TRAFFIC 


AT SIGNALED INTERSECTIONS AT BOTH ENDS OF GRADE 


The selected location of this project is the only alternative option presented by Washington County in 


2012 which requires a 6% grade bridge through the wetlands. 


▪ A 6% grade limited access road with signaled intersections at the top and the bottom of the 


grade— 


• slows freight truck acceleration; 


• increases signal clearing times 


• increases fuel consumption 


• negatively impacts the speed and utility for freight traffic. 


▪ The Connector will create “T” intersection for regional freight traffic at the junction of Boones 


Ferry Road and the proposed Connector bridge- at the same point which the local residential 


traffic will be required to comingle with the freight traffic to access Interstate 5 interchange--- 


over ½ a mile away. 


• This will slow traffic flow 


• This increases safety issues 


▪ A 6% grade bridge over wetlands will become a safety issue in icy conditions- which will reduce 


utility of the bridge in the winter months for freight and local traffic. 


▪ Limited access points to the expressway extension (including the 600’ long elevated bridge) will 


negatively impact emergency response time- again posing another safety problem unique to this 


location. 


▪ 6% grade roadway and bridge is not within the ADA guidelines for public paths- and reduces 


multimodal compatibility 


▪ As a local resident, I have personal knowledge of morning sun glare which interferes with driver 


vision when driving due east and ascending a grade—the same situation which will occur with 


the proposed location and configuration of the Basalt Creek Parkway Extension.  However, the 


Parkway Extension will involve several freight trucks and personal vehicles being affected, while 


positioning their vehicles into a “T” intersection and attempting to integrate into the existing 
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traffic on SW Boones Ferry Road.  This will increase safety concerns every sunny morning for 


east bound traffic. 


o A recent RFFA 11-7-16 assessment of the Basalt Creek Parkway Extension Project evaluation Footnote 14 


provided the following assessment criteria with responding comments specific to the project: 


▪ Multiple Freight Modes “Project does not directly improve freight mode connectivity”. 


▪ Freight Delay “…doesn’t address delay specifically (focus on reliability) Future delay 


anticipated”. 


▪ Freight Access “Not much data given; difficult to full assess project impact”. 


▪ Improvement of EJ Economic Opportunity “difficult to full assess project impact”. 


▪ In addition, the RFFA Evaluation indicates an increase in air pollution resulting from the 


Regional Freight Route, although the amounts are not quantified. 


• There is an existing school and a day care facility with playing fields adjacent to the 


proposed route, and 


• Current concept planning indicates development – both residential and industrial- 


directly adjacent to the proposed Basalt Creek Parkway Extension. 


At what time will these concerns be addressed?  Since Washington County has already applied for, and 


received ROW funding, one could assume these utility, safety and feasibility issues have not, and will not 


be given reasonable evaluation. 


In summary, I am requesting: 


• A NEPA Classification assignment requiring a full Environmental Impact (EI) Assessment for the Basalt Creek 


Parkway Extension Project- Washington County Project #100272 


• As there are numerous unresolved issues, continued evaluation of the feasibility, utility of the project at its 


present location, and the need for an accurate estimate of cost required to implement this project at the 


currently selected location is requested by all involved agencies. 


I realize it will take a sizable amount of time to review the information presented, and I appreciate your efforts to 


consider my comments.  Much of the information included in this correspondence was discussed on November 23, 


2015, with Mr. McConnell and other members of ODOT staff and Washington County staff, during a preliminary 


environmental on-site inspection of the wetlands on my property. 


I have followed many of the Public Meetings on most of the sister projects which generated from the original Highway 


99 to Interstate 5 Connector Project, please feel free to contact me should you have questions.   


Respectfully submitted, 


Grace Lucini 


23677 SW Boones Ferry Road Tualatin OR 97062 


503 692 9890 
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FOOTNOTES: 
 


FOOTNOTES 1-3 


  


 
 


Exhibit G to Ordinance 04-1040B Page 14 


 


 


Exhibit G to Ordinance 04-1040B Page 18 


 


 


Exhibit G to Ordinance 04-1040B Page 19 
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FOOTNOTE 4:  


 


Location of Basalt Creek Parkway Fragments Known Highest Valued Habitats 
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FOOTNOTE 5:  


 


Location of Basalt Creek Parkway Bisects and Will Require Cut Through Steepest Slopes 
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FOOTNOTE 6: 


  


Location of Basalt Creek Parkway Bisects and Will Require Cut Through Steepest Slopes 
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FOOTNOTE 7: 


 


Significant Natural Resources Known by Washington County and Memorialized in 2007 within Ord. 671 


Location of Basalt Creek Parkway Proposed by Washington County in 2012-Bisects and Fragments Natural Resource
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FOOTNOTE 8-9: 


 


 Significant Natural Resources Known by Washington County Due to Wetland Delineation -DSL Report for Washington 


County -SW Boones Ferry Improvement Project  


Location of Basalt Creek Parkway Proposed by Washington County -Intersects Water Potential Jurisdiction of 


the State/US  
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FOOTNOTE 10:  


2012 Preliminary Map East-West Connector-  


Now Known as Basalt Creek Parkway -Extension Washington County Project #100272 


Includes Cross Section of Topography of Route with Cut and Fill within Wetlands 
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FOOTNOTE 11:  


Location of Regional Freight Connector Through the Basalt Creek Area  


 Placed into Washington County Ordinance #767 


 Now Known as Basalt Creek Parkway -Extension Washington County Project #100272 
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FOOTNOTE 12 


Metro Letter 2-10-2017  


Ken Lobeck-Funding Program Lead 


2019-21 RFFA 


Basalt Creek Parkway Extension Project Within Projects  
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FOOTNOTE 13 


2009 Regional Freight Route Connector Proposal -Interstate 5 to Highway 99  


Western Terminus Intersects with Highway 99 South of Sherwood – And Merges into Washington County 


124th Ave Freight Connector Project (Currently Near Completion) Along Grahams Ferry Road 
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FOOTNOTE 14: 


Washington County 11-7-16 RFFA Report -2019-21 Evaluation of Basalt Creek Parkway Extension 


 







From: Herb Koss
To: mayor@ci.wilsonville.or.us; scottstarr97070@gmail.com; stevens@ci.wilsonville.or.us; lehan@ci.wilsonville.or.us;

 akervall@ci.wilsonville.or.us; LouOgden; kraushaar@ci.wilsonville.or.us; Alice Cannon; Aquilla Hurd-Ravich;
 Frank Bubenik; Jeff Dehaan; Joelle Davis; Lou Ogden; Nancy Grimes; Paul Morrison; Robert Kellogg; Sherilyn
 Lombos

Cc: Don Hanson; Gordon Root (gordonroot@aol.com) (gordonroot@aol.com); Peter Watts; Ed Trompke
 (Ed.Trompke@jordanramis.com); Grace Lucini; Hannah Childs; Heather Hutchinson; Herb Koss; Howard
 Houston; John and Grace Lucini; Lark Leitgeb; Lois Fox; Marvin Mast (marvinmast@gmail.com); Matthew
 Johansen; Mehdi A-Sanaei (mehdiasanaei@yahoo.com); Peter Shames; r.alvstad@comcast.net; Sherman
 Leitgeb; srcs6914@aol.com; Steve Summers (Nickstevensfs00@gmail.com)

Subject: FW: Basalt Creek - Traffic analysis
Date: Saturday, April 15, 2017 10:26:39 AM
Attachments: 17713A_Memo_BasaltCreekPlanningArea_04.14.17.pdf

Dear Mayor Knapp and Wilsonville City Councilors and Staff
 
The owners of the 41 + acres that desire a residential zone for the land that is North of
Basalt Creek Parkway and East of Graham Ferry retained the services of Otak to
provide a trip count study comparing an employment zone to a residential zone.
The results of this study are attached.   It is our understanding that traffic issues are
a concern of the Wilsonville Council.  The attached study shows that a reduction of
up to 37.5% can be accomplished.
 
The Tualatin City Council voted 7 – 0 In favor of a residential zone for this land.  They
made their decision based upon facts that greatly affected the 41 acres.
You have been provided the documents and testimony that was also provided
to the Tualatin City Council and Staff via separate email.  This  information was
forwarded to each council member and staff via separate emails.
 
In looking at our request and the approval by the City Council of Tualatin it was stated
that the trip count would result in a neutral number,  therefore no additional trip counts
would result from a change to a residential zone.   Since there seems to be so much
concern over trip counts I retained the services of Otak.   Data from Fregonese and Asso.
was used in the preparation of the attached study.  The results of the study shows that
there is a reduction of trips counts both  under Scenario A or B.   Metro would prefer the
higher density under Scenario A, but if  the city of Wilsonville prefers Scenario B our land
owners will accept a lower density for  our site.  The Scenario B will result in a 37.5%
reduction in trip counts vs the land being zoned for employment. 
 
So much time effort and money has been spent on the Basalt Creek Study.   Our
request for support of a residential zone for our land has been approved by
the City of Tualatin.    The Basalt Creek Parkway has been constructed to the
South end of the land described in this Otak document.    The road will result
in an 18 to 20 cut on our southern border resulting in no access to Basalt Creek
Parkway.   The land is constrained with Basalt Rock ridges and there is a Basalt
layer under much of the 41 acres making it financially not feasible to grade
for employment uses.   This is the reason that the city of Tualatin supported
a residential zone for our land – limited access, grades, and needed buffers
to the present neighborhood to the north.
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This memorandum presents analysis in support of the residential land use designation for a portion 
of the Basalt Creek Planning Area: a roughly 411 acre site at northeast corner of Grahams Ferry 
Road and the proposed Basalt Creek Parkway. 
 
One of the tenets of the Basalt Creek Planning Area has been to limit traffic generation that results 
from new development to a level commensurate with the existing and planned infrastructure’s 
capacity. For the site in question, the City of Tualatin provided direction to designate roughly 33 
acres of land for residential use, differing from the Concept Plan’s recommendation of tech/flex 
employment. This memo quantifies the changes to traffic generation that could result from this 
change. The data support our supposition that designating the properties for residential uses would 
not result in more traffic than if the land is designated for employment.  
 
In addition to the 33 acres initially slated for tech/flex employment, the northern 7 acres of the site 
was considered for residential use. We created a trip generation comparison for this combined 41 
acre area based on several land use scenarios for the site, utilizing the same per-unit trip factors and 
housing densities as those utilized by the Concept Plan team in their traffic and Envision Tomorrow 
models. Using these data, we were able to compare expected PM peak hour traffic counts for the 
existing Concept Plan and for two alternative scenarios with only residential land uses. The results 
are summarized in the table and chart below. 
 
The existing concept plan calls for 33.2 acres of light industrial / low-density tech flex land and 7.4 
acres of residential land with a mix of small- and medium-lot single-family housing. Under this 
scenario, 288 trips are generated at PM peak.  
 
Alternative Housing Scenario A includes a mix of higher-and lower-density housing types (2-story 
garden apartments, townhomes, small-lot single-family, and medium-lot single-family), with an 


To: Herb Koss  


From: Don Hanson  


Copies: Glen Bolen, AICP 
Kate Rogers 
 


Date: April 14, 2017  


Subject: Basalt Creek Planning Area Projected Traffic 


Project No.: 17713A   
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average net density of 15 units per net residential acre2. Under this scenario, 275 trips are generated 
at PM peak. At 18 fewer trips, this represents a small reduction in PM peak trips. Housing Scenario 
B includes a lower-density mix of housing types (townhomes, small- and medium-lot single-family) 
that result in an average net density of 10 units per net acre. Scenario B results in only 183 trips 
during PM peak.  
 


 
Concept Plan 


Housing 
Scenario A 


Housing 
Scenario B 


Developable Acres                      41                       41                       41  


Households                      46                     436                     290  
Jobs                    678                        -                          -    
Average Net Density (units/acre)                        9                       15                       10  


Trips at PM peak hour                    288                     275                     183  
 
 


 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
1 We have used 41 acres in our analysis – this is the City of Tualatin’s base acreage for the site in the study 
presented.  If more acres are used, the trip counts are reduced even further. 
2 Assumes 25% reduction of land to accommodate roads, utilities, and other public facilities. 


 288   275  


 183  


Concept Plan Housing
Scenario A


Housing
Scenario B


Trips at PM peak hour 







 
We believe it is time to move on and allow for an orderly development of the
Basalt Creek area.   The total targeted jobs numbers for the Basalt Creek
Study area exceed the Metro targeted number, therefore a residential
Zone for the 41 acres has no negative effect on the targeted employment
Goal. The 41 acres should be developed for the badly needed supportive
housing.
 
If you have any questions pertaining to the Otak study I
can be contacted at herb@kossred.com or 503 730 2431.
 
Thank you.
 
Herb Koss
Land Owner
 
cc:  Metro, Wilsonville Staff, Mayor Ogden, Tualatin City Council, Tualatin Planning Staff
       Don Hanson – Otak
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This memorandum presents analysis in support of the residential land use designation for a portion 
of the Basalt Creek Planning Area: a roughly 411 acre site at northeast corner of Grahams Ferry 
Road and the proposed Basalt Creek Parkway. 
 
One of the tenets of the Basalt Creek Planning Area has been to limit traffic generation that results 
from new development to a level commensurate with the existing and planned infrastructure’s 
capacity. For the site in question, the City of Tualatin provided direction to designate roughly 33 
acres of land for residential use, differing from the Concept Plan’s recommendation of tech/flex 
employment. This memo quantifies the changes to traffic generation that could result from this 
change. The data support our supposition that designating the properties for residential uses would 
not result in more traffic than if the land is designated for employment.  
 
In addition to the 33 acres initially slated for tech/flex employment, the northern 7 acres of the site 
was considered for residential use. We created a trip generation comparison for this combined 41 
acre area based on several land use scenarios for the site, utilizing the same per-unit trip factors and 
housing densities as those utilized by the Concept Plan team in their traffic and Envision Tomorrow 
models. Using these data, we were able to compare expected PM peak hour traffic counts for the 
existing Concept Plan and for two alternative scenarios with only residential land uses. The results 
are summarized in the table and chart below. 
 
The existing concept plan calls for 33.2 acres of light industrial / low-density tech flex land and 7.4 
acres of residential land with a mix of small- and medium-lot single-family housing. Under this 
scenario, 288 trips are generated at PM peak.  
 
Alternative Housing Scenario A includes a mix of higher-and lower-density housing types (2-story 
garden apartments, townhomes, small-lot single-family, and medium-lot single-family), with an 

To: Herb Koss  
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Project No.: 17713A   
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average net density of 15 units per net residential acre2. Under this scenario, 275 trips are generated 
at PM peak. At 18 fewer trips, this represents a small reduction in PM peak trips. Housing Scenario 
B includes a lower-density mix of housing types (townhomes, small- and medium-lot single-family) 
that result in an average net density of 10 units per net acre. Scenario B results in only 183 trips 
during PM peak.  
 

 
Concept Plan 

Housing 
Scenario A 

Housing 
Scenario B 

Developable Acres                      41                       41                       41  

Households                      46                     436                     290  
Jobs                    678                        -                          -    
Average Net Density (units/acre)                        9                       15                       10  

Trips at PM peak hour                    288                     275                     183  
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
                                                 
1 We have used 41 acres in our analysis – this is the City of Tualatin’s base acreage for the site in the study 
presented.  If more acres are used, the trip counts are reduced even further. 
2 Assumes 25% reduction of land to accommodate roads, utilities, and other public facilities. 
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Concept Plan Housing
Scenario A

Housing
Scenario B

Trips at PM peak hour 



From: Herb Koss
To: Don Hanson; C Lehan; Council Akervall; Mayor Knapp; Scott Starr; stevens council member; Alice Cannon;

Aquilla Hurd-Ravich; Frank Bubenik (fbubenik@ci.tualatin.or.us); jeff DeHaan; Joelle Davis
(jdavis@ci.tualatin.or.us); lou ogden (logden@ci.tualatin.or.us); Louogden; nancy grimes
(ngrimes@ci.tualatin.or.us); paul morrison; robert kellogg; Sherilyn Lombos

Cc: Gordon Root (gordonroot@aol.com) (gordonroot@aol.com); Peter Watts; Ed Trompke
(Ed.Trompke@jordanramis.com)

Subject: FW: Basalt traffic/trip counts.
Date: Monday, April 17, 2017 1:44:35 PM

Mayor Knapp and Wilsonville city Council members
 
Trip counts:   Please  read the mail dated 4/17 1:05 PM from Otak below my comments.
 
I was advised earlier today that Otak’s report on trip counts was not done by a certified Traffic
Engineer.   In speaking to Don Hanson of Otak he advised me that the traffic trip counts were based
upon DKS data.   The reason for a range is the fact that different housing mixes result in different
trip counts.  Our suggestion is that the land in question can reduce trip counts 37.5%.
 
Mr. Hanson will be at the work session this evening and will be available to answer any of the
Council’s questions.
 
Herb Koss
Land Owner
 

From: Don Hanson [mailto:don.hanson@otak.com] 
Sent: Monday, April 17, 2017 1:05 PM
To: Herb Koss
Cc: Kate Rogers; Glen Bolen
Subject: Basalt traffic/trip counts.
 
Hello Herb

As I understand  questions have arisen over the trip counts used for the April 14th, 2017 memo that I
sent you on Basalt Creek Planning Area Projected Traffic.
We derived our numbers from the Basalt Creek Area plan prepared by Tualatin and their consultant
team headed up by Fregonese associates. In particular we referenced an “ Envision Tomorrow”
spread sheet that defined proposed land use mix for the entire study area. It also included traffic
generation numbers by land use type. It is also important to note that DKS traffic engineers are part
of the consultant team. DKS serves as the on call traffic engineer for the city of Wilsonville, so they
certainly have detailed knowledge of the study area and entire region.
Let me know if further questions arise that we can help with.
Don
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Don Hanson  |  Principal
808 SW Third Ave., Suite 300  |  Portland, OR 97204
v. 503.415.2317  |  f. 503.415.2304
www.otak.com
 

 
P at Otak, we consider the environment before printing emails.
The information transmitted in this e-mail message and attachments, if any, may contain confidential material, and is intended only for the
use of the individual or entity named above. Distribution to, or review by, unauthorized persons is prohibited. In the event of the
unauthorized use of any material in this transmission, neither Otak nor the sender shall have any liability and the recipient shall defend,
indemnify and hold harmless the sender, Otak and its principals, agents, employees and subconsultants from all related claims and
damages. The recipient understands and agrees that any use or distribution of the material in this transmission is conditioned upon the
acceptance of the terms stated in this disclaimer. If you have received this transmission in error, immediately notify the sender and
permanently delete this transmission including attachments, if any.
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From: Herb Koss <herb@kossred.com> 

Sent: Tuesday, April 18, 2017 9:19 AM 

To: tom.hughes@oregonmetro.gov; Jim Bernard 

(jbernard@co.clackamas.or.us); Lou Ogden; LouOgden; 

kstudebaker@ci.oswego.or.us; raxelrod@westlinnoregon.gov; 

bernardjim@ymail.com; Fischer, Sonya; Ken Humberston 

(khumberston@co.clackamas.or.us); Martha Schrader; Paul Savas; Bob 

Stacey; Carlotta.Collette@oregonmetro.gov; Craig Dirksen; 

Kathryn.Harrington@oregonmetro.gov; METRO; Sam Chase; 

Shirley.Craddick@oregonmetro.gov 

Cc: CouncilDistribution@ci.oswego.or.us; 

citycouncil@westlinnoregon.gov; jeff.condit@millernash.com; Peter 

Watts; Ed Trompke (Ed.Trompke@jordanramis.com); Fritzie, Martha; 

mikem@co.clackamas.or.us; dkrupp@co.clackamas.or.us; Jay Minor 

(jayminor2@gmail.com); Dave Adams Dave; Walt Gamble; Alice 

Cannon; Aquilla Hurd-Ravich; Frank Bubenik; Jeff Dehaan; Joelle Davis; 

Nancy Grimes; Paul Morrison; Robert Kellogg; Sherilyn Lombos 

Subject: FW: Dave Adams: Metro's secret density for Stafford? 

 

 
President Hughes, Metro Councilors, Chair Bernard and Clackamas County Commissioners, Mayor Ogden, 
Mayor Studebaker, Mayor Axelrod 
 
Subject: FW: Dave Adams: Metro's secret density for Stafford? 

 
I am writing this to respond to Dave Adams email.  I’m out of state, not returning for a month.  All of my 

papers are in Oregon.  It’s been over ten years.  My recollection is that Brian Newman and David 

Bragdon were both in conversations about a reduced density for Stafford.  I am quite sure that  Dave 

Adams was involved with the discussions about lower density, but after 10 years my  memory is not 

good enough to recall the time and place.   

 

I called Brian Newman today.  He remembered discussing a lower density, he couldn’t remember if the 

number was eight.  I called David Bragdon today.  He to remembered the discussions about a lower 

density for Stafford and he too did not remember if the number was 8, but said that was a logical 

number.   Remerging the exact dates and where the discussions were held is way beyond my memory 

bank.    It is my honest recollection that the number 8 was discussed and over the 10 years that is the 

number I have always thought was the right number.   One thing for sure is we were not talking about 

RRFF5 zone for all of Stafford. 

 

Brian has been gone from Metro for almost 10 years, David has been gone for close to 7.  I appreciate 

that both of them are willing to pick up the phone. Ten years later, Dave Adams is still calling us the 

Stafford Land Speculators Association.  Staff retires, Metro Councilors retire.  I remember eight, and I 

remember the discussions as outlined above.    It is possible that Dave Adams remembers something 

different, but I know five acre zoning was never discussed  for all of Stafford as being the target.      I 

guess I am confused is he saying it should be 10 to 12 to the acre? 

 



I do not understand why Mr. Adams does not get behind the concept of a density transfer agreement 

that would allow a much lower density next to the present city limits of Lake Oswego, Tualatin 

and  West Linn.   If a density transfer agreement is not in place before each city completes their plan the 

result would be that each city would have to meet the Metro Target of 8 10 12 or ?.   Bringing up who 

said what and when about 8 units to the acre and who was at a meeting is a waste of time.    

 

Upon my return I was search my files, but will not spend a lot of time doing so when as explained about 

there are other priorities. 

 

Herb Koss 

Chair of the SLOA 

 

 

 

Peter O. Watts | Attorney 

Jordan Ramis PC  |  Attorneys at Law  

Direct:  503-598-5547   Main:  503-598-7070 

 

From: Roger Alfred [mailto:Roger.Alfred@oregonmetro.gov]  
Sent: Monday, April 17, 2017 11:30 AM 
To: Peter Watts 
Subject: FW: Dave Adams: Metro's secret density for Stafford? 

 

FYI re alleged agreement on density.  

 

From: Adams Family [mailto:aadamsfam4@gmail.com]  

Sent: Friday, April 14, 2017 11:53 AM 

To: Tom.Hughes@oregonmetro.gov; RAxelrod@westlinnoregon.gov; kestude@comcast.net; 

metrocouncil@oregonmetro.gov; logden@tualatin.gov; jeff.condit@millernash.com 

Cc: Bernard, Jim <JBernard@co.clackamas.or.us>; BCCMail <BCCMail@co.clackamas.or.us>; 

CouncilDistribution@ci.oswego.or.us; citycouncil@westlinnoregon.gov; council@ci.tualatin.or.us 

Subject: Metro's secret density for Stafford? 

 

 

President Hughes, 

 

Has Metro engaged in housing density negotiations with The Stafford Land Speculators 

Association and established a target density of 8 units per acre for the Stafford Triangle? 

 

Mr. Herb Koss, chair of SLSA, makes this claim in written testimony submitted to Clackamas 

County and on the record of the Stafford Reserves Remand hearing ZDO-265? 

 

I have provided a screen shot of the exact paragraph and a link to the county exhibit file where 

you can read his comment. His letter is exhibit 36, these remarks are on page 2. 

 

Mr. Koss claims that I was present and participated in these negotiations. I have to admit that at 

my age I do not have the best of memories, but I have absolutely no memory of any such 



meeting. Hopefully you, our someone on Metro staff that has a better memory then I, can 

confirm or deny Mr. Koss’s claim. If indeed such meetings did take place, Metro will no doubt 

have record of those in attendance and a copy of any density agreement reached in these 

negotiations. 

 

If Mr. Koss's claim is true, this housing density agreement needs to be brought to the attention of 

every stakeholder in the Stafford Reserves Remand debate and entered in the ZDO-265 record 

immediately before the record on this matter closes next week. It seems to me that if the claim is 

not true Metro needs to enter a comment to that effect on the ZDO-265 record as well. 

 

Having observed Metro’s operations for many years I find his claim highly unlikely. However, I 

can not dismiss his claim that he and Metro have secretly negotiated a housing density of 8 units 

per acre for the Stafford triangle as false as I have no knowledge of memory of these 

negotiations. 

 

I am sure you aware I have become a favorite target of Mr. Koss’s frequent nasty-grams. For the 

record, I have never once mentioned crime, gangs or that people will be forced out of the homes 

at any time during 25 years of debate on Stafford Hamlet's future. In these days of “Alternative 

Facts” it’s hard to know how one should respond to false allegations. Mr Koss makes these 

allegations in his testimony.  These allegations, I can assure, you flat out lies.  

 

Looking forward to your response, hopefully we can clarify this issue asap. 

 

Respectfully 

Dave Adams 

Stafford Hamlet vice chair. 

 

 

http://www.clackamas.us/planning/documents/meetings/landuse/lu20170412pac

ketb.pdf 

 





 
 



From: G Lucini
To: "Bateschell, Miranda"; "Kraushaar,Nancy"; "Aquilla Hurd-Ravich "; "Karen Fox"
Subject: RE: Questions on Notice regarding Public Meetings -Basalt Creek
Date: Wednesday, April 26, 2017 2:49:26 PM
Attachments: image001.png

image003.png

Hi Miranda,
 
It appears presentation on Basalt Creek Concept Planning has been placed on next Monday’s ( May

1st) Wilsonville City Council Work Session agenda.
30 Minutes of information/discussion has been allocated for the topic.  I don’t see an
information packet included within the posting on the City’s website. 
Will there be any supporting documents provided to the public via the City’s posting?

 

Has Actual Notice provided to Interested Persons regarding this Public Meeting on May 1st.
I’ve included a screenshot of calendar from the BasaltCreek.com website taken today

(Wednesday May 26th)- and there is no public meeting listed for Monday May 1st.
This scheduled meeting was not included on the hard copy mailed April 2017 Notice of
Upcoming Public Meetings  Basalt Creek Concept Plan (received 4-14-17)
Nor have I received any notice via the group email regarding the May 1, 2017 meeting.  The
last group email I received regarding a Public Meeting on Basalt Creek Concept Planning was
sent on 4-13-17 providing Notice for the 4-17-17 Public Meeting.

 
As there has been significant  public interest in this project- as demonstrated by citizen attendance at
the last  City of Wilsonville  Council Work Session when this topic is discussed, as well as recent Citizen
Comments made during the Council Meeting- is there a solution which can be found to provide the
public appropriate advanced notice of planned Public Meetings on Basalt Creek Concept Planning---
on an ongoing basis--- especially to those who have provided their contact information via the
BasaltCreek.com website, or who have provided written request to receive Notice on this topic.
 
Thanks,
Grace Lucini
 

mailto:grluci@gmail.com
mailto:bateschell@ci.wilsonville.or.us
mailto:kraushaar@ci.wilsonville.or.us
mailto:ahurd-ravich@ci.tualatin.or.us
mailto:kperlfox@ci.tualatin.or.us
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From: Bateschell, Miranda [mailto:bateschell@ci.wilsonville.or.us] 
Sent: Thursday, April 13, 2017 1:03 PM
To: G Lucini <grluci@gmail.com>; Kraushaar, Nancy <kraushaar@ci.wilsonville.or.us>; Aquilla
Hurd-Ravich <ahurd-ravich@ci.tualatin.or.us>; Karen Fox <kperlfox@ci.tualatin.or.us>
Subject: RE: Questions on Notice regarding Public Meetings -Basalt Creek
 
Grace,
 
Thanks for reaching out. It slipped my mind as I originally thought I would be going back for the
May 1st work session. We added it last Friday as a quick agenda item to provide the Council with
an update on the next steps. You should see an e-mail shortly going out to the Interested Parties
list and being posted on our website informing every one of the upcoming meeting.
 
The other meeting is not among elected officials and primarily for coordination between the four



agencies. It will not be a public meeting.
 
Thank you again.
 
Regards,
Miranda
 
Miranda Bateschell
Long Range Planning Manager
City of Wilsonville
503.570.1581

Disclosure Notice: Messages to and from this e-mail address may be subject to the Oregon Public Records Law.
 
From: G Lucini [mailto:grluci@gmail.com] 
Sent: Thursday, April 13, 2017 9:19 AM
To: Kraushaar, Nancy; Bateschell, Miranda; Aquilla Hurd-Ravich ; Karen Fox
Subject: Questions on Notice regarding Public Meetings -Basalt Creek
 
Hi Nancy, Miranda, Aquilla, and Karen,
 
Will Actual Notice be sent notifying Interested Persons about the Basalt Creek Concept
Planning public meeting to be held by the City of Wilsonville, during their City Council Work
Session next Monday evening, 4-17-17?  Discussion appears to be on the agenda as Pre
Council Work Session Item E “Basalt Creek Concept Plan”. 
 
It appears another meeting has been arranged by the City of Wilsonville, “In addition, a
meeting is scheduled between the city managers and staff, director of land use and
transportation at the county, and chief operating officer of Metro”.   Is this a Public Meeting,
and will Notice be provided to Interested Persons?
 
Look forward to hearing from you.
 
Regards,
Grace Lucini

mailto:grluci@gmail.com


From: Herb Koss
To: LouOgden
Cc: Sherilyn Lombos; Alice Cannon; Peter Watts; Don Hanson
Subject: FW: Basalt Creek 5/01/17 Recap Novel.
Date: Tuesday, May 02, 2017 1:34:03 PM

Lou
 
I was not at the Wilsonville Council Meeting last night.  Peter Watts and Don Hanson attended
to represent our interests.
 
Lou I was so upset after reading the summary of the meeting I had to take another blood pressure
Pill – my second of the day.   The city hired KPFF giving them one mission.   Can the site be
developed into an employment site---- Yes it could by spending more money on the site then it
would sell for.  In fact it would have a negative value.
 
Lou I would like to talk to you about our options including annexing this land to Tualatin.
We know where the utilities are ---- water and sewer is available.
 
Maybe Tualatin should consider taking the land down to Day Road.   The bypass is built
to Grahams Ferry ---- Washington County is not going to move the road.    My respect for
the Wilsonville staff and council is at an all-time low ---  but do they care?
 
Please let me know when we could talk.
 
Thanks
Herb
 

From: Sherman Leitgeb [mailto:sherman@equityoregon.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, May 2, 2017 8:47 AM
To: cgreen@pamplinmedia.com
Cc: Herb Koss; don.hanson@otak.com; Peter.Watts@jordanramis.com; gordonroot@aol.com
Subject: Basalt Creek 5/01/17 Recap Novel.
 
Claire,
 
We missed you at the Wilsonville City Council Meeting last night.  Quite interesting.  Miranda from
Wilsonville made a presentation on the findings of their "new" Basalt Creek Central Sub Area study.
 The study/presentation was done by Matt Dolan with KPFF Consulting Engineers in Portland (503-
542-3860/matt.dolan@kpff.com.).  Matt seemed like a good man and very capable.  Gordon Root
and I were outside before they would let the public into the work session and had a chance to ask
Matt a few questions.  Gordon asked him "did Miranda or anyone ask you for your opinion on the
properties highest and best use?".  To that Matt said "absolutely not".  I then asked Matt "did
Miranda ask you for any kind of a cost analysis or did you do any kind of a cost analysis of what it
would take to level the property and do what is in this report?"  Matt said "no, absolutely not".  He
kind of chuckled at the time.  He knows it will be incredibly expensive and not economically feasible
to develop.  Matt told us "I was just specifically asked it it was at all possible to develop this land into

mailto:herb@kossred.com
mailto:lou@louogden.com
mailto:slombos@tualatin.gov
mailto:/O=CITY OF TUALATIN/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=Alice Rouyer13a
mailto:Peter.Watts@jordanramis.com
mailto:don.hanson@otak.com
mailto:503-542-3860/matt.dolan@kpff.com
mailto:503-542-3860/matt.dolan@kpff.com


employment."  We all know that anything is "possible" but this is not the least bit "practical" which is
why development of this land is completely economically impractical.
 
When they finally let us into the work session, Miranda started her presentation by admitting that
Matt had not been asked about highest and best use, nor had he been asked about cost analysis.
 Matt had only been asked if it was at all possible to develop into employment.  Now, unless you
don't want to hear the answer from the "expert", why on earth wouldn't Miranda or anyone in
Wilsonville ask the specific questions?  "What's the lands highest and best use?"  And "Is it
economically feasible to develop into employment land?"  Miranda was quite specific that they
purposely did not ask Matt those two questions although Gordon Root and I did ask him right
outside the Council Room.  Obviously Miranda and Wilsonville do not want to know the answers.
 
Matt did note in his report on Page 7 that there are major site constraints with many slopes in the
15-25% grade (most employment land is less than 5%).  Also on page 7 of his report he noted that
"the rock in the area is basalt per GRI's findings and it is decomposed rock that is soft to very soft.
 However, the boring equipment did experience drill chatter while excavating the 2 deep boring
holes within the feasibility limits, suggesting the rock does provide resistance to excavation and may
require heavier construction equipment to remove or blasting.  Rock excavation can be a costly
undertaking."  Matts words, not mine.  You should get a copy of this report.  I believe it's supposed
to be up on Wilsonville website today.  I could make you a copy if you would like although it's on like
14x17 sized paper.
 
Then in talking between the Council Members, Mayor Knapp was steering the Council with language
like "doesn't this report give you the information you need to make a decision on a resolution?"  This
entire deal is very clear, this is Wilsonvilles way of doing a jurisdictional land grab of land that is
supposed to be in Tualatin.  Even the 2004 Metro Ordinance says specifically that all land north of
the parkway will be Tualatin and Residential and all land south will be Wilsonville and employment.
 The Wilsonville Council talked about moving the dividing line from the current Basalt Creek Parkway
and moving it way north since "Tualatin obviously doesn't know how to do employment land and we
do so maybe that land should be Wilsonville."  They really aren't thinking about this at all.  Years ago
there were upwards of 7 different "options" on where to put the Basalt Parkway.  Several of the
options were north of its current location and several were south.  The entire reason Washington
County and ODOT sited the bypass exactly where it is is because they did site specific cost analysis of
each route.  Where it has been sited was by far the cheapest place to build it.  And here Wilsonville
won't listen to experts and won't do a cost analysis of this property to see if it really is feasible to do
employment land.  They won't do the cost feasibility analysis because they know it's not
economically feasible but they don't want to admit it and they certainly don't want an "experts"
report saying such.
 
At one point the Wilsonville Council started talking about how they should take over all the land and
show Tualatin how to do it.  That's hysterical but I'm not sure they realize how hysterical.  You see, in
Oregon a property owner must ask a city to be brought into it.  A city cannot simply say now this
land is Wilsonville.  It's State Law.  Wilsonville couldn't bring our land in and do anything with it
unless we all formally ask for annexation.  I can tell you right now that myself and most if not all of
the other property owners dislike Wilsonville and will not ask to be part of it.  We still all remember



16-18 years ago when the then Wilsonville Mayor Charlotte Lehan made back room deals with the
Crooked Governor John Kitzhauber and they put a Prison in our back yards.  We do not want to be
part of Wilsonville and will never ask.  I personally know property owners just south of the Basalt
Parkway that are sick to their stomachs about being in Wilsonville and they wish they were not.  And
the Wilsonville Council thinks everyone will just flock to them and we are all jumping at the chance
to be in Wilsonville?  What have they been smoking?  Nothing could be further from the truth.  Only
problem is that most of the Wilsonville Council including Mayor Knapp is ignorant on this point.  The
only one around from back then is Councilor Lehan and she's not going to bring up the topic.
 
Then came the 3 minute public input period.  Don Hansen with OTAK made his points and Peter
Watts made a good presentation as well.  It was quite obviously that the Council wasn't listening.
 Then I got my 3 minutes.  I stated my name and said my address was on the card just like everyone
else.  Mayor Knapp stopped me and said "what city do you live in?" and I said Sherwood just like on
the card but depending on what happens with this entire process, I don't know which city I will be
in."  I found Mayor knapp to be his usual arrogant, condescending self.  Just like always and I'm not
surprised.  He's done that to me before.  It's like he wants to point out that since I'm in Sherwood,
what I say doesn't matter.  I would urge you to get the taped version of the meeting so you can see
for yourself what was said.

Obviously there was a lot more said but in consideration of your time, I will end it here.  If I can
answer any question, please don't hesitate to contact me.  I would urge you to get a hold of the
recordings of last nights meetings and listen for yourself.  I've left out more than I've written here.
 Sorry for the novel.

Have a great day!
 

SHERMAN LEITGEB                                                      
Principal Broker/ Owner

Sherman@EquityOregon.com
503-704-9280
 
Equity Oregon Real Estate
16325 SW Boones Ferry RD. 
Lake Oswego, OR 97035
 
www.JoinEquityOregon.com
 

On Apr 21, 2017, at 8:34 AM, <cgreen@pamplinmedia.com> <cgreen@pamplinmedia.com> wrote:

Good morning Sherman,
 
Looks like it’s going to be a great day for walking the land and getting some photos.

mailto:Sherman@equityoregon.com
http://www.joinequityoregon.com/
mailto:cgreen@pamplinmedia.com
mailto:cgreen@pamplinmedia.com


Do you have the address at which I should park with my photographer? He has a
session right before our meeting so I’m hoping to give him the address before he leaves
the office this morning.
 
Thanks so much,
 
Claire Green
Reporter
Wilsonville Spokesman
T: 503-636-1281 ext. 113
C: 971-998-7509
cgreen@pamplinmedia.com
 

mailto:cgreen@pamplinmedia.com


 
 

Page 1 – Intergovernmental Agreement – 4/25 Cities Draft. 
 

5/1/17 
 
The Stafford Land Owners Association (SLOA) represents the owners of the majority of 
acreage within the Stafford Basin.  SLOA has been an active participant in the planning 
process in Stafford for years, and has retained expert consultants to assist in creating a vision 
for the area that will preserve the character of Stafford while allowing a reasonable amount of 
growth. 
 
We support the adoption of an Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) for the basin and welcome 
the efforts of all the parties to resolve the status of Stafford and include it within the Urban 
Reserve area. 
 
SLOA has reviewed the proposed IGA and have underlined the sentences that we are 
commenting on and our comments are in bold italic. 
 
We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments to the Cities, Clackamas County and 
Metro. 
                                        
 
 

                INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT 
STAFFORD URBAN RESERVE AREAS 

 
THIS INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT ("Agreement") is made this ____ day 

of April 2017, by Clackamas County (“County”), Metro, the City of Lake Oswego, the City of 
Tualatin, and the City of West Linn (individually a "City", collectively the "Cities") (together the 
“Parties”).  This is an addendum to the Intergovernmental Agreement between Metro and 
Clackamas County to Adopt Urban and Rural Reserves entered into pursuant to ORS 195.141 
and ORS 190.010 to 190.110 and dated March 3, 2010 ("Reserves IGA"). 
 

RECITALS 

1. The Metro Council and the Clackamas County Commission are working together to finalize 
the designation of urban and rural reserves by adopting findings in support of the decisions 
made by the Metro, Clackamas County, Multnomah County, and Washington County in 
2010; 

2. Under state law, Metro and the three counties in the region are tasked with identifying those 
areas adjacent to the existing urban growth boundary (UGB) that are best suited for providing 
land to accommodate urban growth in the region over the next 40 to 50 years; 

3. The Cities have long opposed the designation of Metro study areas 4A, 4B, 4C and 4D 
("Stafford") as urban reserve because of concerns  with regard to efficient use of existing and 
currently planned future public infrastructure investments and whether urban level public 
services can be efficiently and cost-effectively provide by appropriate and financially capable 
service providers;   
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4. The Parties recognize that resolving the dispute over the designation of Stafford will enable 
the parties to focus collaboratively on planning for and providing urban services and 
prioritizing the needed regional improvements to the transportation system, such the 
widening of I-205 from Oregon City to Stafford Road;   

5. The Parties enter into this IGA in order to alleviate the concerns of the Cities and better 
support the designation of Stafford under the Factors by ensuring an orderly process for the 
urbanization of Stafford where the Cities will have control over the planning, process and 
timing for the urbanization of Stafford, that the Parties will coordinate with one another, and 
that Stafford will not be urbanized before appropriate urban services will be available; and                                   

      SLOA Comments: No IGA or agreement can “alleviate” all concerns.  The more 
appropriate word should be “address” the concerns.  Second, Metro and Clackamas 
County should not turn over all control of the planning process and in particular the 
urbanization of Stafford.  This allows each city a veto over all regional and county 
concerns with development in Stafford, and the impacts of non-action by the Cities on 
other areas of the region will be unfair to other cities, and the region as a whole.  This 
language could result in prime farmland being brought into the UGB because of the lack 
of action by the Cities.  

      The Basalt Creek Study Area is a prime example of what can happen when two or more 
cities are given shared responsibility for planning an area.  Basalt Creek was brought into 
the UGB in 2004 and there is still not an agreement between Wilsonville and Tualatin, 
even after over $800,000 has been spent on planning.  

6. The Parties also desire to recognize that the Stafford Hamlet and surrounding area is a unique 
enclave in Clackamas County that has a long standing agricultural heritage, significant 
environmental assets, and valued open space that should be preserved through the concept 
planning process;     

      SLOA Comments:  The tree canopies, riparian and wildlife corridors should be protected.  
The language in this IGA may result in a legal challenge to development in open areas 
where development should occur due to the vague standard of “valued”. 

NOW, THEREFORE, it is mutually agreed that the Parties voluntarily enter into this 
Intergovernmental Agreement addressing issues and concerns raised by the Cities regarding the 
designation of Stafford as an urban reserve. Specifically, the Parties agree as follows: 

1. City Governance.  The Parties agree that Stafford will be governed by one or more 
the Cities upon expansion of the urban growth boundary and annexation.  The 
governing City will have the authority to decide what land uses should be planned 
for, and when and how municipal services will be provided. Notwithstanding 
anything to the contrary in the Reserves IGA, Exhibit B, Section 4, or Metro Code 
Sections 3.07.1105 to 3.07.1130 ("Title 11"), Metro and the County will oppose any 
future effort to incorporate a new city or create service districts to provide water or 
sanitary sewer services in Stafford outside of a city. 
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SLOA Comments: This language gives the Cities a veto power over all development 
with no penalty if they take no action.  The only way Clackamas County or Metro 
can encourage planning by the Cities is if there is the threat of a potential new city 
for Stafford.  This sentence should read “ Metro and the County will oppose any 
future effort to incorporate a new city of create service districts as long as the Cities 
make reasonable progress in planning for the urbanization of Stafford.”  The 
current language relies totally on the good will of three cities that have consistently 
opposed the inclusion of Stafford as an Urban Reserve in the past. 

This language may well violate the Oregon constitution, Article XI section 2, which 
gives the residents of any area the constitutional right to organize a city and enact a 
charter. State laws also pre-empt and govern local governments in this regard. 

 
2. Completion of a City Concept Plan.   

 
a. The Cities will have exclusive local control over any future urbanization of 

Stafford.  Prior to adding any part of Stafford to the UGB, the City that will be 
responsible for annexing that part of Stafford must first have developed a 
concept plan for the area describing how the area will be planned and 
developed after inclusion in the UGB. The timing for commencement and 
completion of a concept plan will be up to the City.   

SLOA Comments:  Again, this gives the three Cities unfettered control 
without any penalty for not planning Stafford.  The paragraph in fact, states 
that the timing of the planning work is totally up to the Cities.  Are Metro 
and Clackamas County willing to accept that the Stafford area will never 
develop?  If so, Stafford should simply be taken off the table and farmland 
in Washington County should be added to the UGB, as that is the result of 
this language.  

b. The Cities will coordinate concept planning with one another and with the 
County to determine which City is the appropriate urban services provider for 
each part of Stafford. The Parties agree to develop a preliminary concept plan 
to address transportation, density, community character, and infrastructure 
issues to help ensure that future, more detailed sub-area "concept plans" can 
be  dev e loped  and  coordinated. The parties agree to participate in good 
faith in future planning efforts for the Stafford Basin, in coordination with 
each other and other public, private, and community stakeholders.  

SLOA Comments:  If the Cities do not “act in good faith” what is the 
recourse for Clackamas County and Metro?  Another lawsuit? Appeal to the 
LCDC? 

c. Concept plans will plan for: 
i. The appropriate distribution of various land uses;  
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ii. The protection of desired community character in the Stafford Hamlet 
area, other Stafford communities, and adjacent neighborhoods currently 
within the Cities; 

iii. Transportation improvements; 
iii. Preservation of open space and park acquisition;   
iv. Clustering of housing/density transfers to protect natural resources and 

community character; and 
v. Protections of environmentally sensitive areas, such as riparian areas, 

habitat corridors, steep slopes, wetlands, and the Tualatin River and its 
tributaries.    

      
 SLOA Comments: Sewer is needed now for the Mossy Brea and Shadow 
Woods areas of Stafford. With the prohibition on service districts included 
in the IGA, there may be no practicable manner to alleviate this 
environmental issue within a reasonable time period.   

 
d. Each governing City will be responsible for determining the pace and timing 

of future development within an area to be incorporated into the UGB. The 
form and character of development will be determined through the concept 
planning process under Title 11 and Section 2 of this Agreement, and will be 
consistent with community values and environmental requirements.  
 
SLOA Comments: Consistency with environmental requirements is an 
obvious requirement for future development. How can any development be 
“consistent with community values” when almost everyone in Stafford has a 
different idea of what development should look like?  If the currently 
leadership of the Stafford Hamlet is asked, the answer will be no 
development except for five to ten acre sites north of the Tualatin River and 
limited development along I 205, which, besides not being the practicable in 
order to fund infrastructure, is also inconsistent with the LCDC Goals 
which discourage development of freeway interchanges unless part of an 
overall developed area. 
 
 

e. The County shall not amend the Comprehensive Plan or Zoning and 
Development Ordinance or the Comprehensive Plan Map or zoning 
designations:  

 
i. To allow within Urban Reserve areas, new uses that were not allowed 

on the date the Urban Reserve areas were designated, except those 
uses mandated by amendments to the Oregon Revised Statutes or 
Oregon Administrative Rules enacted after designation of Urban 
Reserves.   
 

ii. To allow within Urban Reserve areas, the creation of new lots or 
parcels smaller than allowed on the date Urban Reserve areas were 
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designated, except as mandated by amendments to the Oregon Revised 
Statutes or Oregon Administrative Rules enacted after designation of 
Urban Reserves.  The purpose of the designation is to preserve lands 
for potential future urban development, not to facilitate or expedite 
their development under County zoning. 

 
 

f. Notwithstanding anything to the contrary in Metro Code 3.07.1110(d), Metro 
agrees that the concept plan or plans developed pursuant to Section 2 of this 
Agreement will be used to designate 2040 design types for Stafford and to 
develop conditions in the Metro ordinance that adds any Stafford territory to 
the UGB.  The Parties agree that the concept plans will govern amendments to 
the Cities and County comprehensive plans and land use regulations following 
addition of the area to the UGB. 
 

3. Citizen Involvement.  The Parties agree that future decision-making regarding the 
timing and content of concept planning and the expansion of the UGB must involve 
the participation of citizens from the Stafford community, as well as other 
stakeholders, and will take into account public testimony when developing the 
concept plans.  
 

4. Grant Funding for Transportation Planning.  Metro and the County will undertake 
a transportation planning project using the $170,000 Community Planning and 
Development Grant from Metro to the County to study and plan for transportation 
and other public infrastructure in the Stafford area. Work on this planning project will 
begin once Metro and the County have finalized the decision on urban reserves.  

 
SLOA Comments:  This is a positive part of the IGA, as we strongly support the    
planning work to begin as soon as the urban reserves are finalized, and we 
appreciate Metro committing to this grant. 

 
5. Support for Widening I-205.  The Parties agree to continue to support the Joint 

Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation's decision to make widening I-205 
from Oregon City to Stafford Road a top priority for regional transportation projects 
in order to help address the significant transportation infrastructure issues related to 
future urbanization of Stafford as well as other regional transportation needs.  
 

6. Transportation and Infrastructure Improvements.  Urbanization and urban 
development will be planned to coincide with transportation and infrastructure 
improvement necessary to serve such development.   
 

7. The Findings.  This IGA will be entered into the record of the Metro and Clackamas 
County proceedings on the remand of the 2010 Stafford urban reserve designation. 
The Metro and County remand findings will cite this IGA as evidence necessary to 
meet the designation requirement under ORS 195.145(5)(c) and OAR 660-027-
0050(3) that the Stafford area can be served by urban level public facilities and 
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services efficiently and cost-effectively by appropriate and financially capable service 
providers.    

 
 

8. No Appeal by the Cities.  In consideration for the promises and commitments made 
herein, the Cities agree that the Cities will not challenge the designation of Stafford as 
Urban Reserve either before the State of Oregon Land Conservation and 
Development Commission or by appeal to the Oregon Court of Appeals.  
 
 

9. Governing Law.  The laws of the State of Oregon will govern this Agreement and 
the Parties will submit to the jurisdiction of the courts of the State of Oregon. .  

 
SLOA Comments: Courts should not be necessary to resolve disputes among 
governments, if they arise. We recommend mediation and arbitration, on a timely 
basis.   
 

10. Amendments.  This Agreement may be amended at any time with the written consent 
of all Parties. 
 

11. Severability.   If any covenant or provision of this Agreement is adjudged void, such 
adjudication will not affect the validity, obligation, or performance of any other 
covenant or provision which in itself is valid if such remainder would then continue 
to conform with the terms and requirements of applicable law and the intent of this 
Agreement. 
 

12. Term.  This Agreement will terminate on the same date as the Reserves IGA, 
December 31, 2060, unless terminated earlier by agreement of the Parties.  If during 
the term of this Agreement there is a change in applicable law or other circumstance 
that materially affects compliance with one or more provisions of this Agreement, the 
Parties agree to negotiate in a good faith a revision to this Agreement to address such 
law or circumstance in manner consistent with the intent of this Agreement.   

  

City of West Linn 
 
Comments/Summary:  
 
First, SLOA strongly supports the adoption of an IGA with all the parties.  However, , given 
the contentious history of planning in Stafford, the agreement must include language that 
allows Metro and Clackamas County to retain the ability to take action if the agreement is not 
followed. 
 
Second, the Cities, Metro and Clackamas County should include in the IGA language support 
for a density transfer that will allow for clustering of development.  SLOA supports the 
development of 1,008 acres of the 4,200 acres in Stafford.  Our plan, with density transfer, can 
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support the cost of necessary infrastructure and still leave the majority of Stafford in open 
space and low density development.  We ask that the IGA include language that Metro agrees 
to the use of density transfers in the planning for Stafford. 
 
Herb Koss 
Chair of the SLOA 
 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, each party has caused this Intergovernmental Agreement to be 
executed by its duly authorized representative on the date first mentioned above. 

 
       Dated: April     , 2017 
Metro Council 
 
 
 
       Dated: April     , 2017 
Clackamas County 
 
 
 
       Dated: April     , 2017 
City of Lake Oswego 
 
 
 
 
       Dated: April     , 2017 
City of Tualatin 
 
 
 
 
       Dated: April     , 2017 
 



From: Herb Koss
To: LouOgden; Alice Cannon; Aquilla Hurd-Ravich; Frank Bubenik; Jeff Dehaan; Joelle Davis; Lou Ogden; Nancy

Grimes; Paul Morrison; Robert Kellogg; Sherilyn Lombos
Subject: Stafford IGA
Date: Tuesday, May 02, 2017 2:40:51 PM
Attachments: SLOA Stafford Comments Final.docx

Dear Mayor Ogden, Tualatin City Council and Staff
 
The Stafford Land Owners Association (SLOA) has reviewed the proposed IGA
for the Stafford area.
 
The SLOA is not against an IGA, but feels some changes and additions need to
be made per the attached.
 
Some of you may have received a draft of the SLOA comments.  Please accept the
Attached Final IGA comments for the public record pertaining to the Stafford
IGA.
 
Thank you.
 
Herb Koss
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The Stafford Land Owners Association (SLOA) represents the owners of the majority of acreage within the Stafford Basin.  SLOA has been an active participant in the planning process in Stafford for years, and has retained expert consultants to assist in creating a vision for the area that will preserve the character of Stafford while allowing a reasonable amount of growth.



We support the adoption of an Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) for the basin and welcome the efforts of all the parties to resolve the status of Stafford and include it within the Urban Reserve area.



SLOA has reviewed the proposed IGA and have underlined the sentences that we are commenting on and our comments are in bold italic.



We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments to the Cities, Clackamas County and Metro.

                                       





                INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT

STAFFORD URBAN RESERVE AREAS



THIS INTERGOVERNMENTAL AGREEMENT ("Agreement") is made this ____ day of April 2017, by Clackamas County (“County”), Metro, the City of Lake Oswego, the City of Tualatin, and the City of West Linn (individually a "City", collectively the "Cities") (together the “Parties”).  This is an addendum to the Intergovernmental Agreement between Metro and Clackamas County to Adopt Urban and Rural Reserves entered into pursuant to ORS 195.141 and ORS 190.010 to 190.110 and dated March 3, 2010 ("Reserves IGA").



RECITALS

1.	The Metro Council and the Clackamas County Commission are working together to finalize the designation of urban and rural reserves by adopting findings in support of the decisions made by the Metro, Clackamas County, Multnomah County, and Washington County in 2010;

2.	Under state law, Metro and the three counties in the region are tasked with identifying those areas adjacent to the existing urban growth boundary (UGB) that are best suited for providing land to accommodate urban growth in the region over the next 40 to 50 years;

3.	The Cities have long opposed the designation of Metro study areas 4A, 4B, 4C and 4D ("Stafford") as urban reserve because of concerns  with regard to efficient use of existing and currently planned future public infrastructure investments and whether urban level public services can be efficiently and cost-effectively provide by appropriate and financially capable service providers;  

4.	The Parties recognize that resolving the dispute over the designation of Stafford will enable the parties to focus collaboratively on planning for and providing urban services and prioritizing the needed regional improvements to the transportation system, such the widening of I-205 from Oregon City to Stafford Road;  

5.	The Parties enter into this IGA in order to alleviate the concerns of the Cities and better support the designation of Stafford under the Factors by ensuring an orderly process for the urbanization of Stafford where the Cities will have control over the planning, process and timing for the urbanization of Stafford, that the Parties will coordinate with one another, and that Stafford will not be urbanized before appropriate urban services will be available; and                                  

      SLOA Comments: No IGA or agreement can “alleviate” all concerns.  The more appropriate word should be “address” the concerns.  Second, Metro and Clackamas County should not turn over all control of the planning process and in particular the urbanization of Stafford.  This allows each city a veto over all regional and county concerns with development in Stafford, and the impacts of non-action by the Cities on other areas of the region will be unfair to other cities, and the region as a whole.  This language could result in prime farmland being brought into the UGB because of the lack of action by the Cities. 

      The Basalt Creek Study Area is a prime example of what can happen when two or more cities are given shared responsibility for planning an area.  Basalt Creek was brought into the UGB in 2004 and there is still not an agreement between Wilsonville and Tualatin, even after over $800,000 has been spent on planning.	

6.	The Parties also desire to recognize that the Stafford Hamlet and surrounding area is a unique enclave in Clackamas County that has a long standing agricultural heritage, significant environmental assets, and valued open space that should be preserved through the concept planning process;    

      SLOA Comments:  The tree canopies, riparian and wildlife corridors should be protected.  The language in this IGA may result in a legal challenge to development in open areas where development should occur due to the vague standard of “valued”.

NOW, THEREFORE, it is mutually agreed that the Parties voluntarily enter into this Intergovernmental Agreement addressing issues and concerns raised by the Cities regarding the designation of Stafford as an urban reserve. Specifically, the Parties agree as follows:

1. City Governance.  The Parties agree that Stafford will be governed by one or more the Cities upon expansion of the urban growth boundary and annexation.  The governing City will have the authority to decide what land uses should be planned for, and when and how municipal services will be provided. Notwithstanding anything to the contrary in the Reserves IGA, Exhibit B, Section 4, or Metro Code Sections 3.07.1105 to 3.07.1130 ("Title 11"), Metro and the County will oppose any future effort to incorporate a new city or create service districts to provide water or sanitary sewer services in Stafford outside of a city.

SLOA Comments: This language gives the Cities a veto power over all development with no penalty if they take no action.  The only way Clackamas County or Metro can encourage planning by the Cities is if there is the threat of a potential new city for Stafford.  This sentence should read “ Metro and the County will oppose any future effort to incorporate a new city of create service districts as long as the Cities make reasonable progress in planning for the urbanization of Stafford.”  The current language relies totally on the good will of three cities that have consistently opposed the inclusion of Stafford as an Urban Reserve in the past.

This language may well violate the Oregon constitution, Article XI section 2, which gives the residents of any area the constitutional right to organize a city and enact a charter. State laws also pre-empt and govern local governments in this regard.



2. Completion of a City Concept Plan.  



a. The Cities will have exclusive local control over any future urbanization of Stafford.  Prior to adding any part of Stafford to the UGB, the City that will be responsible for annexing that part of Stafford must first have developed a concept plan for the area describing how the area will be planned and developed after inclusion in the UGB. The timing for commencement and completion of a concept plan will be up to the City.  

SLOA Comments:  Again, this gives the three Cities unfettered control without any penalty for not planning Stafford.  The paragraph in fact, states that the timing of the planning work is totally up to the Cities.  Are Metro and Clackamas County willing to accept that the Stafford area will never develop?  If so, Stafford should simply be taken off the table and farmland in Washington County should be added to the UGB, as that is the result of this language. 

b. The Cities will coordinate concept planning with one another and with the County to determine which City is the appropriate urban services provider for each part of Stafford. The Parties agree to develop a preliminary concept plan to address transportation, density, community character, and infrastructure issues to help ensure that future, more detailed sub-area "concept plans" can be developed and coordinated. The parties agree to participate in good faith in future planning efforts for the Stafford Basin, in coordination with each other and other public, private, and community stakeholders. 

SLOA Comments:  If the Cities do not “act in good faith” what is the recourse for Clackamas County and Metro?  Another lawsuit? Appeal to the LCDC?

c. Concept plans will plan for:

i.	The appropriate distribution of various land uses; 

ii.	The protection of desired community character in the Stafford Hamlet area, other Stafford communities, and adjacent neighborhoods currently within the Cities;

iii.	Transportation improvements;

iii. Preservation of open space and park acquisition;  

iv.	Clustering of housing/density transfers to protect natural resources and community character; and

v.	Protections of environmentally sensitive areas, such as riparian areas, habitat corridors, steep slopes, wetlands, and the Tualatin River and its tributaries.   

     

 SLOA Comments: Sewer is needed now for the Mossy Brea and Shadow Woods areas of Stafford. With the prohibition on service districts included in the IGA, there may be no practicable manner to alleviate this environmental issue within a reasonable time period.  



d. Each governing City will be responsible for determining the pace and timing of future development within an area to be incorporated into the UGB. The form and character of development will be determined through the concept planning process under Title 11 and Section 2 of this Agreement, and will be consistent with community values and environmental requirements. 



SLOA Comments: Consistency with environmental requirements is an obvious requirement for future development. How can any development be “consistent with community values” when almost everyone in Stafford has a different idea of what development should look like?  If the currently leadership of the Stafford Hamlet is asked, the answer will be no development except for five to ten acre sites north of the Tualatin River and limited development along I 205, which, besides not being the practicable in order to fund infrastructure, is also inconsistent with the LCDC Goals which discourage development of freeway interchanges unless part of an overall developed area.





e. The County shall not amend the Comprehensive Plan or Zoning and Development Ordinance or the Comprehensive Plan Map or zoning designations: 



i. To allow within Urban Reserve areas, new uses that were not allowed on the date the Urban Reserve areas were designated, except those uses mandated by amendments to the Oregon Revised Statutes or Oregon Administrative Rules enacted after designation of Urban Reserves.  



ii. To allow within Urban Reserve areas, the creation of new lots or parcels smaller than allowed on the date Urban Reserve areas were designated, except as mandated by amendments to the Oregon Revised Statutes or Oregon Administrative Rules enacted after designation of Urban Reserves.  The purpose of the designation is to preserve lands for potential future urban development, not to facilitate or expedite their development under County zoning.





f. Notwithstanding anything to the contrary in Metro Code 3.07.1110(d), Metro agrees that the concept plan or plans developed pursuant to Section 2 of this Agreement will be used to designate 2040 design types for Stafford and to develop conditions in the Metro ordinance that adds any Stafford territory to the UGB.  The Parties agree that the concept plans will govern amendments to the Cities and County comprehensive plans and land use regulations following addition of the area to the UGB.



3. Citizen Involvement.  The Parties agree that future decision-making regarding the timing and content of concept planning and the expansion of the UGB must involve the participation of citizens from the Stafford community, as well as other stakeholders, and will take into account public testimony when developing the concept plans. 



4. Grant Funding for Transportation Planning.  Metro and the County will undertake a transportation planning project using the $170,000 Community Planning and Development Grant from Metro to the County to study and plan for transportation and other public infrastructure in the Stafford area. Work on this planning project will begin once Metro and the County have finalized the decision on urban reserves. 



SLOA Comments:  This is a positive part of the IGA, as we strongly support the    planning work to begin as soon as the urban reserves are finalized, and we appreciate Metro committing to this grant.



5. Support for Widening I-205.  The Parties agree to continue to support the Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation's decision to make widening I-205 from Oregon City to Stafford Road a top priority for regional transportation projects in order to help address the significant transportation infrastructure issues related to future urbanization of Stafford as well as other regional transportation needs. 



6. Transportation and Infrastructure Improvements.  Urbanization and urban development will be planned to coincide with transportation and infrastructure improvement necessary to serve such development.  



7. The Findings.  This IGA will be entered into the record of the Metro and Clackamas County proceedings on the remand of the 2010 Stafford urban reserve designation. The Metro and County remand findings will cite this IGA as evidence necessary to meet the designation requirement under ORS 195.145(5)(c) and OAR 660-027-0050(3) that the Stafford area can be served by urban level public facilities and services efficiently and cost-effectively by appropriate and financially capable service providers.   





8. No Appeal by the Cities.  In consideration for the promises and commitments made herein, the Cities agree that the Cities will not challenge the designation of Stafford as Urban Reserve either before the State of Oregon Land Conservation and Development Commission or by appeal to the Oregon Court of Appeals. 





9. Governing Law.  The laws of the State of Oregon will govern this Agreement and the Parties will submit to the jurisdiction of the courts of the State of Oregon. . 



SLOA Comments: Courts should not be necessary to resolve disputes among governments, if they arise. We recommend mediation and arbitration, on a timely basis.  



10. Amendments.  This Agreement may be amended at any time with the written consent of all Parties.



11. Severability.   If any covenant or provision of this Agreement is adjudged void, such adjudication will not affect the validity, obligation, or performance of any other covenant or provision which in itself is valid if such remainder would then continue to conform with the terms and requirements of applicable law and the intent of this Agreement.



12. Term.  This Agreement will terminate on the same date as the Reserves IGA, December 31, 2060, unless terminated earlier by agreement of the Parties.  If during the term of this Agreement there is a change in applicable law or other circumstance that materially affects compliance with one or more provisions of this Agreement, the Parties agree to negotiate in a good faith a revision to this Agreement to address such law or circumstance in manner consistent with the intent of this Agreement.  

	

City of West Linn



Comments/Summary: 



First, SLOA strongly supports the adoption of an IGA with all the parties.  However, , given the contentious history of planning in Stafford, the agreement must include language that allows Metro and Clackamas County to retain the ability to take action if the agreement is not followed.



Second, the Cities, Metro and Clackamas County should include in the IGA language support for a density transfer that will allow for clustering of development.  SLOA supports the development of 1,008 acres of the 4,200 acres in Stafford.  Our plan, with density transfer, can support the cost of necessary infrastructure and still leave the majority of Stafford in open space and low density development.  We ask that the IGA include language that Metro agrees to the use of density transfers in the planning for Stafford.



Herb Koss

Chair of the SLOA



IN WITNESS WHEREOF, each party has caused this Intergovernmental Agreement to be executed by its duly authorized representative on the date first mentioned above.



							Dated: April 	   , 2017

Metro Council







							Dated: April 	   , 2017

Clackamas County







							Dated: April 	   , 2017

City of Lake Oswego









							Dated: April 	   , 2017

City of Tualatin









							Dated: April 	   , 2017
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From: Herb Koss
To: Alice Cannon; Aquilla Hurd-Ravich; Frank Bubenik (fbubenik@ci.tualatin.or.us); jeff DeHaan; Joelle Davis

(jdavis@ci.tualatin.or.us); lou ogden (logden@ci.tualatin.or.us); Louogden; nancy grimes
(ngrimes@ci.tualatin.or.us); paul morrison; robert kellogg; Sherilyn Lombos

Cc: kraushaar@ci.wilsonville.or.us; Gordon Root (gordonroot@aol.com) (gordonroot@aol.com);
roger.alfred@oregonmetro.gov; C Lehan; Council Akervall; Mayor Knapp; Scott Starr; stevens council member;
Bob Stacey; Carlotta.Collette@oregonmetro.gov; Craig Dirksen; Kathryn.Harrington@oregonmetro.gov; METRO;
Sam Chase; Shirley.Craddick@oregonmetro.gov; Tom.Hughes@oregonmetro.gov

Subject: FW: Basalt site development costs. CESNW letter.
Date: Friday, May 19, 2017 5:09:00 PM
Attachments: CESNW Letter.pdf

2017-05-19_Herb Koss_Basalt Creek - KPFF Concept Plan.pdf

 
 
Re:  Wilsonville’s Study for the Basalt Central Property
 
Dear Mayor Ogden and Tualatin City Councilors
 
 
The landowners of the above captioned property have appreciated Tualatin’s fair and objective
consideration,
regarding our property, and ultimate directive to staff that it be zoned residential, due to site
constraints. 
We have asked Don Hanson to prepare trip count data, to insure that the residential density
results in less trips
than the employment designation.
 
We had not anticipated that Wilsonville would take issue with the residential designation,
since they have
repeatedly pointed to a shortage of residential land in the Tualatin Wilsonville sub-area, and
asked for Urban
Growth Boundary expansions to add residential land.  However, Wilsonville has strongly
objected to the
designation and retained the  firm of KPFF to provide a site plan based upon an employment
use.   The site plan
prepared by KPFF did not include an estimate of site costs associated with preparing the site
for an employment
use.  To make sure that the Tualatin City Council had the most accurate information possible,
we have asked
both CES and Otak, to calculate the site costs associated with KPFF’s plan.  Both, Tony
Weller of CES and
Don Hanson of Otak have analyzed the costs involved for grading and the required retaining
walls.  I have
included their cost evaluations in the letter and email attached to this email.  Their work, once
again, confirms
that the steep topography and basalt ridges make it unfeasible to develop the land in the way
envisioned by KPFF.
 
Brian Clopton and Ken Leahey provided the per yard costs, which were confirmed by both
Tony Weller and
Don Hanson.  We feel that the $30.00 per yard estimate is on the low side, but we are trying to
be as conservative
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May 18, 2017 
 
 
 
Mr. Herb Koss 
Sherwood Grahams Ferry LLC 
22400 Salamo Road, Suite 106 
West Linn, Oregon 97068 
 
RE:  BASALT CREEK CENTRAL AREA – KPFF CONCEPT PLAN 
 
Dear Mr. Koss: 
 
In response to your request we have reviewed the Basalt Creek Concept Plans prepared by KPFF 
with regards to the approximately 50 acres north and east of the intersection of Grahams Ferry 
road and Basalt Creek Parkway.   
 
The KPFF study outlines three potential development schemes that share similarities between 
each scheme.  Each scheme includes a single access point on Grahams Ferry Road at Tonquin Loop 
and no secondary or emergency access provided.   The study also provides concept finish floor 
elevations and access road grades for each scheme.  The summary shows either Scheme A or B as 
the higher rated concepts.  We chose Scheme B to evaluate as the most highly ranked scheme. 
 
Using the proposed grading plan for Scheme B, we calculated rough grading quantities and costs.  
Our estimate shows estimated grading totaling about 350,000 cubic yards.   We also looked at the 
existing grades around the proposed parking and building areas for the potential need of retaining 
walls.  The grading plan for this scheme showed some retaining walls but we believe additional 
walls would be required along the parking areas adjacent to the easterly property line and the 
downhill sides of Building B and Building D.  We estimated the need for approximately 2400 lineal 
feet of retaining walls for these walls and the ones shown on the plan.  We also believe additional 
smaller walls will likely be required for this plan as it is further developed.  We did not provide any 
allowance for the smaller walls. 
 
Our experience in this area on the site to the north, leads us to expect a significant amount of rock 
that is very near the surface.  The proposed grading plan also includes significant depths of cut and 
fill.  The fill in the south east corner of the site would be about 20-feet and cuts on the site that 
could be over 10-feet.  Rock excavation is not very efficient and therefore more costly.  Also to use 
the excavated rock materials as fill, will require additional processing or it may need to be 
supplemented with imported materials to accomplish the grading as proposed.   
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For budgetary purposes, we would estimate $30 per cubic yard for grading to reflect the rock 
excavation and potential imported fill needs for this site.  This results in an estimated grading cost 
of $10,500,000.  At the anticipated wall heights, we have estimated $1,200,000 for the retaining 
walls.   
 
In summary, we feel the proposed grading plan is possible but it puts parking lot and access way 
slopes at the near maximums for industrial development.  If you were to the reduce slopes to 
improve the usability, it would require even more excavation and the costs would be even higher.   
 
If you have any questions in regards to our analysis, please don’t hesitate to contact us. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Anthony R. Weller, P.E., P.L.S. 
President 
 
 
\3273_CESNW_KPFF 
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May 19, 2017 
 
 
Herb Koss 
2643 South Shore Blvd 
Lake Oswego, OR 97034 
 
 
RE: Basalt Creek Central Area - KPFF Concept Plan 
 
 
Hello Herb, 


I've read Tony Weller's letter regarding the extra costs required to develop the subject property with 
employment uses. Tony is a very experienced and capable engineer. He also has very relevant 
experience in the area. 


I agree with Tony's letter and believe it summarizes the situation quite well. The hard costs are 
actually on the low side for grading the site based on my recent experience on similar sites. 


The other concern both Tony and I share is access for cars, trucks and emergency vehicles. A 
second access point will be extremely difficult to provide. 


Please feel free to call with any questions or comments. 


Thanks, 
 
 
 
Don Hanson 
Principal 
Otak, Inc. 
 







as possible, given the amount of scrutiny that this has received.  The costs of the necessary
retaining  walls
envisioned by KPFF, are also conservatively calculated at $1,200,000.
             
We believe that the total site costs for the KPFF plan are  $11,700,000, which results in a
negative value based
on the rates that employment land are currently achieving in the market.  We firmly believe
that Tualatin arrived
at the right result with the residential designation.  Throughout this process we have been
committed to transparency. 
We plan on sending our data and analysis to KPFF, so that they can peer review it, in advance
of the meeting.
 
We would very much like to move forward, and are willing to take any steps necessary,
including a mediated
process.  If necessary our professionals will be available to answer any additional questions. 
 
Sincerely
Herb Koss
 
cc:  Mayor Knapp and Wilsonville City Council
       Wilsonville  City Staff
       Tualatin City Staff
       Washington Planning Staff
       Washington County Commission
       Metro Attorney
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May 19, 2017 
 
 
Herb Koss 
2643 South Shore Blvd 
Lake Oswego, OR 97034 
 
 
RE: Basalt Creek Central Area - KPFF Concept Plan 
 
 
Hello Herb, 

I've read Tony Weller's letter regarding the extra costs required to develop the subject property with 
employment uses. Tony is a very experienced and capable engineer. He also has very relevant 
experience in the area. 

I agree with Tony's letter and believe it summarizes the situation quite well. The hard costs are 
actually on the low side for grading the site based on my recent experience on similar sites. 

The other concern both Tony and I share is access for cars, trucks and emergency vehicles. A 
second access point will be extremely difficult to provide. 

Please feel free to call with any questions or comments. 

Thanks, 
 
 
 
Don Hanson 
Principal 
Otak, Inc. 
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May 18, 2017 
 
 
 
Mr. Herb Koss 
Sherwood Grahams Ferry LLC 
22400 Salamo Road, Suite 106 
West Linn, Oregon 97068 
 
RE:  BASALT CREEK CENTRAL AREA – KPFF CONCEPT PLAN 
 
Dear Mr. Koss: 
 
In response to your request we have reviewed the Basalt Creek Concept Plans prepared by KPFF 
with regards to the approximately 50 acres north and east of the intersection of Grahams Ferry 
road and Basalt Creek Parkway.   
 
The KPFF study outlines three potential development schemes that share similarities between 
each scheme.  Each scheme includes a single access point on Grahams Ferry Road at Tonquin Loop 
and no secondary or emergency access provided.   The study also provides concept finish floor 
elevations and access road grades for each scheme.  The summary shows either Scheme A or B as 
the higher rated concepts.  We chose Scheme B to evaluate as the most highly ranked scheme. 
 
Using the proposed grading plan for Scheme B, we calculated rough grading quantities and costs.  
Our estimate shows estimated grading totaling about 350,000 cubic yards.   We also looked at the 
existing grades around the proposed parking and building areas for the potential need of retaining 
walls.  The grading plan for this scheme showed some retaining walls but we believe additional 
walls would be required along the parking areas adjacent to the easterly property line and the 
downhill sides of Building B and Building D.  We estimated the need for approximately 2400 lineal 
feet of retaining walls for these walls and the ones shown on the plan.  We also believe additional 
smaller walls will likely be required for this plan as it is further developed.  We did not provide any 
allowance for the smaller walls. 
 
Our experience in this area on the site to the north, leads us to expect a significant amount of rock 
that is very near the surface.  The proposed grading plan also includes significant depths of cut and 
fill.  The fill in the south east corner of the site would be about 20-feet and cuts on the site that 
could be over 10-feet.  Rock excavation is not very efficient and therefore more costly.  Also to use 
the excavated rock materials as fill, will require additional processing or it may need to be 
supplemented with imported materials to accomplish the grading as proposed.   
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For budgetary purposes, we would estimate $30 per cubic yard for grading to reflect the rock 
excavation and potential imported fill needs for this site.  This results in an estimated grading cost 
of $10,500,000.  At the anticipated wall heights, we have estimated $1,200,000 for the retaining 
walls.   
 
In summary, we feel the proposed grading plan is possible but it puts parking lot and access way 
slopes at the near maximums for industrial development.  If you were to the reduce slopes to 
improve the usability, it would require even more excavation and the costs would be even higher.   
 
If you have any questions in regards to our analysis, please don’t hesitate to contact us. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Anthony R. Weller, P.E., P.L.S. 
President 
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From: Herb Koss
To: Sherilyn Lombos; AliceCannon (acannon@tualatin.gov); Aquilla Hurd-Ravich; kperlfox@ci.tualatin.or.us
Cc: Lou Ogden; Peter Watts; Ed Trompke (Ed.Trompke@jordanramis.com)
Subject: Basalt Creek
Date: Tuesday, May 23, 2017 10:19:51 AM

Good Morning
 
Last night at the council work shop Lou asked me to contact staff
Regarding the Wilsonville Situation.   As you are aware KPFF has
prepared a site plan that for lack of better terms is way too costly
and not financially feasible.
 
I do not think that KPFF was given the task of calculating the costs
to grade the site nor calculate the cost of the retaining walls and
extra foundations.  Grading dirt and basalt rock is very expensive.
 
Now that we have their plan and our professionals have calculated
the costs to grade and prepare the site.  Now it is  up to them to
prove us wrong.
 
Peter Watts is going to reach out to the HBA and meet with
Washington County.  Peter has been in contact with Metro
Council.
 
Is there a time that we could meet?  I prefer early AM if possible.
 
Thanks
Herb Koss

mailto:herb@kossred.com
mailto:slombos@tualatin.gov
mailto:acannon@tualatin.gov
mailto:AHURD-RAVICH@ci.tualatin.or.us
mailto:kperlfox@ci.tualatin.or.us
mailto:lou@louogden.com
mailto:Peter.Watts@jordanramis.com
mailto:Ed.Trompke@jordanramis.com


From: Herb Koss
To: Alice Cannon; Aquilla Hurd-Ravich; Karen Perl Fox
Cc: LouOgden; Gordon Root (gordonroot@aol.com) (gordonroot@aol.com); Sherilyn Lombos
Subject: FW: Basalt Creek
Date: Wednesday, May 31, 2017 9:45:42 AM

 
 
 
Good Morning,
 

I sent the email below on May 23rd per Mayor Ogden’s suggestion.   I have not had any reply.  
 
I realize that the entire Basalt Creek Study plan cannot be finalized until the zoning issues are agreed
upon.
Wilsonville had even challenged the dividing line at one point in their last council session.   This was a
totally
uncalled for remark.
 
Our land basically has no economic value if zoned employment,  which is grossly unfair to the land
owners.
The KPFF report gave our professionals the information that they needed to prove that our land, as
well
as our neighbors land, would have no economic value if zoned employment.    Land with no value
does not benefit
the city or county on their tax roles either.
 
It is difficult for us to believe why Wilsonville has not accepted the facts as were presented to the
Tualatin
Council and Staff.   The Metro target for jobs has been exceeded without our land being zoned for
employment.
 
This process has been very frustrating to our land owners and any assistance that the City of Tualatin
can provide
should be provided.
 
I will willing to meeting asap.
 
Sincerely
Herb Koss
 
 

From: Herb Koss 
Sent: Tuesday, May 23, 2017 10:19 AM
To: Sherilyn Lombos (slombos@tualatin.gov); Alice Cannon (acannon@tualatin.gov); 'Aquilla Hurd-
Ravich'; kperlfox@ci.tualatin.or.us
Cc: 'Lou Ogden'; Peter Watts; Ed Trompke (Ed.Trompke@jordanramis.com)

mailto:herb@kossred.com
mailto:/O=CITY OF TUALATIN/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=Alice Rouyer13a
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mailto:kperlfox@tualatin.gov
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mailto:slombos@tualatin.gov
mailto:acannon@tualatin.gov
mailto:kperlfox@ci.tualatin.or.us
mailto:Ed.Trompke@jordanramis.com


Subject: Basalt Creek
 
Good Morning
 
Last night at the council work shop Lou asked me to contact staff
Regarding the Wilsonville Situation.   As you are aware KPFF has
prepared a site plan that for lack of better terms is way too costly
and not financially feasible.
 
I do not think that KPFF was given the task of calculating the costs
to grade the site nor calculate the cost of the retaining walls and
extra foundations.  Grading dirt and basalt rock is very expensive.
 
Now that we have their plan and our professionals have calculated
the costs to grade and prepare the site.  Now it is  up to them to
prove us wrong.
 
Peter Watts is going to reach out to the HBA and meet with
Washington County.  Peter has been in contact with Metro
Council.
 
Is there a time that we could meet?  I prefer early AM if possible.
 
Thanks
Herb Koss



From: Herb Koss
To: LouOgden
Cc: Sherilyn Lombos; Alice Cannon; Aquilla Hurd-Ravich; Karen Perl Fox; Gordon Root (gordonroot@aol.com)

(gordonroot@aol.com); Peter.Watts@jordanramis.com; Ed Trompke; Don & Barb Hanson; tweller@cesnw.com
Subject: RE: Basalt Creek
Date: Thursday, June 01, 2017 7:20:47 PM

Lou
 
The bottom line to your analysis is the costs involved to make this site employment land.   Isn’t the
simple approach to have Wilsonville, since they retained KPFF, ask
this firm to review CES numbers?   CES used their layout and came up with the costs.   The costs
were at the bottom of the scale not the top.
 
A presentation of the KPFF plan to the Tualatin Council is not the answer.  Who is the right person to
contact Wilsonville to make that suggestion? 
 
Herb
 

From: Lou Ogden [mailto:lou@louogden.com] 
Sent: Thursday, June 1, 2017 11:54 AM
To: Herb Koss
Cc: Sherilyn Lombos; Alice Cannon; Aquilla Hurd-Ravich; Karen Perl Fox; Gordon Root
(gordonroot@aol.com) (gordonroot@aol.com); Peter.Watts@jordanramis.com; Ed Trompke; Don & Barb
Hanson; tweller@cesnw.com
Subject: Re: Basalt Creek
 
I wanted to make the point that land use designation isn't always about highest and best use. If that
were the case perhaps every acre would be retail in a hot area like Tualatin. Rather, it is about long
term vision for a community and functional relationships such as jobs, housing, transportation,
services, etc. That said, there is, in my mind, the issue of viable uses. A designated area may not be
highest or best use but it must be an economically viable use. That is what I believe breaks down on
this site; not so much highest and best use, but viable or non viable. Finally I don't equate feasible
with viable. Most anything is feasible given enough $$ but that doesn't mean it is necessarily viable.
If not viable then the land languishes indefinitely until some extraneous use perhaps becomes the
ultimate waste of land like a construction materials storage site or similar 

Thanks,
 

Lou Ogden
Resource Strategies Planning Group
Group Benefits & Life, Health, Disability, & Long Term Care Insurance for
Businesses and Individuals 
21040 SW 90th Ave. Tualatin, OR 97062
Phone 503.692.0163; Fax 503.385.0320
lou@louogden.com
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On May 31, 2017, at 11:23 AM, Herb Koss <herb@kossred.com> wrote:

Sherilyn 
Thank you for your response 
Two things--First of all you need to ask KPFF what is their estimate of the costs to
prepare the site with their plan including retaining walls.   CES and Otak prepared our
cost estimates
This should not even require a presentation.   
 
Second -- Their thought on Highest and Best Use
 
The process has taken long time and at a great deal of expense.  Gordon Root as other
property owners have been very patient with the process probably too patient 
 
I would think asking KPFF for the costs would answer the question of Highest and Best
Use and costs affecting economic value of the acreage involved
 
For Wilsonville to hold up the process without all of the facts is ridiculous 
 
 
 
 

Sent from my iPhone

On May 31, 2017, at 10:50 AM, Sherilyn Lombos <slombos@tualatin.gov> wrote:

Hi Herb,
 
Please forgive me; it was on my to-do list to respond back.
Our next step is to get the KPFF folks to come present their report to the
Tualatin Council.  We all think it would be a good thing for the Tualatin
Council to get the skinny on the work they did and what they came up
with.  So before any other meetings are scheduled or discussions occur
regarding jurisdiction lines or really any other areas of agreement or
disagreement, we’re going to get that scheduled.  We’re currently looking
at July 10, but I don’t have that confirmed quite yet.
 

Sherilyn Lombos
Tualatin City Manager
Desk: 503.691.3010 | Mobile: 971-998-4127
slombos@tualatin.gov
www.tualatinoregon.gov
 

From: Herb Koss [mailto:herb@kossred.com] 
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Sent: Wednesday, May 31, 2017 9:46 AM
To: Alice Cannon; Aquilla Hurd-Ravich; Karen Perl Fox
Cc: LouOgden; Gordon Root (gordonroot@aol.com) (gordonroot@aol.com);
Sherilyn Lombos
Subject: FW: Basalt Creek
 
 
 
 
Good Morning,
 

I sent the email below on May 23rd per Mayor Ogden’s suggestion.   I have
not had any reply.  
 
I realize that the entire Basalt Creek Study plan cannot be finalized until
the zoning issues are agreed upon.
Wilsonville had even challenged the dividing line at one point in their last
council session.   This was a totally
uncalled for remark.
 
Our land basically has no economic value if zoned employment,  which is
grossly unfair to the land owners.
The KPFF report gave our professionals the information that they needed
to prove that our land, as well
as our neighbors land, would have no economic value if zoned
employment.    Land with no value does not benefit
the city or county on their tax roles either.
 
It is difficult for us to believe why Wilsonville has not accepted the facts as
were presented to the Tualatin
Council and Staff.   The Metro target for jobs has been exceeded without
our land being zoned for employment.
 
This process has been very frustrating to our land owners and any
assistance that the City of Tualatin can provide
should be provided.
 
I will willing to meeting asap.
 
Sincerely
Herb Koss
 
 

From: Herb Koss 
Sent: Tuesday, May 23, 2017 10:19 AM
To: Sherilyn Lombos (slombos@tualatin.gov); Alice Cannon
(acannon@tualatin.gov); 'Aquilla Hurd-Ravich'; kperlfox@ci.tualatin.or.us

mailto:gordonroot@aol.com
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Cc: 'Lou Ogden'; Peter Watts; Ed Trompke (Ed.Trompke@jordanramis.com)
Subject: Basalt Creek
 
Good Morning
 
Last night at the council work shop Lou asked me to contact staff
Regarding the Wilsonville Situation.   As you are aware KPFF has
prepared a site plan that for lack of better terms is way too costly
and not financially feasible.
 
I do not think that KPFF was given the task of calculating the costs
to grade the site nor calculate the cost of the retaining walls and
extra foundations.  Grading dirt and basalt rock is very expensive.
 
Now that we have their plan and our professionals have calculated
the costs to grade and prepare the site.  Now it is  up to them to
prove us wrong.
 
Peter Watts is going to reach out to the HBA and meet with
Washington County.  Peter has been in contact with Metro
Council.
 
Is there a time that we could meet?  I prefer early AM if possible.
 
Thanks
Herb Koss

mailto:Ed.Trompke@jordanramis.com


From: Herb Koss
To: matt.dolan@kpff.com
Cc: Lou Ogden; Don & Barb Hanson; Peter Watts; Ed Trompke (Ed.Trompke@jordanramis.com); Gordon Root

(gordonroot@aol.com) (gordonroot@aol.com); Grace Lucini; Hannah Childs; Heather Hutchinson; Herb Koss;
Howard Houston; John and Grace Lucini; Lark Leitgeb; Lois Fox; Marvin Mast (marvinmast@gmail.com); Matthew
Johansen; Mehdi A-Sanaei (mehdiasanaei@yahoo.com); Peter Shames; r.alvstad@comcast.net; Sherman
Leitgeb; srcs6914@aol.com; Steve Summers (Nickstevensfs00@gmail.com); Alice Cannon; Aquilla Hurd-Ravich;
Frank Bubenik (fbubenik@ci.tualatin.or.us); jeff DeHaan; Joelle Davis (jdavis@ci.tualatin.or.us); lou ogden
(logden@ci.tualatin.or.us); nancy grimes (ngrimes@ci.tualatin.or.us); paul morrison; robert kellogg; Sherilyn
Lombos; C Lehan; Council Akervall; Mayor Knapp; Scott Starr; stevens council member

Subject: FW: Basalt
Date: Tuesday, June 06, 2017 12:23:59 PM
Attachments: 3273_CESNW_KPFF..pdf

Otak CES.pdf

 
Dear Matt:
 
Thank you for taking my call today.   Per our conversation I have attached the letter from CESNW
that analyzes the costs involved  in grading the site for employment land.   I also have attached a
memo
from Don Hanson at Otak.
 
As I informed you today after I found that our land and the land to the north was being considered
for an employment zone I first contacted Peter Bechen the CEO of PacTrust.    He sent his VP to the
site
whose name is Eric Sporre.   Eric has extensive Development experience in the development of
industrial parks.  
Both Eric and Peter confirmed that our land was of no interest to them and in fact Peter Bechen told
me you
could  give us your land and we would not be interested because of the grading Issues and limited
access.   I do
not  like to spend money on challenging a city’s or county’s plan unless I confirm that my feelings are
correct.    Brian Clopton of Clopton Excavation, Ken Leahey,  Stu Peterson a seasoned industrial
Broker,
Tony Weller – CESNW and Don Hanson – Otak all confirmed my opinion and reasons for opposing an
employment
land designation.   John Fregonese who was the lead planner of the Basalt Creek Study also agreed
that a supportive
housing zone was the proper zoning as long as  there was no increase in the trip counts.
 
My hope is that Wilsonville will pay your firm to analyze and determine if the costs to grade our site
for
employment is accurate. As we discussed the land on the south end has no access to Basalt Creek
Parkway, which
is a huge negative for zoning our land for employment.   Lou Ogden referred to our land as the base
of the  
arrowhead with no good access.
 
Matt I know your firm was just asked ----can you prepare a layout for employment on the acreage in
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May 18, 2017 
 
 
 
Mr. Herb Koss 
Sherwood Grahams Ferry LLC 
22400 Salamo Road, Suite 106 
West Linn, Oregon 97068 
 
RE:  BASALT CREEK CENTRAL AREA – KPFF CONCEPT PLAN 
 
Dear Mr. Koss: 
 
In response to your request we have reviewed the Basalt Creek Concept Plans prepared by KPFF 
with regards to the approximately 50 acres north and east of the intersection of Grahams Ferry 
road and Basalt Creek Parkway.   
 
The KPFF study outlines three potential development schemes that share similarities between 
each scheme.  Each scheme includes a single access point on Grahams Ferry Road at Tonquin Loop 
and no secondary or emergency access provided.   The study also provides concept finish floor 
elevations and access road grades for each scheme.  The summary shows either Scheme A or B as 
the higher rated concepts.  We chose Scheme B to evaluate as the most highly ranked scheme. 
 
Using the proposed grading plan for Scheme B, we calculated rough grading quantities and costs.  
Our estimate shows estimated grading totaling about 350,000 cubic yards.   We also looked at the 
existing grades around the proposed parking and building areas for the potential need of retaining 
walls.  The grading plan for this scheme showed some retaining walls but we believe additional 
walls would be required along the parking areas adjacent to the easterly property line and the 
downhill sides of Building B and Building D.  We estimated the need for approximately 2400 lineal 
feet of retaining walls for these walls and the ones shown on the plan.  We also believe additional 
smaller walls will likely be required for this plan as it is further developed.  We did not provide any 
allowance for the smaller walls. 
 
Our experience in this area on the site to the north, leads us to expect a significant amount of rock 
that is very near the surface.  The proposed grading plan also includes significant depths of cut and 
fill.  The fill in the south east corner of the site would be about 20-feet and cuts on the site that 
could be over 10-feet.  Rock excavation is not very efficient and therefore more costly.  Also to use 
the excavated rock materials as fill, will require additional processing or it may need to be 
supplemented with imported materials to accomplish the grading as proposed.   
 







Mr. Herb Koss 
BASALT CREEK CENTRAL AREA – KPFF CONCEPT PLAN 
Page 2 of 2 


 
 
For budgetary purposes, we would estimate $30 per cubic yard for grading to reflect the rock 
excavation and potential imported fill needs for this site.  This results in an estimated grading cost 
of $10,500,000.  At the anticipated wall heights, we have estimated $1,200,000 for the retaining 
walls.   
 
In summary, we feel the proposed grading plan is possible but it puts parking lot and access way 
slopes at the near maximums for industrial development.  If you were to the reduce slopes to 
improve the usability, it would require even more excavation and the costs would be even higher.   
 
If you have any questions in regards to our analysis, please don’t hesitate to contact us. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Anthony R. Weller, P.E., P.L.S. 
President 
 
 
\3273_CESNW_KPFF 
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May 19, 2017 
 
 
Herb Koss 
2643 South Shore Blvd 
Lake Oswego, OR 97034 
 
 
RE: Basalt Creek Central Area - KPFF Concept Plan 
 
 
Hello Herb, 


I've read Tony Weller's letter regarding the extra costs required to develop the subject property with 
employment uses. Tony is a very experienced and capable engineer. He also has very relevant 
experience in the area. 


I agree with Tony's letter and believe it summarizes the situation quite well. The hard costs are 
actually on the low side for grading the site based on my recent experience on similar sites. 


The other concern both Tony and I share is access for cars, trucks and emergency vehicles. A 
second access point will be extremely difficult to provide. 


Please feel free to call with any questions or comments. 


Thanks, 
 
 
 
Don Hanson 
Principal 
Otak, Inc. 
 







question
with no consideration for costs or highest and best use.   The cost factor is of course our major
concern as our
land would have no value and no marketability if zoned for employment.
 
McKenzie was involved in the process earlier than your firm was.  Washington County asked them
the same
question and McKenzie provided a layout that again was cost prohibitive.    The Tualatin Council
voted 7 – 0 in
favor of a residential zone.    Tualatin’s decision was based on facts that were provided by use from
professionals
in the business.  In correctly zoning land so it will never be developed is unfair to the land owners,
the city and
the county.
 
After the Tualatin City council meeting our land owners thought that the process to complete the
Basalt Study
could be completed.   Your firm was hired  by the City of Wilsonville-----again to lay out a plan for
employment use
without any consideration for costs of blasting, grading or the required  retaining walls.
 
In summary I am hopeful that the City of Wilsonville will pay your firm to analyze the costs involved
with your
site plan.  If you concur the question of zoning should be easy to determine.  Since the CESNW letter
was
written Ken Leahey told me that the $30.00 per yard was low and in his opinion the grading costs
could be closer to
$40.00 per yard.  This of course really affects the grading costs in the wrong directlon.
 
If Wilsonville approves our suggested course of action please feel free to contact Tony Weller at
CESNW for
any information.  We will pay for his time.  I have copied all stakeholders with this email.
 
My phone number is 503 730 2431   email:  herb@kossred.com
 
Again thanks for taking my call.
 
Sincerely
 
Herb Koss
 
Cell  503 730 2431    email:   herb@kossred.com
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From: Tony Weller
To: Alice Cannon
Cc: Herb Koss (herb@kossred.com); Don Hanson; Aquilla Hurd-Ravich; Sherilyn Lombos
Subject: RE: Basalt Creek Planning Area
Date: Thursday, July 20, 2017 3:53:00 PM

Hi Alice –
 
Currently there isn’t a proposed residential plan.  The approach to this site will be to respect the
existing topography.  This approach (not product) would be very similar to how Forest Rim
Apartments was able to accommodate the rock outcrop into the site plan.  Smaller buildings and
more flexible access grades will be used to reduce the grading and retaining walls.
 
Our purpose in providing the grading and wall costs (which I realize we really didn’t explain) was not
compare development costs between the two uses but to show that with about 40 usable acres, the
$11,000,000 (for only grading and walls and not all the other costs and land) equates to about $6/sf. 
 What we understand is $6 to $6.50/sf is the market value of a finished employment/industrial lot. 
This cost makes it impossible to deliver a finished product at market value.
 
Regards – Tony
 
Tony Weller, P.E., P.L.S.
President
CESNW, INC.
13190 SW 68th Parkway, Suite 150
Tigard, OR  97223
503.968.6655 p
503.968.2595 f
503.866.6550 c
tweller@cesnw.com
www.cesnw.com
 
 
 
 

From: Alice Cannon [mailto:acannon@tualatin.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, July 20, 2017 11:58 AM
To: Tony Weller
Cc: Herb Koss (herb@kossred.com); Don Hanson; Aquilla Hurd-Ravich; Sherilyn Lombos
Subject: RE: Basalt Creek Planning Area
 
Tony,
 
Thanks for this summary. 
 
I noticed that you have given a grading and retaining wall cost estimate for employment land.  I’m
wondering if you can revise this memo to give a grading and retaining wall cost estimate for one of
Herb’s development concepts.  That way the Council can see the delta between the two costs.  This
will be an important consideration to Council.
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Let me know if this is possible and when you may be able to make that adjustment to the memo.
 
Thank you,
 
Alice
 
Alice Cannon
Assistant City Manager
City of Tualatin   |   Community Development
503.691.3018   |  acannon@tualatin.gov  | www.tualatinoregon.gov
 

From: Tony Weller [mailto:tweller@cesnw.com] 
Sent: Thursday, July 20, 2017 10:50 AM
To: Alice Cannon
Cc: Herb Koss (herb@kossred.com); Don Hanson
Subject: Basalt Creek Planning Area
 
Hi Alice –
 
Don Hanson asked me to prepare and forward this letter to you regarding our work on the central
Basalt Creek Planning area and the upcoming Council Work Session.  Let me know if you have
questions.
 
Regards – Tony
 
Tony Weller, P.E., P.L.S.
President
CESNW, INC.
13190 SW 68th Parkway, Suite 150
Tigard, OR  97223
503.968.6655 p
503.968.2595 f
503.866.6550 c
tweller@cesnw.com
www.cesnw.com
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From: Don Hanson
To: Alice Cannon; Tony Weller
Cc: Herb Koss (herb@kossred.com); Aquilla Hurd-Ravich; Sherilyn Lombos
Subject: RE: Basalt Creek Planning Area
Date: Friday, July 21, 2017 1:04:21 PM
Attachments: 20170721123442487.pdf

Hello Alice.
I’ve attached a land use diagram that summarizes our residential approach in a simplistic manner.
The plan avoids site constraints and results in density that fits within the trip cap limits agreed upon
between the cities. It also proposes relatively low densities which again will reduce conflicts with site
constraints and costly construction.
It shows 25 acres of land at 6du/ac for townhome and single family residential .150 units.
It shows 15 acres of land for multi family residential at 15 du/ac.270 units.
These numbers are approximate at this point but it’s easy to recognize that this can be implemented
in a feasible manner.
I will be there with Tony Weller Monday evening and can certainly explain this further and respond
to any questions from council. Please include this land use diagram in a power point if one is being
prepared. I believe Tony may also have a few images to include.
Thanks Alice
Don
 
Don Hanson| Principal
v. 503.415.2317  |  f. 503.415.2304
www.otak.com 

P at Otak, we consider the environment before printing emails.

 

From: Alice Cannon [mailto:acannon@tualatin.gov] 
Sent: Friday, July 21, 2017 8:35 AM
To: Tony Weller; Alice Cannon
Cc: Herb Koss (herb@kossred.com); Don Hanson; Aquilla Hurd-Ravich; Sherilyn Lombos
Subject: Re: Basalt Creek Planning Area
 
Thank you.  Sorry for the typos in my last message.  Mr. Koss and Don Hanson produced
several development concepts. ☺
 
 
-------- Original message --------
From: Tony Weller <tweller@cesnw.com>
Date: 7/21/17 8:29 AM (GMT-08:00)
To: Alice Cannon <acannon@tualatin.gov>
Cc: "Herb Koss (herb@kossred.com)" <herb@kossred.com>, Don Hanson
<don.hanson@otak.com>, Aquilla Hurd-Ravich <AHURD-RAVICH@tualatin.gov>, Sherilyn
Lombos <slombos@tualatin.gov>
Subject: RE: Basalt Creek Planning Area
 
Thank you Alice -  I will check with Don and Herb and see what we can do.
 
Have a great weekend! – Tony
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Tony Weller, P.E., P.L.S.
President
CESNW, INC.
13190 SW 68th Parkway, Suite 150
Tigard, OR  97223
503.968.6655 p
503.968.2595 f
503.866.6550 c
tweller@cesnw.com
www.cesnw.com
 
 
 

From: Alice Cannon [mailto:acannon@tualatin.gov] 
Sent: Friday, July 21, 2017 8:25 AM
To: Tony Weller; Alice Cannon
Cc: Herb Koss (herb@kossred.com); Don Hanson; Aquilla Hurd-Ravich; Sherilyn Lombos
Subject: Re: Basalt Creek Planning Area
 
Thank you, Tony.
 
I still think Council will want to compare employment vs residential  development costs. Mr.
Koss and Hanson several development concepts. I think it would be good to pick one and
present some comparative grading and retaining wall costs so Council can see the cost
differences more concretely. Without this, the concepts you are discussing are bit more
abstract. You can present your point much more clearly with this comparison. Don and I spoke
by phone about this last Friday.
 
Let me know what you might be able to do. Thanks for being thoughtful about this.
 
Alice
 
 
 
 
-------- Original message --------
From: Tony Weller <tweller@cesnw.com>
Date: 7/20/17 3:52 PM (GMT-08:00)
To: Alice Cannon <acannon@tualatin.gov>
Cc: "Herb Koss (herb@kossred.com)" <herb@kossred.com>, Don Hanson
<don.hanson@otak.com>, Aquilla Hurd-Ravich <AHURD-RAVICH@tualatin.gov>, Sherilyn
Lombos <slombos@tualatin.gov>
Subject: RE: Basalt Creek Planning Area
 
Hi Alice –
 
Currently there isn’t a proposed residential plan.  The approach to this site will be to respect the
existing topography.  This approach (not product) would be very similar to how Forest Rim
Apartments was able to accommodate the rock outcrop into the site plan.  Smaller buildings and
more flexible access grades will be used to reduce the grading and retaining walls.
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Our purpose in providing the grading and wall costs (which I realize we really didn’t explain) was not
compare development costs between the two uses but to show that with about 40 usable acres, the
$11,000,000 (for only grading and walls and not all the other costs and land) equates to about $6/sf. 
 What we understand is $6 to $6.50/sf is the market value of a finished employment/industrial lot. 
This cost makes it impossible to deliver a finished product at market value.
 
Regards – Tony
 
Tony Weller, P.E., P.L.S.
President
CESNW, INC.
13190 SW 68th Parkway, Suite 150
Tigard, OR  97223
503.968.6655 p
503.968.2595 f
503.866.6550 c
tweller@cesnw.com
www.cesnw.com
 
 
 
 

From: Alice Cannon [mailto:acannon@tualatin.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, July 20, 2017 11:58 AM
To: Tony Weller
Cc: Herb Koss (herb@kossred.com); Don Hanson; Aquilla Hurd-Ravich; Sherilyn Lombos
Subject: RE: Basalt Creek Planning Area
 
Tony,
 
Thanks for this summary. 
 
I noticed that you have given a grading and retaining wall cost estimate for employment land.  I’m
wondering if you can revise this memo to give a grading and retaining wall cost estimate for one of
Herb’s development concepts.  That way the Council can see the delta between the two costs.  This
will be an important consideration to Council.
 
Let me know if this is possible and when you may be able to make that adjustment to the memo.
 
Thank you,
 
Alice
 
Alice Cannon
Assistant City Manager
City of Tualatin   |   Community Development
503.691.3018   |  acannon@tualatin.gov  | www.tualatinoregon.gov
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From: Tony Weller [mailto:tweller@cesnw.com] 
Sent: Thursday, July 20, 2017 10:50 AM
To: Alice Cannon
Cc: Herb Koss (herb@kossred.com); Don Hanson
Subject: Basalt Creek Planning Area
 
Hi Alice –
 
Don Hanson asked me to prepare and forward this letter to you regarding our work on the central
Basalt Creek Planning area and the upcoming Council Work Session.  Let me know if you have
questions.
 
Regards – Tony
 
Tony Weller, P.E., P.L.S.
President
CESNW, INC.
13190 SW 68th Parkway, Suite 150
Tigard, OR  97223
503.968.6655 p
503.968.2595 f
503.866.6550 c
tweller@cesnw.com
www.cesnw.com
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From: Herb Koss
To: Alice Cannon; Tony Weller
Cc: Don Hanson
Subject: RE: Basalt Creek Planning Area
Date: Monday, July 24, 2017 10:30:05 AM

Alice
 
Don and Tony both can address the any cost question verbally tonight.
 
Grading costs for a residential zone will be much less and we will design
to avoid constraints as much as possible.  In other words work with the
existing grades and use some rock ridges as open space.
 
Please feel free to contact either Tony or Don before the meeting although
Don is headed back from the Oregon Coast.
 
Herb
 

From: Alice Cannon [mailto:acannon@tualatin.gov] 
Sent: Monday, July 24, 2017 9:24 AM
To: Tony Weller
Cc: Herb Koss; Don Hanson
Subject: RE: Basalt Creek Planning Area
 
Tony,
 
Thanks for the note.
 
So I’m reading into this that you won’t have a grading and  retaining wall cost estimate for Mr. Koss’s
development concept for the sake of comparison.
 
I think the Council may ask about that.  It certainly isn’t required to provide it but I think it is always
good to anticipate and prep for Council questions.  If you have provided estimates for the KPFF
study, Council will likely want estimates for Mr. Koss’s proposal for the sake of comparison. 
 
I won’t raise this again because I’ve repeated this message a few times.  Ultimately, Council has to
make decisions about the data they receive.
 
I know we’re all hoping we can reach resolution on this Concept Plan.
 
Thanks!
 
Alice   
 
Alice Cannon
Assistant City Manager

mailto:herb@kossred.com
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City of Tualatin   |   Community Development
503.691.3018   |  acannon@tualatin.gov  | www.tualatinoregon.gov
 

From: Tony Weller [mailto:tweller@cesnw.com] 
Sent: Monday, July 24, 2017 9:17 AM
To: Alice Cannon; Don Hanson; Herb Koss (herb@kossred.com)
Subject: RE: Basalt Creek Planning Area
 
Hi Alice –
 
Don is currently at the coast and will be making his way back for the meeting tonight.  Here are the
slides we would like to be available for us tonight.  Let me know if you have any questions or need
anything else.
 
Thank you – Tony
 
Tony Weller, P.E., P.L.S.
President
CESNW, INC.
13190 SW 68th Parkway, Suite 150
Tigard, OR  97223
503.968.6655 p
503.968.2595 f
503.866.6550 c
tweller@cesnw.com
www.cesnw.com
 
 
 

From: Alice Cannon [mailto:acannon@tualatin.gov] 
Sent: Monday, July 24, 2017 8:49 AM
To: Don Hanson; Tony Weller; Herb Koss (herb@kossred.com)
Subject: FW: Basalt Creek Planning Area
 
Don,
 
Thanks for your note this morning.
 
Here you go.  Let us know if we can expect a PowerPoint by noon today.  If so, we will make sure it is
available on our laptop and also post it online.
 
Happy Monday to you all!
 
Thank you.
 
Alice
 
Alice Cannon
Assistant City Manager
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City of Tualatin   |   Community Development
503.691.3018   |  acannon@tualatin.gov  | www.tualatinoregon.gov
 

From: Alice Cannon 
Sent: Friday, July 21, 2017 1:18 PM
To: Don Hanson; Alice Cannon; Tony Weller
Cc: Herb Koss (herb@kossred.com); Aquilla Hurd-Ravich; Sherilyn Lombos
Subject: Re: Basalt Creek Planning Area
 
 Thank you,  Don. You and Tony are welcome to prepare thought own Powerpoint and supply
it to us by noon Monday. We will make sure it is availae on our computer for your use and
also post it online too.
 
I assume this convept plan becomes tge basis for the grading and retsining wall cost estimates
for this plan? Maybe Tony will supply that next?
 
Thank you.
 
Alice
 
 
-------- Original message --------
From: Don Hanson <don.hanson@otak.com>
Date: 7/21/17 1:04 PM (GMT-08:00)
To: Alice Cannon <acannon@tualatin.gov>, Tony Weller <tweller@cesnw.com>
Cc: "Herb Koss (herb@kossred.com)" <herb@kossred.com>, Aquilla Hurd-Ravich
<AHURD-RAVICH@tualatin.gov>, Sherilyn Lombos <slombos@tualatin.gov>
Subject: RE: Basalt Creek Planning Area
 
Hello Alice.
I’ve attached a land use diagram that summarizes our residential approach in a simplistic manner.
The plan avoids site constraints and results in density that fits within the trip cap limits agreed upon
between the cities. It also proposes relatively low densities which again will reduce conflicts with site
constraints and costly construction.
It shows 25 acres of land at 6du/ac for townhome and single family residential .150 units.
It shows 15 acres of land for multi family residential at 15 du/ac.270 units.
These numbers are approximate at this point but it’s easy to recognize that this can be implemented
in a feasible manner.
I will be there with Tony Weller Monday evening and can certainly explain this further and respond
to any questions from council. Please include this land use diagram in a power point if one is being
prepared. I believe Tony may also have a few images to include.
Thanks Alice
Don
 
Don Hanson| Principal
v. 503.415.2317  |  f. 503.415.2304
www.otak.com 

P at Otak, we consider the environment before printing emails.
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From: Alice Cannon [mailto:acannon@tualatin.gov] 
Sent: Friday, July 21, 2017 8:35 AM
To: Tony Weller; Alice Cannon
Cc: Herb Koss (herb@kossred.com); Don Hanson; Aquilla Hurd-Ravich; Sherilyn Lombos
Subject: Re: Basalt Creek Planning Area
 
Thank you.  Sorry for the typos in my last message.  Mr. Koss and Don Hanson produced
several development concepts. ☺
 
 
-------- Original message --------
From: Tony Weller <tweller@cesnw.com>
Date: 7/21/17 8:29 AM (GMT-08:00)
To: Alice Cannon <acannon@tualatin.gov>
Cc: "Herb Koss (herb@kossred.com)" <herb@kossred.com>, Don Hanson
<don.hanson@otak.com>, Aquilla Hurd-Ravich <AHURD-RAVICH@tualatin.gov>, Sherilyn
Lombos <slombos@tualatin.gov>
Subject: RE: Basalt Creek Planning Area
 
Thank you Alice -  I will check with Don and Herb and see what we can do.
 
Have a great weekend! – Tony
 
Tony Weller, P.E., P.L.S.
President
CESNW, INC.
13190 SW 68th Parkway, Suite 150
Tigard, OR  97223
503.968.6655 p
503.968.2595 f
503.866.6550 c
tweller@cesnw.com
www.cesnw.com
 
 
 

From: Alice Cannon [mailto:acannon@tualatin.gov] 
Sent: Friday, July 21, 2017 8:25 AM
To: Tony Weller; Alice Cannon
Cc: Herb Koss (herb@kossred.com); Don Hanson; Aquilla Hurd-Ravich; Sherilyn Lombos
Subject: Re: Basalt Creek Planning Area
 
Thank you, Tony.
 
I still think Council will want to compare employment vs residential  development costs. Mr.
Koss and Hanson several development concepts. I think it would be good to pick one and
present some comparative grading and retaining wall costs so Council can see the cost
differences more concretely. Without this, the concepts you are discussing are bit more
abstract. You can present your point much more clearly with this comparison. Don and I spoke
by phone about this last Friday.
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Let me know what you might be able to do. Thanks for being thoughtful about this.
 
Alice
 
 
 
 
-------- Original message --------
From: Tony Weller <tweller@cesnw.com>
Date: 7/20/17 3:52 PM (GMT-08:00)
To: Alice Cannon <acannon@tualatin.gov>
Cc: "Herb Koss (herb@kossred.com)" <herb@kossred.com>, Don Hanson
<don.hanson@otak.com>, Aquilla Hurd-Ravich <AHURD-RAVICH@tualatin.gov>, Sherilyn
Lombos <slombos@tualatin.gov>
Subject: RE: Basalt Creek Planning Area
 
Hi Alice –
 
Currently there isn’t a proposed residential plan.  The approach to this site will be to respect the
existing topography.  This approach (not product) would be very similar to how Forest Rim
Apartments was able to accommodate the rock outcrop into the site plan.  Smaller buildings and
more flexible access grades will be used to reduce the grading and retaining walls.
 
Our purpose in providing the grading and wall costs (which I realize we really didn’t explain) was not
compare development costs between the two uses but to show that with about 40 usable acres, the
$11,000,000 (for only grading and walls and not all the other costs and land) equates to about $6/sf. 
 What we understand is $6 to $6.50/sf is the market value of a finished employment/industrial lot. 
This cost makes it impossible to deliver a finished product at market value.
 
Regards – Tony
 
Tony Weller, P.E., P.L.S.
President
CESNW, INC.
13190 SW 68th Parkway, Suite 150
Tigard, OR  97223
503.968.6655 p
503.968.2595 f
503.866.6550 c
tweller@cesnw.com
www.cesnw.com
 
 
 
 

From: Alice Cannon [mailto:acannon@tualatin.gov] 
Sent: Thursday, July 20, 2017 11:58 AM
To: Tony Weller
Cc: Herb Koss (herb@kossred.com); Don Hanson; Aquilla Hurd-Ravich; Sherilyn Lombos
Subject: RE: Basalt Creek Planning Area
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Tony,
 
Thanks for this summary. 
 
I noticed that you have given a grading and retaining wall cost estimate for employment land.  I’m
wondering if you can revise this memo to give a grading and retaining wall cost estimate for one of
Herb’s development concepts.  That way the Council can see the delta between the two costs.  This
will be an important consideration to Council.
 
Let me know if this is possible and when you may be able to make that adjustment to the memo.
 
Thank you,
 
Alice
 
Alice Cannon
Assistant City Manager
City of Tualatin   |   Community Development
503.691.3018   |  acannon@tualatin.gov  | www.tualatinoregon.gov
 

From: Tony Weller [mailto:tweller@cesnw.com] 
Sent: Thursday, July 20, 2017 10:50 AM
To: Alice Cannon
Cc: Herb Koss (herb@kossred.com); Don Hanson
Subject: Basalt Creek Planning Area
 
Hi Alice –
 
Don Hanson asked me to prepare and forward this letter to you regarding our work on the central
Basalt Creek Planning area and the upcoming Council Work Session.  Let me know if you have
questions.
 
Regards – Tony
 
Tony Weller, P.E., P.L.S.
President
CESNW, INC.
13190 SW 68th Parkway, Suite 150
Tigard, OR  97223
503.968.6655 p
503.968.2595 f
503.866.6550 c
tweller@cesnw.com
www.cesnw.com
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From: Herb Koss
To: Alice Cannon; Aquilla Hurd-Ravich; Frank Bubenik(fbubenik@ci.tualatin.or.us); Jeff Dehaan; Joelle Davis

(jdavis@ci.tualatin.or.us); lou ogden (logden@ci.tualatin.or.us); Louogden; nancy
grimes(ngrimes@ci.tualatin.or.us); Paul Morrison; Robert Kellogg; SherilynLombos

Subject: FW: Basalt Creek
Date: Wednesday, August 30, 2017 8:41:58 AM
Attachments: CCE08292017.pdf

Dear Council and Tualatin Staff
 
I sent an email with a large amount of data so in some cases the servers will not
Deliver the email.
 
I have prepared an abbreviated package,  which is attached.
 
After sending Chair Duyck and the Washington County commissioners the
full package I received an email,  which stated that the County would not
oppose a residential zone for the land in question, but since the IGA
required all parties to concur it was too bad that no arbitration or mediation
Clause was not in the agreement.
 
This process is and continues to be very frustrating.   As I understand it the
IGA expires in 9/2019.
 
It is still our hope that a resolution can be made.  I had our professionals look
at other options pertaining to our land, but the access issues, topography, buffers
and extreme costs just cannot be overcome.
 
Sincerely
Herb Koss -
 
 

mailto:herb@kossred.com
mailto:Acannon@ci.tualatin.or.us
mailto:AHURD-RAVICH@ci.tualatin.or.us
mailto:fbubenik@ci.tualatin.or.us
mailto:jdehaan@tualatin.gov
mailto:jdavis@ci.tualatin.or.us
mailto:jdavis@ci.tualatin.or.us
mailto:logden@ci.tualatin.or.us
mailto:lou@louogden.com
mailto:ngrimes@ci.tualatin.or.us
mailto:ngrimes@ci.tualatin.or.us
mailto:pmorrison@tualatin.gov
mailto:rkellogg@tualatin.gov
mailto:SLOMBOS@ci.tualatin.or.us































From: tom.re@comcast.net
To: LouOgden; Frank Bubenik; Paul Morrison; Jeff Dehaan; Robert Kellogg; Nancy Grimes; Joelle Davis; Sherilyn

Lombos; Alice Cannon; Aquilla Hurd-Ravich; Karen Perl Fox; "Andy Duyck"; cao@co.washington.or.us;
Craig.Dirksen@oregonmetro.gov; mayor@ci.wilsonville.or.us; scottstarr97070@gmail.com;
stevens@ci.wilsonville.or.us; lehan@ci.wilsonville.or.us; akervall@ci.wilsonville.or.us;
cosgrove@ci.wilsonville.or.us; "Bateschell, Miranda"; kraushaar@ci.wilsonville.or.us

Cc: "Kathy Re"; GORDONROOT@aol.com; gordon@staffordlandcompany.com
Subject: The Times 9/13/2017 "Metro could arbitrate Basalt Creek Dispute"
Date: Monday, September 18, 2017 8:43:10 PM

Tualatin Mayor Ogden, Council President Davis, Councilors Bubenik, Morrison, DeHaan, Kellogg,
Grimes, City Manager Lombos, Asst. City Manager Cannon, Planning Manager Hurd-Ravich, Senior
Planner Perl Fox, Wa. County Commission Chairman Duyck, Vice Chair District 3 Representative
Rogers,
Metro District 3 Councilor Dirksen, Wilsonville Mayor Knapp, Councilors Starr, Stevens, Lehan,
Akervall, City Manager Cosgrove, Long Range Planning Manager Bateschell, City Engineer Kraushaar:
 
First, I sincerely thank you all for your service and dedication to the common goal – the betterment
of our region, our great cities and our citizens – I respect you all – I could not do your job.
 
After many years of Basalt Creek Project meetings, planning, consultants, hashing and rehashing that
due to the fact that everyone wanting the best for the area and to “do it right”- we find ourselves at
a roadblock - a stalemate - (“the Central Sub Area CAN feasibly be developed for jobs” – “the Central
Sub Area CANNOT feasibly be developed for jobs” thus holding up the entire Basalt Creek Project
with virtually no end in sight. As mayor Ogden summed it up “… we’re good friends and we just
haven’t been able to come to the same comprehension of this ink blot…”.  
 
We have followed this area since before it was voted into the UGB – attended many meetings and
ideas may differ but there is always one common thread – everyone wants to do what is best for the
area.
 
So we can do nothing and wait until the extended IGA runs out in September of 2019 – but then
what – we are still at an impasse or – but we have thoughtful alternatives.
 

·         Change the Boundary Line - Wilsonville has done independent studies to show this area can
be developed into jobs and are ready and willing and able to absorb the property.

·         Adopt the Concept Plan AS IS with the exclusion of the Sub Area – the sub area is out of
the discussion until further exhaustive / independent studies can done to see if the land can
or cannot be feasibly developed for jobs (“make sure we get it right”) and this is the
alternative we feel is best and we absolutely fully support.

 
Everybody has spent countless hours and efforts to make this project successful and it’s a great
Concept Plan - it’s time to make a decision and move forward with The Basalt Creek Project.
 
Thank you very much,
Tom & Kathy Re
23500 SW Boones Ferry Rd.
Tualatin, OR. 97062
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From: G Lucini
To: Aquilla Hurd-Ravich; Karen Perl Fox; Bateschell, Miranda
Subject: RE: Basalt Creek - Notice of Upcoming Meetings for November
Date: Wednesday, November 15, 2017 6:35:43 PM
Attachments: image006.png

image002.png
image004.jpg
image009.jpg

Aquilla, Karen and Miranda,
 
It became apparent at the end of the Tualatin Council Work Session and the beginning of the Tualatin
Council Meeting on Monday 11-13-17, that the Basalt Creek IGA Agenda topic had been removed
from the Council agenda.  The Mayor of Tualatin made an announcement indicating the Basalt Creek
IGA agenda item had been removed from the evening’s agenda, and would be placed back on the
Tualatin Council and the Wilsonville Council agendas in December.
 
In the interest of encouraging transparency, of improving public involvement, and for the inclusion of
the “Interested Persons regarding Basalt Creek Concept Planning”, it should be noted that timely and
accurate communication with the public via the previously publicized means of communication, are
diminished or not functional.
 
A Notice of two Public Meetings on Basalt Creek Concept Planning scheduled for November 2017 was
sent via email and snail mail at the beginning of the month.
 

An Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) between the Cities of Tualatin and Wilsonville, Metro and
Washington County is proposed for consideration by the two City Councils.  The IGA provides a
process to determine the land use designation for the Central Subarea of the Basalt Creek Planning
Area:  
 
Tualatin City Council Meeting: November 13, 2017 at 7PM at the Juanita Pohl Center, 8513 SW
Tualatin Road, Tualatin, OR 97062 (materials will be posted one week in advance on the City’s website
at https://www.tualatinoregon.gov).
 
Wilsonville City Council Meeting: November 20, 2017, 7PM at City Hall, 29799 SW Town Center
Loop E, Wilsonville, OR 97070 (materials will be posted one week in advance of the meeting on the
City’s website at http://www.ci.wilsonville.or.us).

 

This Notice was followed by a General Notice as part the Tualatin City Council 11-13-
17 Meeting Agenda on the City of Tualatin website.  On Monday 11-6-2017 the City of
Tualatin posted the Council 11-13-17 Agenda with Topic  F3 “Consideration of
Basalt Creek Intergovernmental Agreement”.

 

It is questionable if either of these Notices regarding Basalt Creek Concept Planning,
meet the intent of the Oregon Public Meeting Laws as to the depth of information to be
provided in Notice- per the Oregon Public Meetings Manual 2014.  The Notice and the
Tualatin agenda topic did not provide information about the important issues within
the IGA being presented for discussion—what was the anticipated action, change or
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issue up for clarification?  

 

The agenda topic as presented was extremely broad regarding a long term planning
process which involves hundreds of acers of land, changes in jurisdiction, changes in
land use and has significant expenses associated with the project .

The Public Meetings Law requires that the notice of any meeting
“include a list of the principal subjects anticipated to be considered at the
meeting.” ORS 192.640(1). This list should be specific enough to permit

members of the public to recognize the matters in which they are interested.
This requirement ordinarily would be met by dissemination of an agenda.
The agenda need not go into detail about subjects scheduled for discussion
or action, but it should be sufficiently descriptive so that interested persons

will get an accurate picture of the agenda topics.
 

For example, “public works contract” probably is not a sufficient description when the governing body intends to let a
contract for demolition of a landmark building.

The Public Meetings Law does not require that every proposed item of business be described in the notice.
 

The law requires a reasonable effort to inform the public and interested persons, including news media, of the nature of the
more important issues (“principal subjects”) coming before the

body
 
While it is understandable that adjustments might be made to agenda items-due to the
unforeseen events, it would be helpful to  citizens who might attend Public Meetings on this
topic ---to have been provided advance notice of a change in the Tualatin City Council 11-13-
17 agenda- when the Basalt Creek IGA topic was removed from the agenda.  The decision to
remove the topic from that night’s Council meeting had already been made prior to close of
business that day. 
 
Apparently, Tualatin City staff notified only some members of the public by email at 4:44Pm
about the change in that night’s Council agenda. 
 
However, the email was never distributed to the entire Basalt Creek Interested Persons list, as
neither I nor my husband received a copy directly from the City of Tualatin and both of us
have submitted written request for Notice, and we have been included on previous
distribution lists for Basalt Creek Concept Planning.  A copy of the email below was forwarded
to me by another citizen. 
 
Two days later, neither my husband nor I have received a copy of the email below from the
City of Tualatin-nor have we been provided the dates for the re-scheduled Public Meetings----
directly from either city.  This may the case for many other Interested Persons.
 
Out of respect for all citizens, and as a method for improving communication- it would have
been reasonable for all members of the Interested Persons list to have received this email
prior to the Tualatin Council Meeting on 11-13-17 and prior to the upcoming Wilsonville
Council Meeting on 11-20-17.
 



 
From: Lynette Sanford [mailto:LSanford@tualatin.gov] 
Sent: Monday, November 13, 2017 4:44 PM
Subject: Second November Basalt Creek Notice
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
November 13, 2017
 
 
Greetings,
 
Thank you for your continued interest in the Basalt Creek Concept Plan project.
 
An Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) between the Cities of Tualatin and Wilsonville, Metro and Washington
County is proposed for consideration by the two City Councils.  The IGA provides a process to determine the
land use designation for the Central Subarea of the Basalt Creek Planning Area:
 
The Tualatin City Council agenda item below has been postponed from tonight’s City Council meeting,
and will be rescheduled to the December 11, 2017 Tualatin City Council meeting. Tualatin City Council
Meeting: November 13, 2017 at 7PM at the Juanita Pohl Center, 8513 SW Tualatin Road, Tualatin, OR 97062
(materials will be posted one week in advance on the City’s website at https://www.tualatinoregon.gov).
 
The Wilsonville City Council agenda item listed below will also be postponed and will be rescheduled to
the December 18, 2017 Wilsonville City Council meeting. Wilsonville City Council Meeting: November 20,
2017, 7PM at City Hall, 29799 SW Town Center Loop E, Wilsonville, OR 97070 (materials will be posted one
week in advance of the meeting on the City’s website at http://www.ci.wilsonville.or.us).
 
Please stay current on concept planning news by signing up for email updates on the project website at
www.BasaltCreek.com.  Information about upcoming meetings will be included in future email updates as well as
on the website project calendar. If you have questions or desire more information, please feel free to contact:
 
 
Karen Perl Fox
Senior Long-Range Planner
City of Tualatin | Community Development Dept | Planning Division
Phone: 503-691-3027 | Email: kperlfox@ci.tualatin.or.us
 
Miranda Bateschell
Planning Manager 
City of Wilsonville | Community Development Dept | Planning Division
Phone: 503-570-1581 | Email: bateschell@ci.wilsonville.or.us

 
 
 
Another vehicle which had been publicized by both cities as a method to provide General Notice on
Basalt Creek Concept planning events and information, was the BasaltCreek.com website.
 
However, the BasaltCreek.com  website never posted any Public Meetings for the month of November
2017 within the website Calendar of Events, nor does it indicate any Public Meetings for the
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upcoming month of December.  It is apparent the website is not being updated. 
 
By the lack of current information within the Events Calendar, the public is not being provided proper
Notice.  In fact, if one were to look at the website, the lack of any posted Public Meetings, implies
there are no Public Meetings on Basalt Creek Concept Planning happening- when the opposite is
actually the case.
 

 
As a property owner within the Basalt Creek Area, as a person directly affected by Basalt Creek
Concept Planning, and as a citizen who is not represented by an elected official within the
negotiations of the cities of Tualatin and Wilsonville Concept Planning process, I have to rely upon the
cities of Tualatin and Wilsonville to provide adequate communication regarding Public Meetings, and
of any significant changes in documents or anticipated changes in the process stated for Basalt Creek
concept planning.  For transparency, this type of information should be updated, handled and
distributed in a timely manner, to all who have provided written request for Notice, and to the public
sites which have been identified by the cities in the past.
 



As I have requested previously, the methods of communication with the citizens of the area need to
be done in spirt of providing and improving governmental transparency of the Concept Planning
process- in an effort to promote better understanding of the issues which may affect local citizens.
 
This concept was stated as the only inclusion in the Partnership Agreement Revision of April 2014.

DATE: 04/28/2014
SUBJECT: Basalt Creek Concept Plan Project - Update and Presentation of  Partnering
Agreement and Public Involvement Plan
PARTNERING AGREEMENT The Partnering Agreement (Attachment A) presented tonight is
substantially the same as that presented to City Council at the January 13, 2014 work
session; however, it has been revised to include a statement about compliance with
Oregon Public Meetings Law (ORS 192.610-192.690) in notice and conduct of all public
meetings for the project.
 

“Staff members will follow Oregon Public Meetings Law (ORS 192.610 -192.690) in notice
and conduct of public meetings for the project.”

 
 

Consequently I am submitting a list of actions which I hope may improve communication,
transparency, and Notice with citizens- including Interested Persons- regarding Basalt Creek Concept
Planning:
 

1. General Notice -BasaltCreek.com website- Options available for consideration:
a. Remove the website- to remove the possibility the public will assume the information on

the website is timely or accurate- OR
b. Boldly and clearly post on the BasaltCreek.com – that it is no longer a reliable source of

current information, that it is not being maintained nor updated-OR
c. Maintain the website:

I. Assign responsibility to a staff member to post accurate updated information which
provides citizens pertinent of all data/reports/ documents reflective of all points of
view which have been presented in Public Meetings- to allow for fully informed
citizens

II. Assign responsibility to a staff member to make timely updates the Calendar of
Events in order to provide General Notice of all known future Public Meetings on
Basalt Creek Concept Planning.

 
2. Notice to known and identified Interested Persons

a)      Distribute Notice to ALL identified Interested Persons- of changes &/or new postings of
ALL known Public Meetings on Basalt Creek Concept Planning

I.   The distribution list should be checked for accuracy and updated in a timely
manner with revisions or additions to the list

III.   Effort should be made to ensure ALL members of the distribution list receive Notice
IV.   All known Public Meetings- including meetings held by the cities of Tualatin,

Wilsonville, Washington County, Metro- or other agencies where Basalt Creek
Concept Planning will be an agenda item should be included within the Notice- as



an identified responsibility of the project administrator.
Basalt Creek Project staff retain the main distribution list of Interested
Persons who have provided written request for individual Notice of Public
Meetings on Basalt Creek Concept Planning.
Basalt Creek Project staff will most likely be aware of Public Meetings of
various governmental agencies on the topic- when information is
requested of them from outside agencies, or when staff members present
information to those agencies. 

 
b)      Distribution of Notice in a timely manner

I.   Notice should be distributed in a timely manner when ALL Public Meetings on
Basalt Creek Concept Planning are scheduled (see also 2-a-iv above)

II.   It would be respectful to citizens- as time allows- for distribution of changes to a
previous Notice - be provided when Basalt Creek Concept Planning discussion topic
is removed or reschedule from an agenda of a Public Meeting.

Apparently the decision to remove the topic from the 11-13-17 Tualatin
agenda was made the day of the Council meeting, yet some citizens were
informed of the change prior to the meeting- and other Interested Persons
were not notified.
 

c)       Include specific links to or embed critical documents pertinent to the Public Meeting
within Notice, City websites, and/or BasaltCreek.com website.

I. If available--- including easily assessible links to specific documents will assist in
making an informed public-

II. A significant change in Basalt Creek concept planning is apparently being proposed
and/or a revision to the existing IGA is to be presented to the Councils.

It would improve transparency and improve public
understanding- if the proposed document was distributed to
Interested Persons and posted to the BasaltCreek.com website--
--- as soon as it is available.
The public would be assisted by receiving access to the
proposed document in a sufficient amount of time to review the
proposed IGA revision prior to a Public Meeting

 
There are other actions which can be taken to improve communication and transparency of
process- these are just a few suggestions.

 
Let me know should you have any questions.
 
Regards,
Grace Lucini
 

From: G. Lucini [mailto:grluci@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, November 6, 2017 6:22 PM
To: Aquilla Hurd-Ravich <AHURD-RAVICH@tualatin.gov>



Subject: Re: Basalt Creek - Notice of Upcoming Meetings for November
 
Thanks- I would appreciate receiving any updates.
 
Hope all is well with you.
 
Will I see you at the meeting on the 13th?
Grace
 
Sent from my iPhone

On Nov 6, 2017, at 4:54 PM, Aquilla Hurd-Ravich <AHURD-RAVICH@tualatin.gov> wrote:

Hi Grace,
Good to hear from you.  Yes there should be more information prior to the
meeting.  We can send you a link when the information is added.
 
Thanks,
 
Aquilla Hurd-Ravich
503.691.3028
 

From: G Lucini [mailto:grluci@gmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, November 06, 2017 4:44 PM
To: Karen Perl Fox; Aquilla Hurd-Ravich
Subject: FW: Basalt Creek - Notice of Upcoming Meetings for November
 
Hi Karen and Aquilla,
 
I saw the minutes for the Council Meeting for 11-13-2017 have been posted, as
indicated would be done, in the Basalt Creek Update Notice for November
2017. 
 
Is it anticipated there will be an informational packet or any supporting
documents/information posted for the 11-13-17 Tualatin City Council Meeting
Agenda Item – F- GENERAL BUSINESS #3
Consideration of Basalt Creek Intergovernmental Agreement, prior to 11-13-
17?
 
Thanks,
Grace Lucini
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From: tom.re@comcast.net
To: LouOgden; mayor@ci.wilsonville.or.us; Aquilla Hurd-Ravich; Alice Cannon; Karen Perl Fox; "Andy Duyck";

Craig.Dirksen@oregonmetro.gov; cao@co.washington.or.us; "Bateschell, Miranda"
Cc: gordonroot@aol.com; gordon@staffordlandcompany.com; levi@staffordlandcompany.com
Subject: Basalt Creek Project / Dispute Resolution
Date: Wednesday, November 15, 2017 11:28:32 AM

Good Morning / Afternoon all:
 

1st – thank you for all your diligence with this project – seemingly everyone has the same goal:
·        To get Basalt Creek right.
·        To get Basalt Creek adopted and moving forward.

 
That said, I am extremely disappointed once again to be getting somewhere then take a step (or two
backward).   Case in point – Metro arbitrating the Sub Area with City meetings scheduled … then the
Basalt Agenda removed from City meeting day of(?).
 
If my understanding is correct that to go forward with Basalt Creek Project all parties must agree
with land use plan (with Metro arbitrating the Sub Area) – if that is correct my absolute concern is
that we did not learn from the original (and then extended) IGA agreement that did not include
disagreement resolution arbitration issues.
 
Regarding Sub Area – I do not know what the area is suitable for or actually feasible for (residential
or employment) I just listen to both Wilsonville and Tualatin’s consultant’s findings but it is
absolutely as crystal clear as crystal clear could possibly be that if the Sub Area is not designated
Residential that an ownership group will litigate it until it is designated to their satisfaction – thus
holding up the ENTIRE Basalt Creek Project – all of the other properties and owners. 
 
Please, strongly consider adopting the Concept Land Use Plan as stated – with Metro arbitrating the
sub Area, that includes a Disagreement Resolution that Does Not include holding up the entire area
until a group of owners are happy with your decision.      
  
Thank you for your time,
 
Tom Re
23500 SW Boones Ferry Rd.
503-482-5157
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From: Herb Koss
To: Alice Cannon
Cc: peter.watts@jordanramis.com; LouOgden
Subject: FW: Basalt Creek - Notice of Upcoming Meetings for November
Date: Thursday, November 09, 2017 1:27:01 PM
Attachments: image002.png

Hello Alice
 
I have had some text messages from Mayor Ogden and he has said that Metro
will be making the decision on our Land Zoning for the land North of Basalt Creek
Parkway on the East side of Grahams Ferry Road.
 
Can you provide some additional details on this please?    Is the Basalt Creek Plan
going to be completed without the zone being determined?  Is Metro going to have
a hearings process?   Who at Metro should we be in contact with?
 
Some additional information would be appreciated.
 
Thank you.
 
Herb Koss

Begin forwarded message:

From: Lynette Sanford <LSanford@tualatin.gov>
Date: November 3, 2017 at 8:15:34 AM PDT
To: Undisclosed recipients:;
Subject: Basalt Creek - Notice of Upcoming Meetings for November

 
 
 
 
 
 
Greetings,
 
Thank you for your continued interest in the Basalt Creek Concept Plan project.
 
An Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) between the Cities of Tualatin and
Wilsonville, Metro and Washington County is proposed for consideration by the
two City Councils.  The IGA provides a process to determine the land use
designation for the Central Subarea of the Basalt Creek Planning Area:  
 
Tualatin City Council Meeting: November 13, 2017 at 7PM at the
Juanita Pohl Center, 8513 SW Tualatin Road, Tualatin, OR 97062
(materials will be posted one week in advance on the City’s website at
https://www.tualatinoregon.gov).
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Wilsonville City Council Meeting: November 20, 2017, 7PM at City
Hall, 29799 SW Town Center Loop E, Wilsonville, OR 97070 (materials
will be posted one week in advance of the meeting on the City’s website at
http://www.ci.wilsonville.or.us).
 
Please stay current on concept planning news by signing up for email
updates on the project website at www.BasaltCreek.com.  Information
about upcoming meetings will be included in future email updates as well
as on the website project calendar. If you have questions or desire more
information, please feel free to contact:
 
 
Karen Perl Fox
Senior Long-Range Planner
City of Tualatin | Community Development Dept | Planning Division
Phone: 503-691-3027 | Email: kperlfox@ci.tualatin.or.us
 
Miranda Bateschell
Planning Manager 
City of Wilsonville | Community Development Dept | Planning Division
Phone: 503-570-1581 | Email: bateschell@ci.wilsonville.or.us
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From: gordonroot@aol.com
To: lou@louogden.com; slombos@ci.tualatin.or.us; acannon@ci.tualatin.or.us; ahurd-ravich@ci.tualatin.or.us;

fbubenik@ci.tualatin.or.us; jdavis@ci.tualatin.or.us; logden@ci.tualatin.or.us; ngrimes@ci.tualatin.or.us; Paul
Morrison; rkellog@tualatin.gov; lehan@ci.wilsonville.or.us; akervall@ci.wilsonville.or.us;
mayor@ci.wilsonville.or.us; scottstarr97070@gmail.com; stevens@ci.wilsonville.or.us; Jeff Dehaan

Cc: grluci@gmail.com; Tomreinc@aol.com
Subject: IGA
Date: Wednesday, December 06, 2017 1:46:01 PM

Hello All:

While I applaud the effort to come up with a solution to the current stalemate, I have
had the opportunity to review the proposed IGA and have the following comments:

1.  While the parties to this Agreement include Metro, Washington County, the City of
Tualatin and the City of Wilsonville, it is noticeably missing the Property
Owners. 

2.  Without the Property Owners as a Party to this Agreement, it is not really Binding
or Non-Appealable. While the Agreement may be binding upon the parties to the
Agreement, it is not on the Property Owners.

3.  There is no time limit in here for Metro's decision.  It is crucial that Metro commit to
a schedule.  The part of this paragraph this is most troubling to me is that Metro is
tasked with establishing, among other things, "...a briefing schedule, whether or not to
hear oral argument, and the ground rules that must be adhered to by the Cities and
County throughout the process.  Metro may require the Cities and County to sign
ground rules and decision protocol, as determined by Metro."

Call be a cynic here, but I have been involved in this process since 2002.  I have
heard that Metro "would like to render a decision by the end of March", and if so, put it
in the document! 
Otherwise, the language referred to above sounds like a whole lot of government
involvement, which does not  move fast, and could take on a life of it's own...the
crafting of the language and rules by Metro, if these have to be read and approved at
City Council meetings, etc.  Then add on top of that, a "briefing schedule", and
possible oral arguments. This process is sure to protract without specific time periods.

4.  The time periods once Metro arrives at a decision.  120 days to Adopt the Concept
Plan, then one year to amend the City's Concept Plan.  Really?  Another 16 months
after Metro reaches a decision.

5.  If Metro determines the Central Sub Area should be designated as Employment
Lands,  I can say with absolute certainty that the property owners will appeal the
decision by Metro, in the event that Metro designates this property as anything other
than residential.  In anticipation of such an event, I feel that language should be
added that to this IGA, that anticipates this happening:

"In the event of any appeal of the decision by Metro by others not party to this
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Agreement, the balance of the Basalt Creek Plan shall be adopted and the Cities of
Tualatin and Wilsonville are free and to move forward with the annexation of the
properties outside of the Central Sub Area, consistent with the Plan".

The addition of this language is paramount in my mind to move the properties not in
the Central Sub Area, but which are included in the Basalt Creek Plan forward.  There
has been so much time pass, every deadline in the original Metro Ordinance has
failed to be met and we need to have the freedom to not be held hostage by the
property owners in the Central Sub Area.  It was actually my understanding that this
was going to be the case, but somehow that concept was derailed. 

Thank you for you time and consideration,

Gordon Root | Principal

StaffordLandCompany.com
503.720.0914 | Cell
gordon@staffordlandcompany.com
485 South State Street, Lake Oswego, OR 97034

This e-mail message may contain confidential or legally privileged information and is intended only for the use of the intended recipient(s). Any
unauthorized disclosure, dissemination, distribution, copying or the taking of any action in reliance on the information herein is prohibited. E-mails
are not secure and cannot be guaranteed to be error free as they can be intercepted, amended, or contain viruses. Anyone who communicates with
us by e-mail is deemed to have accepted these risks. Company Name is not responsible for errors or omissions in this message and denies any
responsibility for any damage arising from the use of e-mail. Any opinion and other statement contained in this message and any attachments are
solely those of the author and do not necessarily represent those of the company. 

http://www.staffordlandcompany.com/
tel:503.720.0914
mailto:gordon@staffordlandcompany.com


From: Tomreinc@aol.com
To: gordonroot@aol.com; lou@louogden.com; slombos@ci.tualatin.or.us; acannon@ci.tualatin.or.us; ahurd-

ravich@ci.tualatin.or.us; fbubenik@ci.tualatin.or.us; jdavis@ci.tualatin.or.us; logden@ci.tualatin.or.us;
ngrimes@ci.tualatin.or.us; Paul Morrison; rkellog@tualatin.gov; lehan@ci.wilsonville.or.us;
akervall@ci.wilsonville.or.us; mayor@ci.wilsonville.or.us; scottstarr97070@gmail.com;
stevens@ci.wilsonville.or.us; Jeff Dehaan

Cc: grluci@gmail.com
Subject: RE: IGA
Date: Thursday, December 07, 2017 10:47:52 AM

Great Morning Mayors / Council Presidents / Councilors / City Managers (Everybody J)
 
Gordon Root’s message is concise and spot on.
I do not know what designation is best or actually even feasible for the Central Sub Area and
after listening to both Cities’ paid outside consultants – interestingly, I still don’t.  I do know
Tualatin needs more developed residential lands.
 
While I absolutely commend Metro for stepping in and resolving an impasse what our two
great, neighboring Cities could not,   
I am more than concerned with the wording of the IGA that is being proposed.   Based on past
IGA agreements I think before anything is signed it is imperative to have at the absolute very
least a very clear understanding of what information and facts that Metro will require to make
a decision and how long it will take for Metro to render it and those specifics be included in
the IGA.
 
Another large concern is that if Metro does not designate the Central Sub Area as a property
owners group see fit, they will most certainly litigate and appeal until they are satisfied with
the designation, thus holding up the entire Basalt Creek Project for both Cities, property
owners and residents once again.  
 
In this new IGA please consider these concerns.   Please do not handcuff this entire Project. 
Please include (it has to be possible) a Dispute Resolution Claus that allows the Cities to go
forward with this Project, without restriction, if Metro’s Central Sub Area designation is
protested.  The Central Sub Area is specific and it can take a life on its own and may take
years until further studies are completed to make a decision.
 
 
It’s time to move forward.
Thank you,
 
Tom Re
23500 SW Boones Ferry Rd.
Tualatin
503-482-5157
 
 

From: gordonroot@aol.com [mailto:gordonroot@aol.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, December 6, 2017 1:46 PM
To: lou@louogden.com; slombos@ci.tualatin.or.us; acannon@ci.tualatin.or.us; ahurd-
ravich@ci.tualatin.or.us; fbubenik@ci.tualatin.or.us; jdavis@ci.tualatin.or.us; logden@ci.tualatin.or.us;
ngrimes@ci.tualatin.or.us; pmorrison@tualatin.gov; rkellog@tualatin.gov; lehan@ci.wilsonville.or.us;
akervall@ci.wilsonville.or.us; mayor@ci.wilsonville.or.us; scottstarr97070@gmail.com;
stevens@ci.wilsonville.or.us; jdehaan@tualatin.gov
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Cc: grluci@gmail.com; Tomreinc@aol.com
Subject: IGA
 
Hello All:
 
While I applaud the effort to come up with a solution to the current stalemate, I have
had the opportunity to review the proposed IGA and have the following comments:
 
1.  While the parties to this Agreement include Metro, Washington County, the City of
Tualatin and the City of Wilsonville, it is noticeably missing the Property
Owners.
 
2.  Without the Property Owners as a Party to this Agreement, it is not really Binding
or Non-Appealable. While the Agreement may be binding upon the parties to the
Agreement, it is not on the Property Owners.
 
3.  There is no time limit in here for Metro's decision.  It is crucial that Metro commit to
a schedule.  The part of this paragraph this is most troubling to me is that Metro is
tasked with establishing, among other things, "...a briefing schedule, whether or not to
hear oral argument, and the ground rules that must be adhered to by the Cities and
County throughout the process.  Metro may require the Cities and County to sign
ground rules and decision protocol, as determined by Metro."
 
Call be a cynic here, but I have been involved in this process since 2002.  I have
heard that Metro "would like to render a decision by the end of March", and if so, put it
in the document!
Otherwise, the language referred to above sounds like a whole lot of government
involvement, which does not  move fast, and could take on a life of it's own...the
crafting of the language and rules by Metro, if these have to be read and approved at
City Council meetings, etc.  Then add on top of that, a "briefing schedule", and
possible oral arguments. This process is sure to protract without specific time periods.
 
4.  The time periods once Metro arrives at a decision.  120 days to Adopt the Concept
Plan, then one year to amend the City's Concept Plan.  Really?  Another 16 months
after Metro reaches a decision.
 
5.  If Metro determines the Central Sub Area should be designated as Employment
Lands,  I can say with absolute certainty that the property owners will appeal the
decision by Metro, in the event that Metro designates this property as anything other
than residential.  In anticipation of such an event, I feel that language should be
added that to this IGA, that anticipates this happening:
 
"In the event of any appeal of the decision by Metro by others not party to this
Agreement, the balance of the Basalt Creek Plan shall be adopted and the Cities of
Tualatin and Wilsonville are free and to move forward with the annexation of the
properties outside of the Central Sub Area, consistent with the Plan".
 
 



The addition of this language is paramount in my mind to move the properties not in
the Central Sub Area, but which are included in the Basalt Creek Plan forward.  There
has been so much time pass, every deadline in the original Metro Ordinance has
failed to be met and we need to have the freedom to not be held hostage by the
property owners in the Central Sub Area.  It was actually my understanding that this
was going to be the case, but somehow that concept was derailed.
 
Thank you for you time and consideration,
 
Gordon Root | Principal

StaffordLandCompany.com
503.720.0914 | Cell
gordon@staffordlandcompany.com
485 South State Street, Lake Oswego, OR 97034

This e-mail message may contain confidential or legally privileged information and is intended only for the use of the intended
recipient(s). Any unauthorized disclosure, dissemination, distribution, copying or the taking of any action in reliance on the
information herein is prohibited. E-mails are not secure and cannot be guaranteed to be error free as they can be intercepted,
amended, or contain viruses. Anyone who communicates with us by e-mail is deemed to have accepted these risks. Company Name is
not responsible for errors or omissions in this message and denies any responsibility for any damage arising from the use of e-mail. Any
opinion and other statement contained in this message and any attachments are solely those of the author and do not necessarily
represent those of the company. 
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From: Herb Koss
To: logden@ci.tualatin.or.us; Alice Cannon; Aquilla Hurd-Ravich; Frank Bubenik (fbubenik@ci.tualatin.or.us); jeff

DeHaan; Joelle Davis (jdavis@ci.tualatin.or.us); Louogden; nancy grimes (ngrimes@ci.tualatin.or.us); paul
morrison; robert kellogg; Sherilyn Lombos

Subject: FW: IGA Basalt Creek
Date: Saturday, December 09, 2017 3:24:37 PM

 
Regarding IGA on agenda 12/11/17
 
Dear Mayor Ogden and Council Members
 
All of the land owners involved in the disputed area (41 acres) are very
appreciative of the Council support for our land being zoned residential.
 
Having Metro make the decision seems to be a good resolution to the present
impasse created by the City of Wilsonville.
 
The IGA seems to be well written and I support the IGA being signed by
the City of Tualatin.
 
Sincerely
Herb Koss – Property owner
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From: tom.re@comcast.net
To: LouOgden; mayor@ci.wilsonville.or.us; Aquilla Hurd-Ravich; Alice Cannon; Karen Perl Fox; "Andy Duyck";

Craig.Dirksen@oregonmetro.gov; cao@co.washington.or.us; "Bateschell, Miranda"
Cc: gordonroot@aol.com; gordon@staffordlandcompany.com; levi@staffordlandcompany.com; "Kathy Re"
Subject: Thank You
Date: Tuesday, December 12, 2017 9:43:43 AM
Attachments: image001.jpg

Mayor:
My thank you for your asking and to Councilor Dirksen for sticking around a bit longer and also for
letting me ask a few questions (albeit not very eloquently).  When my wife got home she asked me
how many people I offended --- I don’t think I did this time J.
 
After listening to Councilor Dirksen I trust a Basalt Creek Central Sub Area resolution will be under
way promptly and decision rendered in early 2018.  I also have trust and full faith that no matter
what Metro decides - Tualatin will be moving forward unencumbered toward adopting the Concept
Plan.
 
It’s time to move forward.
 
Thank you,
Tom Re
23500 SW Boones Ferry Rd.
Tualatin, OR. 97062
503-482-5157
  
 

From: Lou Ogden [mailto:lou@louogden.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, November 15, 2017 11:35 AM
To: tom.re@comcast.net; mayor@ci.wilsonville.or.us; 'Aquilla Hurd-Ravich'; acannon@ci.tualatin.or.us;
'Karen Perl Fox'; 'Andy Duyck'; Craig.Dirksen@oregonmetro.gov; cao@co.washington.or.us; 'Bateschell,
Miranda'
Cc: gordonroot@aol.com; gordon@staffordlandcompany.com; levi@staffordlandcompany.com
Subject: Re: Basalt Creek Project / Dispute Resolution
 
Thanks Tom, I have expressed that very point, that no matter what Metro decides, we
are DONE!  And we will be moving forward unencumbered toward adopting the c
Concept Plan, updating our individual Comprehensive Plans, and begin annexing and
issuing building permits, where the necessary infrastructure is in place or in the
process of building
 
Thanks,
 
1473988944821_RSP

Resource Strategies Planning Group
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Group Benefits & Life, Health, Disability, & Long Term Care Insurance for
Businesses and Individuals 
21040 SW 90th Ave. Tualatin, OR 97062
Phone 503.692.0163; Fax 503.385.0320
lou@louogden.com
 
 

From: tom.re@comcast.net <tom.re@comcast.net>
Sent: Wednesday, November 15, 2017 11:28 AM
To: Lou Ogden; mayor@ci.wilsonville.or.us; 'Aquilla Hurd-Ravich'; acannon@ci.tualatin.or.us; 'Karen
Perl Fox'; 'Andy Duyck'; Craig.Dirksen@oregonmetro.gov; cao@co.washington.or.us; 'Bateschell,
Miranda'
Cc: gordonroot@aol.com; gordon@staffordlandcompany.com; levi@staffordlandcompany.com
Subject: Basalt Creek Project / Dispute Resolution
 
Good Morning / Afternoon all:
 
1st – thank you for all your diligence with this project – seemingly everyone has the
same goal:

        To get Basalt Creek right.
        To get Basalt Creek adopted and moving forward.

 
That said, I am extremely disappointed once again to be getting somewhere then take
a step (or two backward).   Case in point – Metro arbitrating the Sub Area with City
meetings scheduled … then the Basalt Agenda removed from City meeting day of(?).
 
If my understanding is correct that to go forward with Basalt Creek Project all parties
must agree with land use plan (with Metro arbitrating the Sub Area) – if that is correct
my absolute concern is that we did not learn from the original (and then extended)
IGA agreement that did not include disagreement resolution arbitration issues.
 
Regarding Sub Area – I do not know what the area is suitable for or actually feasible
for (residential or employment) I just listen to both Wilsonville and Tualatin’s
consultant’s findings but it is absolutely as crystal clear as crystal clear could possibly
be that if the Sub Area is not designated Residential that an ownership group will
litigate it until it is designated to their satisfaction – thus holding up the ENTIRE Basalt
Creek Project – all of the other properties and owners. 
 
Please, strongly consider adopting the Concept Land Use Plan as stated – with Metro
arbitrating the sub Area, that includes a Disagreement Resolution that Does Not
include holding up the entire area until a group of owners are happy with your
decision.      
  
Thank you for your time,
 

mailto:lou@louogden.com
mailto:tom.re@comcast.net
mailto:tom.re@comcast.net
mailto:mayor@ci.wilsonville.or.us
mailto:acannon@ci.tualatin.or.us
mailto:Craig.Dirksen@oregonmetro.gov
mailto:cao@co.washington.or.us
mailto:gordonroot@aol.com
mailto:gordon@staffordlandcompany.com
mailto:levi@staffordlandcompany.com


Tom Re
23500 SW Boones Ferry Rd.
503-482-5157
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their homes, is provably false. Lies and misinformation will not result in a better plan, just
a missed opportunity. I believe that Dave Adams sat in the same room when we negotiated
with Metro to get cight units to the acre for the Triangle. It is one of the few times we were
in agreement. Given his role in the negotiation, his lies that Metro is mandating 15 units to

the acre are inexcusable.
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