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Table 1: Estimated Development Area 

 Estimated Development Area 
with Slopes mostly 5% and less 

Estimated Development Area 
with Slopes above 5% to 10% 

Total potential 
development 

area 

Northern Development Area 
(Areas A and B) 

16 acres (Area A) + additional 10 acres  (Area B) 26 acres 

Southern Development Area 
(Areas C and D) 

8 acres (area C) + additional 3 acres (area D) 11 acres 

Total: 24 acres + additional 13 acres 37 acres 

Figure 2: Estimated Development Area Acreages and Slopes Map 

 

However, the difficulty with utilizing only the high-level planning approach is that number of acres don’t necessarily tell 
the whole story regarding the developability of the subject site. Size and configuration of sites usually results in less 
building coverage because buildings are rectangular and physical site conditions are usually not. Therefore, a second 
approach to testing the site was utilized to provide a better picture of potential for industrial/employment uses. A 
Mackenzie architect experienced in industrial/employment development evaluated existing site conditions and created 
a conceptual site plan responding to size, configuration and access considerations. Given the topography challenges, 
existing power lines and structures, the future Basalt Creek Parkway alignment (and required right-of-way dedications) 
and access limitations, we determined that the subject site could potentially support approximately 315,000 sf of 
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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 

 

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS 

When comparing the land use concept of Basalt Creek, as shown on the Basalt Creek Concept Plan website1 as of April 
2016, the plan identifies the majority of the subject site as Employment with some Light Industrial/ 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 Industrial District, to the west is identified as Light Industrial/Tech Flex District, and 

                                                           
1
 http://www.basaltcreek.com/wp-content/uploads/2016/04/Basalt-Posters_042816_small.pdf 
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Residential is designated to the north. Proximity to other industrial development will be important for industry synergies 
and future market growth.  

CONCLUSION 

The site is certainly feasible for employment, and given the existing site conditions and subject site location, the 
following employment uses may be suitable for this site: 

 Flex business park (health services, professional services, support services, administration/back office support 
operations, incubator space) 

 Office or office campus  
 Manufacturing (food processing, metals, chemicals, equipment, machinery, product/components assembly) 
 Commercial support services (restaurants, coffee shops, print shops) along the future Basalt Creek Parkway  

NEXT STEPS 
 
Significant transportation and utility planning must occur during the concept planning process to identify infrastructure 
needed to support the development of this site and adjacent uses. Infrastructure needs analysis, transportation 
analysis, and/or costing are not a part of this effort, however, we caution that this information is necessary along with a 
geotechnical report and ALTA survey to provide a complete analysis and recommendation.  

Lastly, a market study to determine the need for employment uses and others (retail, commercial, residential, etc.) may 
assist the County and the cities of Wilsonville and Tualatin in determining the appropriate amount of industrial, 
employment, commercial, retail, and residential land requirements in the Basalt Creek Planning Area. The market study 
would further bring clarity to the market’s ability to execute development across varying uses and determine the highest 
and best use of the subject property. 

Sincerely,  

 
 
Gabriela Frask 
Land Use Planner, Associate 
Assistant Department Head 
 
Enclosure(s):  Existing conditions map 

Concept plan 
 
c: Todd Johnson - Mackenzie  
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808 sw third avenue, suite 300 ' portland, oregon 972M
503.287-6825 ' fax 503.415-2304

www.otak.com

BASALT CREEK/TUALATIN CONCEPT PLAN
Amendment Request to the Concept Plan

Tualatin, Oregon
August 23,2016, Revl'sed November 21,2016

lntroduction

Otak Inc. (Otak) represents The Sherwood Grahams Fery Investots T T.C, headed by Herb
Koss, who hold 10 acres in the 41 acre nottheast quadtant of the ovetall disttict. The propetty
is located near the northeast comer of Gtahams Ferry Road and extends over to the Basalt

Creek Canyon along the proposed ne\ñ/ eâst-west artedal toad. This surnmary of concerns and

the amended concept pian lay out ouf intended ditsçtie¡ moving fotward.

Project Concerns

. Otak's coricem is that the northeast quâdrant atea isnot well suited to industtial zor.rrng ot
empioyment transition ptoposed by the concept plan'

o Topography. Much of the site contains slopes in excess of 10 petcent (10þ and 25 perceflt

Qsr/ù. The site wouid be exttemeþ diffi.cult to flatten out to accornmodate industrial or

employnaent transition site development tequitements. Attached is a topogtaphic map of the

South Center ptoject ptovided to City of Tualatin (City) staff. Otak desþed this flex-space

project. The topography is half as severe as portions of the 47 acrcs site. The site wor{d be

exttemely difficuit to develop given today's Amedcan with Disabilities ,\ct (,\DA) K*
requirements.

o Access. Vehicular access wili be limited to Gøhams Ferry Road and extending Tonquin

Loop into the site. No access will be permitted on the ptoposed new east-west artetial road.

o Basalt Creek Canyon. The industrial land abuts the Basalt Cteek Canyon with no üansition'

o This is not a big change but øthet a refinement to the concept plan. It is a defined site atea

that makes qr about 3 to 5 percent Q-sn of the total Basalt Creek Study Area. Also there

ate currently-329 acres of r¡ndeveloped industtial land v/ithin a one mile tadius of the study

atea,

Land Use Context

The following shows a compadson of Metto's initial goal fot the district, the City's cuffent

plan, and the ptoposed amended plan'

o

Metro

City Plan

,\mended Plan

2500 Jobs

4500Jobs

4070 Jobs

1200 Households

600 Households

1194 Households

EXHIBIT H



Bas alt Cteek/Tualatin Coacept PIan
Amendment Request to tlte Conceþt Plan

Page 2

August 23,2016
Reaised Nouember 21 , 2016

The amended plan proposes a more balanced approach that is well within the intended mix
proposed by Metto when the land came into the Urban Gtourth Boundary (uGB)

A group of mayors in our rcgion have gone to Meüo and asked Metro fot flexibility related to
UGB expansions. They have asked Metro to look at lands and apptoptiate zoning designations

on a sub-regronal basis. They have asked that Metro considet factots such as sþe, and

proximity to inftastructure, to help avoid situation like Dam¿scus. We are asking you to do the

same. We recognize that the region anticipated that the Basalt Creek atea would primarily be

zoned employment uses.

It is certainly anticþated that the vast majotity of the land v¡ill be used for that puqpose. But,
u/iúin the Basalt Cteek Planning r\rea, there ate sub-areas that cannot teasonably be

developed as employment land because of topogtaphic and othet issues. The 41 actes that we

have asked the City to zone for residential pqposes is one of those sub-areas. There is land to
the west and south of this land that is zoned employment, that land is flatter than the subject

47 actes,and it is closer to üansportation inftastructure t"han the subject 47 actes. Neither
PacTtust Pacific Realty Âssociates, LP nor Bdan Cþton Excavating believed that an

employment desþation was possible given the slope and soil quality. Instead of designating

the property with a designation that will result in it nevet developing, we ask that you give it a

desþation that will make development feasible. If you do not do so, it will sit \racarrt;

counting as deveþable employment land, just as Damascus has sat vacaît, counting as

available housing stock. Its designation will prevent firrthet necessary expansions.

There is a housing ctisis in our region and the latest modeling has demonsftated the
importance of having residential land and employment land in close ptoximity. This is an

oppotunity to provide housing, on land which caffiot be feasibly developed as employment
land.

Amended Plan Options

The attached concept plan option süilnarizes the tequested amendment fot proposed land
uses that fit the site and its unique conditions.

The plan anticipates building Tonquin Loop as an act:*aTloop with two ¿ccess points on
Grahams Fery Road. This road extension will ptovide complete access to the properties and
also access to property o\ü/ners east of the site.

Three densities of residential are shown as transition to the neighborhood to the notth and

canyon to the east and also along the new east-west artenaT,which is down 25 vertical feet

from the site atea. A center cote area of potential lstail, high densrty tesidential, and open
space could serve ¿s a walkable destination in the neighborhood. Also secondary âccess can be

provided to the developable lands to the east above the canyon.

Property uses can be molded to ût acnral site conditions and ptovide a mix of housing
(induding workforce housing) close to jobs anticipated to the south and west.

The programmed development will "be ttip cap neutral" compared to the cufient city concept
plun.

o

a

a

a

a
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Bas alt Cteek/Tualatia Concept PIan
Amendment Request to the Concept Plan

Benefits

Àttachments:

Page 3

Aøgast 23,2016
Revised Noaenber 2l, 20'1 6

a

a

,\ v¡atkable neighbothood with apptopdate transitions and destinations

Land uses that are adaptable to actual site conditions. The mix of uses will act âs a catalyst to
create activity in the district. The high-density tesidential (FIDR) land ptovides the best

opportunity for workforce housing next to employment lands. Residents wort't need a cat to

commute.
A plan that rneets Metro's initial objectives when the land was brought into the UGB.

A mote complete quâlity neighbothood for the City of Tualatin.

Basalt Creek Site Topo
Basalt Creek Slope Änalysis
Souttr Center Site Topo (Compadson)
Bas¿lt Creek Land Use Concept
Letter ftom PacTrust Pacific Realty Associates, L.P.

Letter from Bri¿n Cþton Excavating
Letter from Micheal Diamond, Real Estate Investment Group
Basalt Cteek nearbyJob Lands MaP

a

a
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PO Box 509

Wilsonville, 0R 97CI70

P:503-682-0¿120

F:503-570-3235

www. cloptonexcavating.com
íI.li! jr{.rt {l.{.t' i,-. f*
EXGA\fATüNG

November 18, 2016

Dear Mr. Koss

You have asked rne to visit the 41 acre site located in the Basalt Creek Planning area. Your

question was the feasibility of grading this site for employment land vs. a residential zone.

For your information my company has just purchased another four acres next to our Clay Street

property. With this acquisition we now have 16 acres of land on Clay Street. I arn very familiar

with this area and as you know my company has rnass graded many sites in the Portland Metro

Area. I have been asked many times to inspect potentlal projects in order to determine
problems that may be associated with a developer's site plans --- slopes, access and feasibility.

Thank you for providing rne with topography of the site. lt was very helpful and to be honest

the slopes on the site were mûre severe then I first thought. The otl'ler big issue is the amount

of rock that would be encountered with any grading necessary to accornrnodate any

development on this site. This site is far better suited for Residential use since grading for this

does not require the sarne topographic grading in comparison to employment uses. The Basalt

Creek area does feature other land that is suited for employment; however the 4L acres you

have asked me to visit is not in that category. I was also surprised by the 18 to 20 foot cut in

order to accornmodate the extension of Basalt Creek Parkway.

lf you require any add¡tional inforrnation please let me know.

Sincerely

Brian Clopton

PresidentlOwner

EXHIBIT H



FacíIhus¡T 1535CI S.W Sequoio PkwY., Suibe 3OO

Portland,Ûregon 97PÊ4
50316P4-63OO . Fassirnile: 503/6€4-7755Facific FlBalty Assoc¡ates, L.P.

Noveinber 14,2016

VTA EMAIL

Herb Koss
2643 South Shore Boulevard
Lake Oswego,0R 97034

Dear Herb,

At the request of,Peter Bechen, I tou¡cd your sitc north of the future Basalt Creek Parkway last

week. PacTrust is developing an industrial park several rniles north at I l5th Avenue and

Tualatin-sherwood Road in Tualatin known as Koch Corporate Center. lVe are interested in
locating n site to develop in the Coffee Creek area for light industrial r¡ses. Unfortunately, the

topography of your site makcs development of industrial or flex buildings unçconomic' We

believe housing would bc a more appropriate use for the site. The srnaller floor plates f,or

housing enabls it to work with slope conditions present on your property. Industrial/employment

land requires sites to be much more flat due to drarnatically larger fioor plates, parking

requirernents, loading a¡eas for trucks and ingress/egress conç€ms for trucks. Thore are several

sites in the arca that are mor€ åppropriate for indusilial/employment development.

Let me know if you would tike to discuss this further.

Yows very truly,

P TY ASSOCI,ATES, L.P.

Sporre
Vice President

EXHIBIT H
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REAL ESTATE
INVESTMENT
GROUP

November 2I,20tb

Herb Koss
2643 South Shore Blvd.
Lake Oswego, Or 97034

WA: EMAIL

RE: 4L-acre Basalt Creek southern boarder23960 SW Grahams Ferry Rd.

Dear Herb,

I visited the site and spent a considerable amount of time driving the area. It is an exciting
development area especially when the Basalt Creek Parkway is completed.

The topography of the site is such that developing an industrial project would be very
difficult and if done would be at best marginal and very inefficient. Industrial, flex buildings
require large foot prints, large drive areas for loading and turning radius. There are better
sites in the area for this type of use.

I also looked at the site for office park use and concluded that due to the steep topography
of the site it could have a negative impact on the proximity of the parking that may pose an

issue with ADA requirements. I also believe that the extraordinary site cost and small

office footprints would not be cost effective and competitive in the office market
Furthermore, the location does not readily lend itself to that use

This site lends itself to smaller foot print buildings such as housing and multifamily that
can be planned around the steep grades and terraced into the topography.

It is my opinion that the highest and best use for this site are single family homes buffered

along the frontage with multifamily housing'

Our office has forty years of experience in commercial real estate and have procured sites

for commercial developers such as Gramor, Holland Development LLC andWest Hills

Let me know if you have any questions.

Michael N Diamond
Principal Broker

2S3gSoUTHwESTSECoNDAvgNUE*PoRtLR¡to,OREcoN97201 tPHONE503222-1655tFAX503-274-6510
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Peter Watts

From:
Sent:
lo:
Subject:

Thanks Herb Koss
Begin forwarded message:

Herb Koss <herb@kossred.com>

Saturday, February LL,20L7 5:56 PM

Peter Watts
FW: Basalt Creek Renus

From: Renus Kelfke ns <Renus-Kelfkens@co.washirlgtqn'or'us>

Date: February t,20t7 atL2:O2:54 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 1g-FT to 20-FT cut. This will be ínvestigated 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 I Project Manager

503-846-7808 renus kelfkens@co'washington'or'us

From¡ Herb Koss [mailto: herb@kossred.com]
Sent¡ Friday, January 27,20L7 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 assumptíons 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 transportat¡on 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

1
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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

2
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Peter Watts

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Herb Koss < herb@kossred.com>
Saturday, February LL,20L7 5:49 PM

Peter Watts
FW: Proposal - Basalt Creek McKenzie

PRO-Koss Real Estate-Scope and Fee-170209.pdf

From: Todd Johnson [mailto:TJohnson@mcknze,com]
Sent: Friday, February L0,20t7 12:04 PM

To: Herb Koss
Cc: Dennis Woods; Gabriela Frask

Subject: FW: Proposal - Basalt Creek McKenzie

Hi Herb-

l've been in meetíngs all morning. Sorry for the delay in getting this to you.

Attached is a scope and budget letter to further develop the work we did previously for Washington County. As we

discussed, the letter report we prepared for Washington County relied on data available at the time we prepared the

letter, and also relied on regional mapping, not site specific mapping for resource lands, geotechnical conditions, and

topography. This scope includes developing site specific data to allow cost feasibility analysis to our previous study. By

improving the accuracy of the data we have through onsite study and mapping, we will be able to determine if the site is

economically viable for employment use, or also look at residential uses as alternates for economic viability.

It,s my understanding that you have new information for the road connections and locations that we did not use in our

previous report. That type of data would be collected as part of our work and would be incorporated into the scope we

propose in the attached scope and budget letter.

Let me know if you have any questions about the attached scope, or if you would like us to change the proposal in any

way. lf the scope we outlined in the attached letter is satisfactory, l'd suggest we have a meeting with you and the

project team to refine the tasks we identify prior to us commencíng work.

Thanks for the opportunity to present this scope of work. l'll call you to discuss it.

Todd Johnson
Senior Associate I Director of Planning

Architecture' Interiors' Engineering' Planning

P 503.224.9560 W mcknze.com C vcard

RiverEast Center, 1515 SE Water Ave', Suite 100, Portland A&972t4

îhis email is confidential, may be legally privileged, and is ìrrtended solely for tlre addressee. If you are not the intended recipient,

access ls prohibited. As email can be altered, its integrity is not guaranteed'

1
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CES NW

February LO,2OL7

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:

ln 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:

L. 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 north erlV L/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

cEsNw,INC,
13190 sw 6grH pARKwAy. srE. 150. TIGARD, op.97223
503.968.6655 TEL 503.968.2595 FAX www.cEsNw.coM
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Mr. Herb Koss

BASATT CREEK CONCEPT PIAN - (CENTRAI AREAI

Page 2 of 2

Road Loop). The plateau area is almost completely surrounded by steeply sloped land. The slopes

range from over LO%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. ln addition as these roads are raised to provide

accesstothe plateau area, the accessto land on eitherside 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 port¡on of the property. Residential uses are more

flexible with access grades and smaller footpr¡nts however the site will still be difficult to
development without access to the south.

ln 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

(almosthalf)ofthenortherlyareaforresidentialtobuffertheVictor¡aGardenslots. Thesoutherly

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 willend up being one of the last parcels developed and the quality of that
development is usually below expectations. lf you have any questions in regards to our analysis,

please don't hesitate to contact us.

Sincerely,

úJd/*
Anthony R

President

P

\3273_CESNW_ltr
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Corctruction, Inc.
P.0. Box 489 . ilS S l2th Ave o Corneltuç Orcgon 97113 o (503) 357-2193 o FAX (503) 357'3649

2lt0lt7

Subject The Land South of Victoria Gardens to Basalt Creek Parkway

Dear Mayor Ogden and Tualatin City Councilors:

I am the owner of Ken Leahy Construction Inc., our firm specializes in all aspects of site preparation

projects including full site development that require erosíon control, clearíng grubbing, stripping,

earthwork, cement soilstabilization, storm water detention facilities, bio swales, underground utilities

(storm sewer, sanítary sewer, water distribution and franchise utilities), sanitary sewer lift stations and

force mains. Our firm is celebrating its 50th year in the business and has been invotved in many

developments in the Portland Metro area.

At the reguest of Herb Koss and I toured the site on L|LA/L7 , to give him an idea of the feasibility of full

site development for employment use. I also was given topography site maps detailing the slopes and

grades on the property.

I personally have developed sites that contain large volumes of rock. Based on my personalexperience

I estimate that the cost of land preparation for the land described above would surpass the 55.00 per

foot range.

I looked at s¡te access, and am basing my opinion about access on the understanding that no access will

be allowed onto Basalt Creek Parkway. lf there is no access from Basalt Creek Parkway, traffic will have

to come from the intersection of Tonquin Road and Grahams Ferry Road. There ís approximately 50

feet of elevation rise, from that access point, which creates major issues for truck traffic.

Limited access, topography, and the large quantity of basalt rock are all major issues. A single one of

them might not prevent the síte from being developed as employment land, but the combination of all

three cannot be overcome. Mass grading of Basalt Rock is not financially feasible.

A diversí,fted øccavation, ut¡l¡ty, street and síte development company

EXHIBIT H



¡

fiaontlçþÞål Pârtner

808 swthird avenue, suite 300 . poftland, oregon 972O4
503.287-6825 . fax 503.415-2304

www.otak.com

The following surrìmarizes Don Hanson's testimony for the City Council meeting on
Monday, Febtuary 1,3, 201,7.

Comments on MacKenz¡e Study

Items/information not made available to MacKenzie
o Residential transition land at north end.

o Correct location for the future Basalt Creek Parkway road.
o No road connection/access onto the future Basalt Creek Parkway road.
o No access is shown to properties to the southeast.

Plan Comments

" The comments on slope suitability are well stated for employment uses. Less than 570

slopes are best, 5-1,0o/o present challenges, and greater than 1,0o/o slopes are not feasible.

o Sites A, B and C ate somewhat feasible but would need a second access for emergency

vehicles.

o Sites D, E and F are not feasible for employment.
o Sites G and H are in the proposed residential zone.

" Sites L and I( are workable.
o There are about 18-20 acres of feasible land for employment development, but v¡ithout

good access a successful employment development is not feasible.

o No considetation for costs of grading the site.

o ìØhat about ADrt?

a
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MEMORANDUM  

Basalt Creek: Guiding Principles and Evaluation Criteria   

TO: Basalt Creek Project Management Team (Cities of Tualatin and Wilsonville) 
FROM: Leila Aman, Project Lead, Fregonese Associates 
DATE: December 29, 2014 
RE: Guiding Principles and Evaluation Criteria for the Basalt Creek Concept Plan 
 
Purpose of Guiding Principles 

Guiding Principles are intended to represent the collective interests and goals for the 
Basalt Creek planning area. The guiding principles provide a framework for gathering 
input and developing transparent and meaningful measures that can help inform the 
decision making process.  
 
Purpose of Scenario Indicators 

Indicators are the outputs of evaluation criteria which are created near the beginning of 
the scenario planning process. They generally reflect the guiding principles as well as 
previously adopted community goals. Indicators may also be related to new or emerging 
community goals or issues: such as transit access, housing costs, or air quality. 

The indicators will be used during the development and evaluation of the scenarios within 
Envision Tomorrow to communicate the benefits, impacts and tradeoffs of different policy 
choices and investments. Using Envision Tomorrow, alternative scenarios are tested and 
refined, and then compared and evaluated based on their indicator performance. 
Indicators enable Envision Tomorrow users to tie the scenario results to the community 
values and guiding principles.  
 
In practice, this approach not only allows the public to visualize their region’s future, final 
plans created using our scenario planning process will come with a dashboard of 
indicators so policymakers can monitor their progress and make adjustments along the 
way, in concert with established guiding principles and long-term vision. 
 
Guiding Principles 

Qualitative Guiding Principles 

1. Maintain and complement the Cities’ unique identities 

The cities of Wilsonville and Tualatin each have unique qualities that draw people to live 
and work there.  Those qualities should be maintained and enhanced by development in 
the Basalt Creek planning area. 

 

EXHIBIT I



2. Capitalize on the area’s unique assets and natural location 

Development in the planning area should preserve and leverage the natural beauty of 
Basalt Creek by protecting key natural resources and sensitive areas while minimizing the 
negative impacts of new development. Recreation opportunities should be made 
accessible in the area through the creation of new open spaces and trails and integrating 
them with existing regional networks.   

 
3. Explore creative approaches to integrate jobs and housing 

Long distances between centers of employment and residential neighborhoods can 
cause long travel times, congestion and pollution. Planning for the Basalt Creek area 
should consider a range of methods (and the feasibility of those methods) for integrating 
residential and employment land uses to create more high quality living and working 
environments.  

 
4. Create a uniquely attractive business community unmatched in the metropolitan 

region 

Planning for the Basalt Creek area should capitalize on its unique assets - the location of 
the planning area near the center of one of the region’s largest clusters of employment 
land, projections for rapid employment growth in the local market, and superior access to 
major transportation routes (I-5, I-205 and Highway 217) – to facilitate development of high 
quality employment facilities and opportunities that will benefit both the local and 
regional economies.  

 

5. Ensure appropriate transitions between land uses 

While integration of housing and employment can enrich a community, there remains a 
need for physical separation between uses that might negatively impact one another. 
Land uses should be arranged within the study area to minimize these impacts, such as 
excessive noise, traffic, nighttime light, or air pollution. Use of buffers to mitigate auditory, 
aesthetic, and safety impacts may include swaths of vegetated land, sound walls, or 
commercial development (among others). 

 
Quantitative Guiding Principles  

Associated measures from Envision Tomorrow and other quantitative analysis that will be 
conducted as part of the concept planning process are described. 
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6. Meet regional responsibility for jobs and housing  

Population and employment forecast performance  

Using output from the Envision Tomorrow scenario modeling tool added jobs and housing 
units will be compared back to the regional forecast estimate (from Metro’s Gamma 
model) for jobs and households within the planning area.  

 

 

 

7. Design cohesive and efficient transportation and utility systems 

Evaluation of Wet Infrastructure  

Aggregate water and sewer requirements will be developed for each of the three (3) 
alternatives.  A comparison will be provided indicating required capacity and potential 
infrastructure elements based on each alternative land use plan and the existing systems 
inventory.  

 
Performance of transportation systems  

Motor vehicle transportation system for each of three alternatives will be evaluated 
including the development of future year 2035 PM peak hour volumes using a focus-area 
travel demand model. Intersection operation analysis (level of service and v/c ratios) 
based on the forecasted 2035 PM volumes will be conducted using Synchro.  

 

Internal water consumption and Landscaping water consumption 

Water consumption has a major impact both financially and environmentally. Water bills 
can make up a large proportion of household or business utility costs, and excessive water 
consumption can put a strain on water supplies and infrastructure, especially in regions 
with water scarcity. Anticipated domestic and irrigation water consumption by residential 
households and commercial or industrial businesses will be estimated based on existing 
usage patterns within Tualatin and Wilsonville.”  

 

8. Maximize assessed property value 

Building value and local revenue 

Adding new housing and employment space to a community brings additional tax 
revenue that can be used for new infrastructure and services to support new and existing 
residents and businesses. Different scenarios can produce different amounts of tax 
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revenue (property tax, sales tax and transportation impact fee (TIF)) due to the differing 
values of particular building types and locations. . 

 

9. Incorporate natural resource areas and provide recreational opportunities as 
community amenities and assets 

Percent of Natural Area Protected within the planning area 

Types of natural areas to be considered for protection from development include: 

- Wetlands and Floodplains 

- Metro Title 3 Lands 

- Metro Title 13 Lands 

Some development may occur in these areas. However, the proportion of total 
development planned for non-environmentally sensitive areas should be maximized in 
order to preserve habitat, ecosystem services, open space, and recreation opportunities 
in the planning area. 

Environmentally sensitive lands are identified and described in the Basalt Creek Existing 
Conditions Report. 

 
Total jobs allocated to prime flat industrial lands within the planning area  

The largest proportion possible of new jobs forecasted for the planning area should be 
allocated to lands identified as suitable for industrial and/or office development, one 
factor of which is the absence of sensitive environmental features and constraints. 

Land suitable for industrial and/or office development is identified and described in the 
Basalt Creek Existing Conditions Report. 

 
Acres of impervious surface 

Impervious surface can have a negative impact on the health of a region’s waterways. 
Instead of soaking in and filtering through the soil, rainwater runs off impervious surfaces, 
washing many polluting substances such as pesticides and oils into streams and other 
aqueous habitats. Increasing impervious surface runoff also increases the volume of runoff, 
and the speed which the water is delivered to streams, resulting in higher peak flows.  
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Exhibit 127 – Wilsonville Comprehensive Plan Map 

Exhibit 128 – Agenda and Materials of Joint Council Meeting, December 16, 2015 

Exhibit 129 – Wilsonville Planning Commission Meeting Minutes, January 13, 2016 

Exhibit 130 – Basalt Creek Planning Website 

Exhibit 131 – Email of Brian Harper, August 9, 2016 
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At that same meeting, Council President Beikman expressed dissatisfaction with Boundary 
Option 3, noting that, for Tualatin, Option 3 removes all industrial land and converts it to 
residential, leaving no room for job growth.  (See Exhibit A Minutes, pp. 1-5.) 
 
Throughout the planning process, Tualatin’s Mayor Lou Ogden fought for more industrial land, 
not for residential land.  In fact, following that August 24, 2015 meeting, his argument, along 
with Council President Beikman’s, was Tualatin’s motivation to move the jurisdictional 
boundary further south in order to give Tualatin more industrial land, immediately adjacent to 
and directly north of the Parkway.  While the planners for Tualatin and Wilsonville (with support 
from Washington County and Metro planners through the Agency Review Team) had worked on 
three different options and boundaries, Tualatin, on its own, came up with what has become 
known as Option 4 after that August 2015 meeting (attached hereto as Exhibit C).  Boundary 
Option 4 moves the boundary to the south and clearly shows all of the Central Subarea 
exclusively within Tualatin’s boundary and designated by Tualatin exclusively as industrial land. 
 
In a 2015 Tualatin staff report prepared for the December 16, 2015 Joint City Council meeting 
(rescheduled from September 8, 2015), staff states, on page 2 of 3 of the staff report:  “The 
Tualatin City Council expressed concerns about the limited employment land opportunities for 
the City of Tualatin and directed city staff to prepare information for a boundary Option 4….”  
(See Tualatin staff report and Joint City Council minutes attached hereto as Exhibit D.)  
Option 4 was then presented by Tualatin as the preferred alternative, but was not agreed to by 
the other parties. 
 
Ultimately, Option 5 (attached hereto as Exhibit E), was negotiated and agreed upon by both 
Wilsonville and Tualatin at the Joint City Council meeting held December 16, 2015.  At that 
meeting, Mayor Ogden stated:  “We recognize an arterial with limited access will be moving 
traffic from Tualatin and Wilsonville in both directions; however, it is not a major arterial that 
will emulate the I-5/99W connector….  By default, we are precluding a future for a 99W 
connector, so all the more important to recognize the transportation piece has to work there and 
it cannot be overloaded nor can Basalt Creek Parkway be overloaded.”  Supporting that 
comment, on pages 5-6 of the Exhibit D Minutes, Council President Beikman stated that funding 
was limited and it was important for the two cities to work out plans for SDCs and TDTs and to 
emphasize this area “is a regionally significant industrial area and that the regional government 
needs to recognize that significance with adequate dollars for the infrastructure so that the 
project can function properly.”  At the conclusion of that meeting, Wilsonville City Council 
unanimously voiced support of Option 5, and Tualatin City Council, with only one dissenting 
voice by Councilor Joelle Davis, also voiced full support of Option 5.  (See Exhibit D.)  
Option 5 shows the movement of the jurisdictional boundary to the Basalt Creek Parkway to the 
south, giving more land to Tualatin, placing all of the Central Subarea within Tualatin, and 
making all of the Central Subarea industrial.  
 
As noted in the Metro staff report and Wilsonville’s Arbitration Brief (“Wilsonville Brief”), the 
sole purpose of the annexation and development of the Basalt Creek Area was to allow for the 
development of land that had been identified as regionally significant industrial land, not 
residential land.  In Tualatin’s Brief, much is made of the fact that the Metro 2040 Plan showed 
the I-5/99W connector road, which might have served as a buffer between industrial and 
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residential land.  This road never came to be and no public process was held to adopt plans 
supporting that concept.  The reality is that former conceptual alignment for the connector road 
would have been located to the north of the Central Subarea and would have allowed 
approximately 110 acres above the line to be designated as “outer neighborhood,” including 
some additional residential plus buffer between the existing residential and future industrial and 
employment uses to the south. 
 
Given where the Parkway is now located, according to Tualatin’s argument, that residential 
acreage number would now expand to approximately 380 acres (adding an additional 270 acres) 
– far exceeding what was anticipated for residential in an area that was being planned primarily 
as regionally significant industrial lands.  Not only is the Parkway not the connector that was 
then anticipated, but the Parkway is not the “approximate course” of the connector, as depicted 
on the map included in Metro’s Ordinance, as argued in Tualatin’s Brief.  Adding an additional 
270 acres of land to the originally proposed 110 acres (for a total of 380 acres) is well beyond the 
acreage limits to qualify for a Metro minor UGB adjustment.  Additionally, moving a potential 
road alignment over 1,500 feet, under any city project, would not be seen as a minor adjustment 
and, as such, would require new analysis and a new notification process and public outreach 
process.  No public meetings or open houses ever occurred showing 380 acres of the Basalt 
Creek Industrial Area as residential.  (See overlay map, showing both road locations, attached 
hereto as Exhibit F – see two maps). 
 
Contrary to the position now being taken by Tualatin concerning the Parkway as a “natural 
buffer,” in its November 28, 2016 staff report to the Tualatin City Council, staff wrote:  “While 
there are some hilly areas, the Manufacturing Park designation can be made flexible enough to 
include some smaller scale employment uses.  In addition, bringing residential further south in 
this subarea than shown on the October 2016 Land Use Concept Map will create buffering 
issues with industrial land in Wilsonville as they work to market property south of the future 
Basalt Parkway.”  (See staff report, Exhibit G.)  This statement directly contradicts Tualatin’s 
Position 2 in its brief that the Central Subarea is not suitable for industrial/employment park 
development. 
 
Finally, if Tualatin’s argument that the Parkway should be the natural buffer area between 
residential and industrial is taken at face value, then all of Tualatin’s nearly 200 acres of Basalt 
Creek, including the one remaining manufacturing parcel of approximately 96 acres immediately 
north of and adjacent to the Parkway and immediately west of and adjacent to the Central 
Subarea (now re-designated by Tualatin as residential land), should also be re-designated as 
residential land.  Along with that re-designation, Tualatin’s Concept Plan could aptly be entitled 
the Basalt Creek Residentially Significant Planning Area.  (See hypothetical map showing all 
land above the Parkway “natural buffer” as residential, attached as Exhibit H.) 
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2. Tualatin Assertion:  The Subarea is Not Suitable for Industrial/Employment 
Development. 

 
Wilsonville Response:  This area is well suited for “Industrial/Employment Development.” 
 
Tualatin’s assertions are based on statements from those few developers who will profit from the 
residential designation, in lieu of the industrial designation, with no professional study or 
analysis to back up such assertions. 
 
A March 21, 2017 newspaper article appearing in the Portland Tribune (attached hereto as 
Exhibit I), summed up Tualatin’s sudden change of heart with respect to what the Central 
Subarea was suitable for: 
 

“The debate over whether to reclassify the central subarea between Victoria 
Garden and the future Basalt Creek Parkway as residential found Ogden in an odd 
position.  The mayor had been the leading advocate on the Tualatin City Council 
throughout the planning process to maximize the share of land on Tualatin’s side of 
the line to be developed as industrial.  But despite advice from Tualatin city 
planners that the subarea could support industrial development at some point in 
the future, and an analysis commissioned by Washington County suggesting the 
same, he said in February he had come to strongly believe the land is unsuitable 
for it.” 

 
What Mayor Ogden failed to state in that meeting or to the reporter was how or why he 
had come to suddenly change his mind so dramatically. 
 
The Wilsonville Brief already offers numerous strong arguments and studies as to why the 
Central Subarea is well suited to an industrial designation.  If slopes had stopped 
industrial/commercial developers, the numerous highly successful projects Wilsonville has 
already cited in its Brief would never have happened.  If there is any doubt slope cannot be 
overcome at a reasonable cost, one only need make a site visit to the new Beaverton High School 
(aptly named Mountainside High School), where even the football field is located on what was a 
severe slope that had to be cut, retained, and filled. 
 
With respect to rock, with industrial development, fewer sewer and water lines need to be 
installed and can be strategically located to avoid areas of high rock concentration.  With 
residential development, every single house needs its own service lateral.  Wilsonville therefore 
submits that the overall site geology may be far more conducive to industrial development than it 
is to residential development. 
 
Tualatin challenges two of the professional studies conducted regarding the viability of the 
Central Subarea for industrial development because they both support industrial development.  
Tualatin, however, fails to discuss other earlier studies that also supported industrial 
development for the Central Subarea or to commission its own study.  With respect to the 
Mackenzie study, commissioned by Washington County in 2016, Tualatin takes one sentence out 
of context to state that Mackenzie found that nearly a third of the site contains slopes greater than 
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10%, or are surrounded by slopes greater than 10%, which are extremely difficult to develop for 
industrial/employment uses.  What Tualatin fails to point out is that most of the highly sloped 
areas are contained in the canyon, which is not planned for industrial or residential development. 
 
What Tualatin also fails to acknowledge is that, after looking at all factors, the Mackenzie report 
concludes: 
 

“The site is certainly feasible for employment, and given the existing site conditions 
and subject site location, the following employment uses may be suitable for this 
site: 

 
 Flex business park (health services, professional services, support services, 

administration/back office support operations, incubator space) 
 Office or office campus 
 Manufacturing (food processing, metals, chemicals, equipment, machinery, 

product/components assembly) 
 Commercial support services (restaurants, coffee shops, print shops) along the 

future Basalt Creek Parkway”  (See Exhibit J, Mackenzie Conclusion.) 
 
As noted in the Wilsonville Brief and the November 28, 2016 Tualatin staff report, while the site 
may not be suitable for one large industrial warehouse complex, that is not the type of industrial 
use primarily envisioned for the Basalt Creek Planning Area.  Basalt Creek planning is looking 
toward new cutting edge industrial development that offers more jobs at higher wages than the 
run-of-the mill industrial warehouse development.  As also noted in the Wilsonville Brief, as 
well as in the Mackenzie and KPFF reports, while this site does have slope and rock in certain 
locations, the perfect flat industrial land parcel near freeway access is an endangered, if not 
extinct, species.  Developers have therefore adapted well to more challenging topography, 
especially in locations with excellent I-5 access, transportation infrastructure, larger parcels, and 
complementary surrounding uses. 
 
After attempts to rebut the Mackenzie study, Tualatin next turns its attention to the KPFF study, 
commissioned by Wilsonville in 2017, claiming that KPFF’s analysis completely ignores the 
need to comply with the Oregon Fire Code.  This is not true.  Attached as Exhibit K is the 
response from KPFF Engineer Matt Dolan.  In Exhibit K, Mr. Dolan responds to all of the false 
and faulty assertions made by Tualatin.  Without repeating everything contained in Exhibit K, 
highlights include:  KPFF disagrees with Tualatin’s assertion that “the area is useful, at best for 
‘split elevation’ office use.”  To the contrary, KPFF asserts that the study suggests a different 
building type could be utilized in areas with steeper slopes and does not suggest this approach for 
the entire area.  “All of the scenarios and building typologies imagined in the study support 
employment opportunities within the study area and are creative/adaptive solutions for modern 
development in a robust metro environment.” 
 
With respect to ignoring the fire code, Mr. Dolan wrote:  “The Oregon Fire Code was not 
ignored.”  He goes on to state:  “The site lies within the Tualatin Valley Fire & Rescue (TVFR) 
Service Area.  ORS 368.039 allows road standards adopted by local government to supersede 
standards in the fire codes and requires consultation with the local fire agency.  Per the TVFR 
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‘New Construction Fire Code Applications Guide for Commercial and Multi-Family 
Development,’ revised 10/26/2017, Version 3.5, Fire Apparatus Access Roadway grades shall 
not exceed 15%.  With respect to a secondary access, there are a multitude of ways to satisfy the 
requirement.”  The need for secondary access will be dependent on the actual development 
ultimately proposed and, like with any new development projects, TVFR will be consulted. 
 
Finally, Mr. Dolan summed up the principals of any development and long range planning 
efforts:  “The study completed by KPFF was intended to demonstrate that it is feasible to 
develop the study area in a manner that supports employment opportunities.  It was not intended 
to be definitive as to how the development would actually occur….  The discussion regarding 
economic feasibility does not seem pertinent or relevant to the determination of long range 
planning goals for the area.” 
 
Without repeating what is already contained in the Wilsonville Brief, numerous studies were 
conducted throughout the Basalt Creek planning process to determine that this land was suitable 
for industrial development.  In addition to the Mackenzie and KPFF studies, there were also the 
Industrial Needs Analysis conducted by Metro when the area was brought in for industrial 
development planning; the Leland Consulting Group Market Analysis; and the Fregonese 
Existing Conditions Report, which included the buildable lands inventory map, which shows the 
Central Subarea as some of the most developable land and well-suited for industrial development 
(ranked just behind the property already designated by Tualatin as residential along I-5 and the 
Koss property that is located in the Central Subarea).  (See Exhibit L.)  In development, one can 
always look toward the worst-case scenario, i.e., the hardest and most expensive way to do 
something, but that is not how successful site planning is done.  To the contrary, experienced 
developers will always look for the easiest and most economical alternative and, when a location 
is desirable, for all of the reasons listed above, they tend to get creative and find successful paths 
forward, even if the cost might be higher. 
 

3. Tualatin Assertion:  Designating the Subarea for Housing Responds to the Housing Crisis. 
 
Wilsonville Response:  No, it does not. 
 
The housing crisis discussion at Metro is about affordable housing.  It is not about an overall 
shortage of housing.  In fact, in the last UGB cycle, Metro did not add land to the UGB for 
residential need.  While there is a shortage of affordable housing in the Metro area, Wilsonville 
has seen nothing in any Tualatin designation for the Central Subarea or any of the lands in 
Tualatin already designated as residential to require any percentage of that housing to be 
“affordable.”  Moreover, significant other land exists for residential development in Tualatin.  
Stafford is an area clearly designated exclusively for housing for Tualatin.  No industrial 
designation is planned for any of this area.  The Stafford Urban Reserve Area 4E (north of 
Frobase and west of 65th to I-5, bound by I-205 to the north) also has over 800 acres of possible 
residential land, and the nearby Area 4D consists of approximately 1,600 acres.  
 
Although Tualatin’s Stafford community has historically been an area marketed more for the 
affluent buyer, definitely not those seeking affordable housing, attempting to market the Basalt 
Creek Central Subarea as affordable housing (despite no evidence of what the housing type and 



 
REBUTTAL BRIEF – CENTRAL SUBAREA  PAGE 7 

price will be) is the opposite of what Tualatin should be offering as an affordable housing 
alternative.  The Central Subarea is located next to a freight arterial on the south, industrial land 
on the west, in close proximity to a prison to the southwest, and across the Parkway from all 
industrial land.  This location brings with it the typical concerns of truck noise, air pollution, 
traffic congestion, safety issues, and the fact that the children will be required to be bussed or 
driven a long distance to schools in Sherwood, which is the Central Subarea’s designated school 
district. 
 
Rather than helping solve a “housing crisis,” this feels like a future social equity and 
environmental justice issue.  As an alternative, Wilsonville would like to offer an already master 
planned and shovel ready new housing development that is an easy commute from the Basalt 
Creek Area and Tualatin, called Frog Pond.  Frog Pond West and its potential future East and 
South neighborhoods will offer a variety of economic housing types and is in close proximity to 
services, schools, and significant open space and park.  It is not near any industrial lands, 
prisons, or truck routes, and is in walking distance to the designated schools. 
 
At Item D in Tualatin’s Brief, Tualatin argues that it has more than enough industrial land.  This 
argument directly contradicts Tualatin’s insistence for more industrial land in August 2015, and 
its consensus on the Concept Plan Land Use Map on November 28, 2016.  (See November 28, 
2016 Minutes, pages 2-3, attached hereto as Exhibit M.) 
 
Tualatin’s argument that there is a need for more residential land in Tualatin, specifically in the 
Basalt Creek Planning Area and Central Subarea, is unsubstantiated.  Evidence of an 
acknowledged Goal 10 Housing Needs Analysis has not been provided by Tualatin.  A Housing 
Needs Analysis outlines a city’s supply and demand for housing and provides the basis for 
understanding future planning efforts related to residential growth. 
 
Tualatin’s argument in Item E, stating that the Central Subarea should be reclassified as 
residential because “The Property Owners want the Subarea Designated for Housing,” can only 
be summarized as astounding yet obvious.  To that argument Wilsonville can only reply, “Of 
course they do.”  Residential land is worth substantially more than industrial land.  Residential 
land is more marketable and quickly developable.  To that end, it should also be noted that the 
developer who retained OTAK to convince Tualatin Councilors to change their position on the 
Central Subarea owns a parcel of land located within the Central Subarea and adjacent to the 
Parkway.  Surely this developer knows, as do Tualatin officials, that Washington County must 
acquire a substantial portion of his Central Subarea land in the near future in order to complete 
the Basalt Creek Parkway.  If this developer can succeed in having his land designated as 
residential, he stands to obtain a much higher appraised value that Washington County will be 
forced to pay for that land at the expense of the Washington County taxpayers, a large number of 
whom reside in Tualatin (and a few in Wilsonville).  As noted in the Wilsonville Brief, what 
matters here is not higher profits for a handful of people whose property would otherwise remain 
primarily agricultural, but rather preservation of Title 4’s primary goal to protect regionally 
significant and dwindling industrial land that brings jobs to the region and betters the overall 
economy of Tualatin, Wilsonville, Washington County, the Metro region, and the State of 
Oregon as a whole. 
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4.  Tualatin Assertion:  Tualatin Did Not Agree to a Land Use Designation for the Subarea. 
 
Wilsonville Response:  We all thought you did, but apparently you did not. 
 
Metro, Washington County, Wilsonville, and Tualatin have been working on the Basalt Creek 
planning project since 2014.  All negotiation and planning for the area culminated when, at a 
Joint City Council meeting in December of 2015, both Tualatin and Wilsonville City Councils 
voiced overwhelming support and commitment to Option 5. 
 
Many months later, due to heavy lobbying efforts by a few and a turnover in some Tualatin 
Council members, Tualatin’s resolve to adopt Option 5 appeared to falter and then correct at 
Tualatin’s November 28, 2016 work session.  According to those work session minutes, 
Councilor Davis stated she would like to see more residential land and less industrial land, to 
address citizen concerns.  Councilor Bubenik, on the other hand, stated he supported staff’s 
recommendation to retain the manufacturing designation for the Central Subarea.  Councilor 
Grimes concurred with Councilor Bubenik, stating staff had created an equitable balance with 
room for growth.  Mayor Ogden spoke in support of flipping the designation to residential over 
concerns with the area “being able to develop manufacturing.”  Council President Truax stated 
that if Council did not accept staff’s recommendation, he feared there would be no end to the 
process.  At the end of the work session, Council consensus was reached to adopt staff’s 
recommendation to retain the manufacturing designation.  (See Exhibit M.) 
 
In Tualatin’s November 28, 2016 staff report, staff had concluded that, despite the OTAK report, 
staff continued to believe that the Central Subarea could be developed for employment land over 
the long term and, therefore, staff’s position was to accept the Land Use Concept Map as 
presented on October 10, 2016.  That presented map was the Option 5 map.  (See Exhibit G.) 
 
Unfortunately, less than three months later, on February 13, 2017, a different Tualatin City 
Council consensus was reached, without consultation with any of its partners of many years, to 
unilaterally re-designate the Central Subarea to residential. 
 
As noted in the March 21, 2017 Portland Tribune article: 
 

“Throughout the process Wilsonville has largely stuck to its vison of having almost 
all development on its side of the line be industrial….  Tualatin has seesawed 
between the proposals, including varying mixes of residential and industrial lands. 

 
“The map had appeared settled as of last October, but after three new city 
councilors came aboard in Tualatin after the November election, the Tualatin City 
Council decided to change its designation for the central subarea in spite of 
warnings from Washington County Chairman Andy Dyke and other 
intergovernmental partners.” 

 
Finally, under Item C, Tualatin makes the broad assertion that “The Metro Staff Conclusions Are 
Not Supported by the Evidence.”  To the contrary, as already outlined in detail in the Wilsonville 
Brief, Metro’s conclusions are well supported.  What is not supported by any evidence is 
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Tualatin’s eleventh hour flip-flop on the Central Subarea designation, to the detriment of 
Wilsonville, Washington County, and the region, in order to benefit a few influential developers 
and landowners. 
 
To the extent Wilsonville has not addressed any other assertions by Tualatin under Item C, all 
responses are already well documented in the Wilsonville Brief, which fully supports the Metro 
staff report. 
 
Conclusion: 
 
Tualatin’s unilateral decision, after years of cooperative work among Metro, Washington 
County, Wilsonville, and Tualatin staff, is without reason or merit.  Tualatin’s decision can only 
be summarized as a last minute attempt to designate the Central Subarea as residential for the 
direct financial benefit of a few, at a great cost to the region.  The decision is inconsistent with 
the Metro Ordinance, the Transportation Refinement Plan, Title 4 and Title 11 of the Urban 
Growth Management Functional Plan, the joint Council conclusions, and the recommendations 
and decisions made throughout the extensive public process.  This last minute about-face in the 
land use designation of the Central Subarea by Tualatin creates profound uncertainty as to the 
viability of any portion of the Basalt Creek Area as an employment district.  The Central Subarea 
should remain designated as industrial/employment land. 
 
Attachments: 

Exhibit A: August 24, 2015 Tualatin City Council Work Session Minutes 
 Exhibit B: Boundary Option 3 
 Exhibit C: Boundary Option 4 
 Exhibit D: December 16, 2015 Tualatin Staff Report and Joint City Council Minutes 
 Exhibit E: Boundary Option 5 
 Exhibit F: Basalt Creek Area Road Overlay Map (concept road and Basalt Creek 

Parkway overlay) 
 Exhibit G: November 28, 2016 Tualatin Staff Report 

Exhibit H: Map showing all land above the “natural buffer” as residential 
 Exhibit I: March 21, 2017 Portland Tribune newspaper articles 
 Exhibit J: Mackenzie Conclusion 
 Exhibit K: March 9, 2018 Response from KPFF Engineer 
 Exhibit L: Buildable Lands Map (Fregonese) 
 Exhibit M: November 28, 2016 Tualatin City Council Work Session Minutes 
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South Alignment 

Preferred Basalt Creek Land Use Map with North 
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Basalt Creek planning efforts could be headed 'back to
the drawing board'
Created on Tuesday, 21 March 2017 | Written by Claire Green and Mark Miller |

0 Comments
The Wilsonville City Council was not happy with a change Tualatin made to its side of a draft land use
concept map last month, suggesting it broke an agreement between the cities.

FILE - Mayor Lou Ogden, left, and Tim Knapp, right, of Tualatin and Wilsonville respectively, discuss Basalt Creek planning at a
December 2015 meeting. Comity between the cities appears to have broken down, with Knapp forcefully rejecting an adjustment to the
land use concept map sought by Tualatin this winter.

The future of joint planning on the Basalt Creek area between Tualatin and Wilsonville appears to be in
serious jeopardy.

The Wilsonville City Council strongly rejected a change that the Tualatin City Council made to its side of
the map, north of the future jurisdictional boundary that the cities agreed to in December 2015, at a work
session Monday — with some council members, including Mayor Tim Knapp, suggesting that the
boundary agreement could be voided by the change.

The Tualatin City Council decided in February to redesignate a 63-acre quadrangle previously slated for
future industrial development as residential land, after local property-owners complained about the
potential impact of industry on their neighborhood and argued that the terrain is too rugged to support
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manufacturing parks anyway. That parcel is located just south of the Victoria Gardens neighborhood —
and just north of the future route of Basalt Creek Parkway, an east-west road under construction through
the area.

Knapp calls change in designation 'not acceptable'

Meeting in a fairly amicable joint session back in December 2015, the Tualatin and Wilsonville councils
agreed that it made the most sense to consider the parkway as the dividing line between their shares of
the Basalt Creek area, an 847-acre swath of unincorporated Washington County that lies between the two
cities. The plan has been for each city to figure out what it wants to see developed on its side of the line,
jointly approve a land use concept map and get approval from the county to start annexing land.

But on Monday, the Wilsonville City Council unanimously agreed to reject Tualatin's redesignation of the
63-acre "central subarea" on its side of the agreed-upon boundary, citing regional industrial needs and the
desire not to "squander industrial lands" by choosing to use it for residential.

Miranda Bateschell, Wilsonville's long-range planning manager, told her City Council that Tualatin's
proposal doesn't fit with the reason Metro established the area, which is meant to build a regionally
beneficial economic and transportation-friendly area. The proposal also conflicts with guiding principles
developed jointly before the project began, she said.

"My staff conclusion is that it's inconsistent with the Metro ordinance, the transportation refinement
plan, the joint council conclusions, recommendations and decisions made throughout the process, and it
could raise questions about the future of this area as an employment district," Bateschell said.

Knapp said he was "profoundly disappointed" by the Tualatin City Council's decision to change course
and designate the subarea for residential development instead of industrial. He said the change, in his
view, is "not acceptable."

The rest of the council mirrored Knapp's sentiments and added their concerns surrounding minimization
of the employment-specific sections of the plan, the possibility of increased traffic and safety of the
possible future residents on the Tualatin side.

"Our prior offer to set the boundary at the parkway is contingent on the rest of that agreement that has,
apparently, disappeared," Knapp said. "So the proposal to put the boundary at the parkway is no longer
operative."

"We did have a verbal agreement, as the mayor noted," Councilor Scott Starr said. "And the agreement
was subsequently broken, and in my mind, now we have no agreement."

Balance between industrial, residential sought in Tualatin

The joint planning project has been ongoing for about three years. The area was originally added to the
urban growth boundary by Metro in 2004 to accommodate increased development throughout the region
for the next 20 years.The plan for the site includes creating new city limits for Tualatin and Wilsonville,
land use codes for future development, improved transportation networks and provision for urban
services.

Throughout the process, though, while Wilsonville has largely stuck to its vision of having almost all
development on its side of the line be industrial in one form or another, Tualatin has seesawed between
proposals including varying mixes of residential and industrial lands.

The map had appeared settled as of last October, but after three new city councilors came aboard in
Tualatin after the November election, the Tualatin council decided to change its designation for the
central subarea in spite of warnings from Washington County Chairman Andy Duyck and other
intergovernmental partners.
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That may have been the straw that broke the camel's back for Wilsonville.

"There's a regional need for jobs and a job area, and Metro designated that as Basalt Creek," Starr said.
"For us to sign on as a joint partner for employment lands is one thing. For us to sign on and then, and
this would be my opinion, be more than generous with how we split the land — I'm talking about the
December 2015 meeting — to then (have Tualatin) turn around and have that land be used to create more
traffic to ram right down our throat onto I-5 makes no sense. And I don't think that we'd be doing a very
good service to the people of (Wilsonville) if that's the way that we operated."

"Wilsonville is competent and able to work with developing industrial employment land, and if our
neighbors to the north don't have the ability to foster employment land there, then it would suggest that
perhaps more of it should be Wilsonville's," Knapp said. "I doubt that that would be popular with them,
yet that is the regional purpose of this land, and to drop a large chunk of residential right in the middle of
the industrial is detrimental to the overall goals, the overall plans, and I don't see how we can agree to
this."

Councilor Charlotte Lehan suggested that if Tualatin is unwilling to alter its mix again, "then we need to
go back to the drawing board on a number of issues."

If the two cities can't come to an agreement, the issue will fall into the hands of Metro. Several members
of the Wilsonville City Council agreed that if the project goes back to the drawing board, so be it, but
Wilsonville will hold firm to its commitment to retain the area's status as an employment zone.

"I think that we have received some very clear direction," City Manager Bryan Cosgrove said.

Ogden: 'If someone feels aggrieved, let's figure out why and how to fix it'

Tualatin Mayor Lou Ogden was not at Monday's council work session in Wilsonville, but he said he had
read the staff report.

The debate over whether to reclassify the central subarea between Victoria Gardens and the future Basalt
Creek Parkway as residential found Ogden in an odd position. The mayor had been the leading advocate
on the Tualatin City Council throughout the planning process to maximize the share of land on Tualatin's
side of the line to be developed as industrial. But despite advice from Tualatin city planners that the
subarea could support industrial development at some point in the future and an analysis commissioned
by Washington County suggesting the same, he said in February he had come to strongly believe the land
is unsuitable for it.

"I struggle to figure out how you can use it," he said at that Feb. 13 work session.

Ogden reiterated that Tuesday, speaking with The Times.

"I don't like that it's steep slopes and there's no access to the flat land, but it is. That's just what it is," he
said, adding, "It's not unbuildable for residential. The land, it does have value. So it has a useful purpose.
It's just not for a manufacturing or office space, or manufacturing park."

Ogden stressed that he would rather discuss the matter with his counterparts in Wilsonville than
comment at length on what happened at Monday's work session.

"I've got a longstanding working relationship with the mayor and a couple of other folks on the city
council, so I really don't want to have a debate in the newspaper," he said.

Asked for his thoughts on Knapp's suggestion that the boundary agreement may be inoperative due to
Tualatin's change to the map, Ogden responded, "I hadn't heard that, but that surprises me."

Ogden noted that he has publicly expressed the sentiment that Knapp's leadership has been critical to the
Basalt Creek planning process thus far.
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"At this moment, the fact that there is a point of contention, I take that as a legitimate concern and I'm
very interested in trying to work through it with a solution that Wilsonville feels good about … reiterating
that this is not a political decision on our part … it's a physical reality of the site," Ogden said.

He added, "If Wilsonville feels that it has negative adverse impacts to them, we've got to figure out a way
to address that and mitigate that. … If someone feels aggrieved, let's figure out why and how to fix it."

Editor's note: This story has been updated with comments from Tualatin's mayor.

COURTESY OF THE CITY OF TUALATIN - Wilsonville city councilors are upset about a change in the 'preferred' draft land use concept
map for Basalt Creek made by Tualatin, redesignating the easternmost section of its manufacturing park area (in blue) as residential.
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Washington County 
Basalt Creek Employment Site Evaluation  
Project Number 2150111.01 
January 11, 2017 
Page 6 
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Residential is designated to the north. Proximity to other industrial development will be important for industry synergies 
and future market growth.  

CONCLUSION 

The site is certainly feasible for employment, and given the existing site conditions and subject site location, the 
following employment uses may be suitable for this site: 

 Flex business park (health services, professional services, support services, administration/back office support 
operations, incubator space) 

 Office or office campus  
 Manufacturing (food processing, metals, chemicals, equipment, machinery, product/components assembly) 
 Commercial support services (restaurants, coffee shops, print shops) along the future Basalt Creek Parkway  

NEXT STEPS 
 
Significant transportation and utility planning must occur during the concept planning process to identify infrastructure 
needed to support the development of this site and adjacent uses. Infrastructure needs analysis, transportation 
analysis, and/or costing are not a part of this effort, however, we caution that this information is necessary along with a 
geotechnical report and ALTA survey to provide a complete analysis and recommendation.  

Lastly, a market study to determine the need for employment uses and others (retail, commercial, residential, etc.) may 
assist the County and the cities of Wilsonville and Tualatin in determining the appropriate amount of industrial, 
employment, commercial, retail, and residential land requirements in the Basalt Creek Planning Area. The market study 
would further bring clarity to the market’s ability to execute development across varying uses and determine the highest 
and best use of the subject property. 

Sincerely,  

 
 
Gabriela Frask 
Land Use Planner, Associate 
Assistant Department Head 
 
Enclosure(s):  Existing conditions map 

Concept plan 
 
c: Todd Johnson - Mackenzie  
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Ca laway, Tama a

From: Matt Dolan <Matt.Dolan@kpff.com>
Sent: Friday, March 09, 2018 10:24 AM
To: Callaway, Tamara
Cc: Jacobson, Barbara
Subject: RE: Basalt Creek Central Subarea
Attachments: Basalt Creek Land Designation.docx

Hi Barbara/Tamara, 
 
Attached are a few bullets/thoughts regarding the Tualatin memo.  Please don’t hesitate to call with any question, comments or 
additional needs. 
 
Thanks, 
Matt D. 
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Basalt Creek Land Designation – Response to Tualatin Memo 

 

A. In response to the City of Tualatin’s memo, it seems prudent to restate the purpose of the Basalt 

Creek Concept Plan – Feasibility Study.  “The intent of this feasibility study is to take a further 

look at approximately 60 acres within the Basalt Creek Concept area to evaluate the potential to 

develop these properties to support increased employment opportunities in the region.”  Page 1 

of KPFF study. 

 

B. Page 5 of the Tualatin memo states “KPFF then concludes the area is useful, at best, for ‘split 

elevation’ office use.”  To the contrary, the study suggests that a different building type could be 

utilized in areas with steeper slopes and does not suggest this approach for the entire area.  All 

of the scenarios and building typologies imagined in the study support employment 

opportunities within the study area and are creative/adaptive solutions for modern 

development in a robust metro environment. 

 

C. With respect to the discussion around the Oregon Fire Code – The site lies within the Tualatin 

Valley Fire & Rescue (TVFR) Service Area.  ORS 368.039 allows road standards adopted by local 

government to supersede standards in the fire codes and requires consultation with the local 

fire agency.  Per the TVFR “New Construction Fire Code Applications Guide for Commercial and 

Multi‐Family Development,” revised 10/26/2017, Version 3.5, Fire Apparatus Access Roadway 

grades shall not exceed 15%.  With respect to a secondary access, there are a multitude of ways 

to satisfy the requirement.  The need for secondary access will be dependent on the actual 

development being proposed and consultation with TVFR may be required.  The Oregon Fire 

Code was not ignored. 

 

D. The study completed by KPFF was intended to demonstrate that it is feasible to develop the 

study area in a manner that supports employment opportunities.  It was not intended to be 

definitive as to how the development would actually occur.  There are many other factors that 

will ultimately determine how the property is developed at some future date. 

 

E. The discussion regarding economic feasibility does not seem pertinent or relevant to the 

determination of the long range planning goals for the area.  If they are to be considered, a 

much more impartial and holistic approach would need to be applied to some sort of criteria 

that can equally evaluate long term economics for varying development scenarios.  This is well 

beyond the scope of the feasibility study or any conclusions that could be extrapolated from the 

report and development scenarios envisioned. 

 

EXHIBIT K
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From: Peter Watts [mailto:peterowatts02@gmail.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 07, 2018 4:31 PM
To: Roger Alfred
Subject: Fwd: Basalt Creek Submission

Dear Roger-

I'm asking that this email and exhibits be added to the Basalt Creek Record, related to the Staff
Report issued on February 21,2018.  I understand that Metro's position is that the record is not
open to the general public.  And, despite participating in this process in front of both
jurisdictions, providing written testimony, and being a land owner who owns a portion of the
property affected by the decision, Metro's decision is that I cannot participate in front of
Metro, or advocate on my own behalf.  I believe that this determination is in clear violation of
Oregon Land Use Goal 1, as well as Metro's Public Engagement Guide, adopted in November
of 2013.  Metro has identified that the levels of participation are to Inform, Consult, Involve,
Collaborate, and Empower.  While I have been informed, by what I consider a factually
inaccurate Metro Staff Report, there is no ability for me to participate in the other four steps
including providing written testimony to correct the factually inaccurate record.  Instead I am
having to hope that one of the jurisdictions will submit materials that I have previously
provided, and other materials that I may want into the record.

I have been disempowered, as have many other property owners who are simply asking for a 
voice in a process that will have a huge impact on them financially, and otherwise.  Oregon 
Land Use system contemplates that impacted parties can appeal an adverse ruling.  If you do 
not allow impacted parties to participate in the process you are abrogating their rights, in 
violation of both the letter and the spirit of our land use laws.

The record that we submitted to Tualatin and Wilsonville clearly demonstrates that the subject 
land cannot be feasibly be developed as employment land do to the topography, basalt rock, 
and property access.

Executive Summary

These materials concern a 41 acre site, in the approximately 847 acre Basalt Creek Planning
Area. Basalt Creek is an area located between the cities of Tualatin and Wilsonville. It was brought into
the Urban Growth Boundary in 2004. The Basalt Creek name derives the ridges and caps of basalt
rock. These materials demonstrate the difficulty of getting a residential designation for property, even
when there is a willing government, and empirical data demonstrating that other uses are not feasible.

In summary, Don Hanson of OTAK, and Tony Weller of CES NW, have both provided letters
stating significant reservations with the feasibility of developing this 41 acre site as employment land,
and provided detailed analysis of topographic and access limitations associated with the site, for your
review. The letter from Tony Weller succinctly describes the issues with the McKenzie Report and the
site in two pages.

Ken Leahy of Ken Leahy Construction, and Brian Clopton of Brian Clopton Excavating, both
who have significant experience providing site preparation in the region, have walked the property, and

mailto:/O=OREGON METRO/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=ALFRED
mailto:jodi.wacenske@oregonmetro.gov


believe that site preparation for the large building footprints required by employment designations, will 
be cost prohibitive due to the site slope and basalt rock soil.

Eric Sporre of PacTrust believes that there is an inability to develop industrial or flex buildings
based on the site topography and soil conditions. Mike Diamond of the Real Estate Investment Group
opined that the site was unlikely to develop as industrial of flex space because of the inability to provide
large drive access for truck loading and turning radius. He also determined that office park use was not
feasible, because the steep topography would have a negative impact on the proximity of parking and
could pose an issue with American's Disabilities Act requirements. Stu Peterson, who has significant
experience with employment properties in the area, says that it is not suited for an employment
designation. In short, all of the experts were in agreement that there were significant issues with ever
developing the property as employment land.

Although, McKenzie provided a report to Washington County, that the land could be feasibly
developed as employment land, that report was based on a series of assumptions regarding site
access, road construction, and zoning on the northern portion of the property, that will not occur under
the current plan. Washington County staff has confirmed that the access off Basalt Creek Parkway, and
the north south Kinsman road, will not be built. Both, Don Hanson and Tony Weller, have provided
letters based on the most recent Washington County data, that contradict the conclusions reached in
the McKenzie report.

Despite that the Basalt Creek planning area was brought into the UGB for the primary purpose
of providing employment land, Metro has confirmed that there is no prohibition in the findings for non-
employment designations. John Fregonese has confirmed that even if the subject property was zoned
residential, the employment capacity for the planning area, will still far exceed Metro's estimates by
1,000, or more.

Don Hanson of OTAK prepared a site plan that includes, high density residential, medium 
density residential, and low density residential. The back acres of the site are already contemplated 
to be low density residential, this the proposed plan does not represent a change for those acres. His 
plan would front load the density along the plan area transportation corridors.

The Tualatin City Council unanimously supported the residential designation, so long as it did
not generate additional trip counts. Don Hanson believes that the plan as drawn will result in net
neutral trip count numbers, but can adjust the plan as needed.

Upon receiving our analysis and materials, the Wilsonville City Council strongly opposed the 
residential designation. They hired a planner from KPPF to come up with an "employment" 
designation scenario. That plan did not take into account site development costs. Don Hanson and 
Tony Weller determined that the cost of site preparation necessary for the KPPF plan substantially 
exceeded land sale comps in the area. Under questioning from Mayor Ogden, the KPPF planner 
acknowledged that the site preparation cost estimates provided by Tony Weller and Don Hanson 
were reasonable. But he disagreed with what the land was worth. Stu Peterson, who has a 
substantial number of listings in the Tualatin Sherwood area, provided comps that showed multiple 
listings with a price per square foot cost of less than the site preparation costs.
The Intergovernmental Agreement ("IGA") signed by Wilsonville, Tualatin, and Washington County 
has no mediation clause. As a result, without Wilsonville's cooperation, the current impasse cannot 
be resolved, until the IGA expires in approximately two years. This subject land was brought into the 
UGB in 2004, and we are already thirteen years into the planning process.
While the record in this proceeding demonstrates that this land is not necessary to meet Plan Area 
employment needs, the record related to Metro's Urban Growth Report, demonstrates that the City of 
Wilsonville has strongly advocated that there is a need for additional residentially zoned property, and 
has argued that Metro needs to look at housing on a sub-regional basis, instead of region wide. The 
overwhelming record demonstrates the subject property cannot be developed as employment land. 
The Tualatin council has made findings to that effect, and has tasked Tualatin staff with proceeding 
with a residential designation. Given Wilsonville's position on the need for residential land, and the 
proposed plan that includes high, medium, and low density residential, it is difficult to reconcile 
Wilsonville's opposition to the residential designation.



Background Information And Why We Are Here Today

What is not obvious from satellite imagery, or from the road, is immediately apparent, on the
ground. There are significant slope issues with the property and the adjacent properties, and there was
very little topsoil, and a lot of rock. I am familiar with the impact of topography and soil conditions
through my past representation of the former city of Damascus, and this property did not seem well
suited for the large footprints necessary for an employment designation.

After discussions with Herb Koss, we contacted adjacent property owners, and received their
permission to have experts look at the parcels of property as a whole, to help determine feasibility. At
that time, concerned whether there was a prohibition on non-employment land zoning, I had preliminary
discussions with Metro staff regarding whether there had been a requirement that the land be zoned
employment, when it was brought into the UGB.

Preliminary Analysis From Experts And Washington County's Letter Opinion From McKenzie
Herb Koss arranged for Don Hanson from OTAK to analyze the site for slope issues and

potential zoning, and he has previously submitted materials regarding his findings. (See attachment 1)
Brian Clopton, of Brian Clopton Excavating submitted a letter on November 18, 2016 regarding the soil
conditions and topography. (See attachment 2) Eric Sporre of PacTrust submitted a letter on November
14, 2016 regarding the inability to develop industrial or flex buildings based on the topography. (See
attachment 3)

Mike Diamond of the Real Estate Investment Group submitted a letter on November 21, 2016
opining that the site was unlikely to develop as industrial of flex space because of the inability to provide
large drive access for truck loading and turning radius. (See attachment 4) He also determined that office
park use was not feasible because the steep topography would have a negative impact on the proximity
of parking and could pose an issue with American's Disabilities Act requirements. In short, all of the
experts, were in agreement that there were significant issues with ever developing the property as
employment land. Those concerns were echoed by Stu Peterson. (See Attachment 12)

Don Hanson shared Mike Diamond's concerns regarding compliance with ADA standards. He
noted that the site that Washington County used as a comp, South Center, which was designed by OTAK
had half the slope of the subject site, and could not be built under current ADA standards. (See page 1 of
attachment 1)

At the same time, Mayor Ogden, and staff, asked John Fregonese for his opinion. He
expressed reservations regarding the employment designation, and believed that it would be better
suited as residential land. This, and other data, prompted Washington County to hire McKenzie to
provide a letter opinion.

Upon receiving a copy of the McKenzie Letter, I had significant concerns that their report
regarding feasibility was predicated on four inaccurate assumptions. Specifically:

1. The McKenzie letter contemplated access off of Basalt Creek Parkway, and did not take
into account the 18-20 foot curb cut off of Basalt Creek Parkway (Washington County Project
Manager, Renus Kelfkens, confirmed via email on 2/1/17 that the only access onto Basalt
Creek Rd., will be from Grahams Ferry Rd., and Boones Ferry Rd., and that there will likely
be an 18-20 foot curb cut); (See Attachment 5)
2. The McKenzie letter contemplated Kingsman Rd., as a North South connector, allowing
truck access to the southern portion of the site (Washington County Planner Erin Wardell
confirmed via a phone call to Herb Koss on 2/9/17 that this road had been deleted over a
year ago);
3. The McKenzie letter contemplated an Employment designation in the northern quadrant
of the property, despite the fact that it has been designated by the city as residential
transition;
4. The McKenzie letter did not rely on site specific geotechnical conditions or



topography, relying on regional mapping instead (Todd Johnson confirmed that they had
not used site specific data via email on 2/10/17) (See Attachment 6)

I have had discussions with Gabriela Frask, who prepared the McKenzie report, and learned that
she was not provided with the site transportation access information, nor was she aware that the
northern portion of the property, which is relatively flat, was planned as residential transition. She was
also unaware that Kinsman Rd., was deleted from the area planning approximately a year ago.
Additionally, Washington County did not authorized a site visit, within her scope of work, which I believe
negatively impacted her ability consider other factors impacting feasibility. Regardless of the skill of an
individual planner or agency, their work can only be as accurate as the information that they rely upon,
and in this case I believe that Gabriela and McKenzie did not receive sufficiently detailed information to
assess the property as accurately as possible.

Expert Opinions and Assessment of the McKenzie Letter
We asked Tony Weller of CES NW, to consider the Tualatin staff reports, McKenzie Study, email

from Washington Co., regarding access, the DKS preliminary profile of the extension of Basalt Creek
Parkway, and the OTAK Basalt Creek Concept Plan. In a comprehensive letter dated February 10, 2017,
he opined that while the northerly third of the site is very developable as employment land, almost half of
that property is reserved for residential use. And, that the deletion of the planned Kinsman Road,
eliminates the only at grade potential access coming from the southerly portion of the site. The plateau
portion of the property is surrounded by sleep slopes of over 10% and over 20%. He further opined that
neither access point can provide a secondary access to the plateau area which is a negative for both
traffic flows and emergency access. (See Attachment 7)

Ken Leahy of Ken Leahy Construction Inc., was asked to provide a more comprehensive look at
site preparation costs. He provided his opinion, in a letter dated February 10, 2017 that the cost of site
preparation will exceed $5.00 per foot. (See Attachment 8)

Don Hanson, of OTAK has provided a letter, and marked-up the McKenzie map based on the
actual location of Basalt Creek Parkway, the lack of access off of Basalt Creek, the elimination of
Kinsman road, and the residential designation at the top of the property. The result of those additional
facts, eliminates a significant portion of the property that McKenzie deemed developable. (See
Attachment 9)

Additionally, I have included a map that combines the McKenzie Plan with the residential zone
and topographic map. (See Attachment 10)

After encountering opposition from Wilsonville, and after Wilsonville hired KPFF to come up
with a concept for the subject property, we had Tony Weller and Don Hanson analyze the KPFF plan.
(See Attachments 10 and 11), they determined that it was not feasible.

Housing Needs in the Region

It is also clear that there is an extreme need for more available residential land in our region.  
Day after day, the headlines in our papers are about the housing emergency, and the lack of 
housing stock. Metro is the jurisdiction tasked with ensuring that there is a
sufficient buildable lands inventory in our region.  In order to successfully complete this 
task Metro must make determinations regarding future population growth, demand for 
housing type, as well as capacity within the current Urban Growth Boundary.  Metro does 
this as part of its Urban Growth Report.

Just three years into the UGR, it is clear that the predictions by Metro are not reflected by 
today's market. The 2015 Urban Growth Report (UGR) was based on several preceding 
analyses by Metro. Including the Housing Needs Analysis (HNA) and The Buildable Lands 
Inventory (BLI). While the



HNA predicted that the split between rental and ownership housing would be substantially 
unchanged from the present (about 36% rental housing), it predicted that a massive change 
would occur in the form of home ownership, from single family detached to about 40% of 
future home ownership in condominium housing.

The 2015 Urban Growth Report (UGR) was based on several preceding analyses by Metro.
Including the Housing Needs Analysis (HNA) and The Buildable Lands Inventory (BLI).   
While the HNA predicted that the split between rental and ownership housing would be
substantially unchanged from the present (about 36% rental housing), it predicted that a
massive change would occur in the form of home ownership, from single family detached to
about 40% of future home ownership in condominium housing.

A close reading of ORS 197.296, Factors to establish sufficiency of buildable lands within 
urban growth boundary shows that the state law requires a much more conservative and trend 
based forecast of Metro than they used in their UGR. In fact, just three years into the UGR,
it is clear that Metro's predictions were horribly off. Assuming a straight line 25 year 
population growth number, in Metro's cities with populations over 5,000, predicted 
population growth was in 2016 was 15,728.  The U.S. Census department provided 2016 
estimates in those same cities at 57,677, more than 3.5 times what was predicted by Metro.

A close examination highlights some of the salient problems with the previous forecast. 
Such as, comparing the 27% of predicted housing allocated to high rise condo with the 
recent housing market since 2015, which shows a negligible number of units built. The 2015 
UGR also predicted a distribution that shifted new population growth heavily to Portland 
over the suburbs.  Of cities with populations of over 5,000, Portland was expected to take 
10,006 people, or over 63%of the 15,728 predicted increase.

In reality, Portland took 26,508 or 45% of the 57,677 population growth estimated by the U.S. 
Census Bureau. Since Portland has adopted inclusionary zoning laws filed applications for 
new multi-family projects have decreased significantly, while applications in close in
cities such as Milwaukie have increased.  That will add further pressure on suburbs who have 
little buildable land.  Metro's 2015 UGR predicted that Tualatin's population in 2040 would 
be 27,372. The U.S. Census Bureau estimated Tualatin's 2016 number at 27,545, which 
means that Tualatin exceeded its 25 years of growth in 2016 alone.

Metro's predictions of relatively low growth, a condo building boom, and not looking recent 
market trends as required by ORS 197.296.

The combination of all three decisions by Metro has resulted in there being an inadequate 
amount of available unconstrained buildable land in the region.  King City, a city which has 
seen population growth of 96% over the last 17 years or an annual increase of 4.2% recently 
had ECONorthwest complete a housing needs analysis, which found that the city had 1.5 
unconstrained buildable acres in the city.



As a result large subdivisions are being constructed in satellite communities outside 
of Metro's jurisdiction like Estacada, North Plains, and Newberg.  Communities such 
as North Plains are outside of TriMet's service district meaning that all of the new 
population will be traveling by car, further clogging our region's infrastructure, and 
resulting in long commutes for working Oregonians.

Faced with current market realities a decision by Metro to zone the subject land 
employment, while all signs point that it can't be developed, not only fails to aid in 
our housing crisis, it will also prevent necessary employment land from coming in the 
future.  Because this land will remain undeveloped, it will be counted as available 
employment land, even though it is the land's topography, rather than market demand, 
that determine that it won't develop.

The Plan prepared by OTAK is designed to be trip count neutral, and to comply with 
all elements of Goal 10.
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808 sw third avenue, suite 300 ' portland, oregon 972M
503.287-6825 ' fax 503.415-2304

www.otak.com

BASALT CREEK/TUALATIN CONCEPT PLAN
Amendment Request to the Concept Plan

Tualatin, Oregon
August 23,2016, Revl'sed November 21,2016

lntroduction

Otak Inc. (Otak) represents The Sherwood Grahams Fery Investots T T.C, headed by Herb
Koss, who hold 10 acres in the 41 acre nottheast quadtant of the ovetall disttict. The propetty
is located near the northeast comer of Gtahams Ferry Road and extends over to the Basalt

Creek Canyon along the proposed ne\ñ/ eâst-west artedal toad. This surnmary of concerns and

the amended concept pian lay out ouf intended ditsçtie¡ moving fotward.

Project Concerns

. Otak's coricem is that the northeast quâdrant atea isnot well suited to industtial zor.rrng ot
empioyment transition ptoposed by the concept plan'

o Topography. Much of the site contains slopes in excess of 10 petcent (10þ and 25 perceflt

Qsr/ù. The site wouid be exttemeþ diffi.cult to flatten out to accornmodate industrial or

employnaent transition site development tequitements. Attached is a topogtaphic map of the

South Center ptoject ptovided to City of Tualatin (City) staff. Otak desþed this flex-space

project. The topography is half as severe as portions of the 47 acrcs site. The site wor{d be

exttemely difficuit to develop given today's Amedcan with Disabilities ,\ct (,\DA) K*
requirements.

o Access. Vehicular access wili be limited to Gøhams Ferry Road and extending Tonquin

Loop into the site. No access will be permitted on the ptoposed new east-west artetial road.

o Basalt Creek Canyon. The industrial land abuts the Basalt Cteek Canyon with no üansition'

o This is not a big change but øthet a refinement to the concept plan. It is a defined site atea

that makes qr about 3 to 5 percent Q-sn of the total Basalt Creek Study Area. Also there

ate currently-329 acres of r¡ndeveloped industtial land v/ithin a one mile tadius of the study

atea,

Land Use Context

The following shows a compadson of Metto's initial goal fot the district, the City's cuffent

plan, and the ptoposed amended plan'

o

Metro

City Plan

,\mended Plan

2500 Jobs

4500Jobs

4070 Jobs

1200 Households

600 Households

1194 Households



Bas alt Cteek/Tualatin Coacept PIan
Amendment Request to tlte Conceþt Plan

Page 2

August 23,2016
Reaised Nouember 21 , 2016

The amended plan proposes a more balanced approach that is well within the intended mix
proposed by Metto when the land came into the Urban Gtourth Boundary (uGB)

A group of mayors in our rcgion have gone to Meüo and asked Metro fot flexibility related to
UGB expansions. They have asked Metro to look at lands and apptoptiate zoning designations

on a sub-regronal basis. They have asked that Metro considet factots such as sþe, and

proximity to inftastructure, to help avoid situation like Dam¿scus. We are asking you to do the

same. We recognize that the region anticipated that the Basalt Creek atea would primarily be

zoned employment uses.

It is certainly anticþated that the vast majotity of the land v¡ill be used for that puqpose. But,
u/iúin the Basalt Cteek Planning r\rea, there ate sub-areas that cannot teasonably be

developed as employment land because of topogtaphic and othet issues. The 41 actes that we

have asked the City to zone for residential pqposes is one of those sub-areas. There is land to
the west and south of this land that is zoned employment, that land is flatter than the subject

47 actes,and it is closer to üansportation inftastructure t"han the subject 47 actes. Neither
PacTtust Pacific Realty Âssociates, LP nor Bdan Cþton Excavating believed that an

employment desþation was possible given the slope and soil quality. Instead of designating

the property with a designation that will result in it nevet developing, we ask that you give it a

desþation that will make development feasible. If you do not do so, it will sit \racarrt;

counting as deveþable employment land, just as Damascus has sat vacaît, counting as

available housing stock. Its designation will prevent firrthet necessary expansions.

There is a housing ctisis in our region and the latest modeling has demonsftated the
importance of having residential land and employment land in close ptoximity. This is an

oppotunity to provide housing, on land which caffiot be feasibly developed as employment
land.

Amended Plan Options

The attached concept plan option süilnarizes the tequested amendment fot proposed land
uses that fit the site and its unique conditions.

The plan anticipates building Tonquin Loop as an act:*aTloop with two ¿ccess points on
Grahams Fery Road. This road extension will ptovide complete access to the properties and
also access to property o\ü/ners east of the site.

Three densities of residential are shown as transition to the neighborhood to the notth and

canyon to the east and also along the new east-west artenaT,which is down 25 vertical feet

from the site atea. A center cote area of potential lstail, high densrty tesidential, and open
space could serve ¿s a walkable destination in the neighborhood. Also secondary âccess can be

provided to the developable lands to the east above the canyon.

Property uses can be molded to ût acnral site conditions and ptovide a mix of housing
(induding workforce housing) close to jobs anticipated to the south and west.

The programmed development will "be ttip cap neutral" compared to the cufient city concept
plun.

o

a

a

a

a



Bas alt Cteek/Tualatia Concept PIan
Amendment Request to the Concept Plan

Benefits

Àttachments:

Page 3

Aøgast 23,2016
Revised Noaenber 2l, 20'1 6

a

a

,\ v¡atkable neighbothood with apptopdate transitions and destinations

Land uses that are adaptable to actual site conditions. The mix of uses will act âs a catalyst to
create activity in the district. The high-density tesidential (FIDR) land ptovides the best

opportunity for workforce housing next to employment lands. Residents wort't need a cat to

commute.
A plan that rneets Metro's initial objectives when the land was brought into the UGB.

A mote complete quâlity neighbothood for the City of Tualatin.

Basalt Creek Site Topo
Basalt Creek Slope Änalysis
Souttr Center Site Topo (Compadson)
Bas¿lt Creek Land Use Concept
Letter ftom PacTrust Pacific Realty Associates, L.P.

Letter from Bri¿n Cþton Excavating
Letter from Micheal Diamond, Real Estate Investment Group
Basalt Cteek nearbyJob Lands MaP
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PO Box 509

Wilsonville, 0R 97CI70

P:503-682-0¿120

F:503-570-3235

www. cloptonexcavating.com
íI.li! jr{.rt {l.{.t' i,-. f*
EXGA\fATüNG

November 18, 2016

Dear Mr. Koss

You have asked rne to visit the 41 acre site located in the Basalt Creek Planning area. Your

question was the feasibility of grading this site for employment land vs. a residential zone.

For your information my company has just purchased another four acres next to our Clay Street

property. With this acquisition we now have 16 acres of land on Clay Street. I arn very familiar

with this area and as you know my company has rnass graded many sites in the Portland Metro

Area. I have been asked many times to inspect potentlal projects in order to determine
problems that may be associated with a developer's site plans --- slopes, access and feasibility.

Thank you for providing rne with topography of the site. lt was very helpful and to be honest

the slopes on the site were mûre severe then I first thought. The otl'ler big issue is the amount

of rock that would be encountered with any grading necessary to accornrnodate any

development on this site. This site is far better suited for Residential use since grading for this

does not require the sarne topographic grading in comparison to employment uses. The Basalt

Creek area does feature other land that is suited for employment; however the 4L acres you

have asked me to visit is not in that category. I was also surprised by the 18 to 20 foot cut in

order to accornmodate the extension of Basalt Creek Parkway.

lf you require any add¡tional inforrnation please let me know.

Sincerely

Brian Clopton

PresidentlOwner



FacíIhus¡T 1535CI S.W Sequoio PkwY., Suibe 3OO

Portland,Ûregon 97PÊ4
50316P4-63OO . Fassirnile: 503/6€4-7755Facific FlBalty Assoc¡ates, L.P.

Noveinber 14,2016

VTA EMAIL

Herb Koss
2643 South Shore Boulevard
Lake Oswego,0R 97034

Dear Herb,

At the request of,Peter Bechen, I tou¡cd your sitc north of the future Basalt Creek Parkway last

week. PacTrust is developing an industrial park several rniles north at I l5th Avenue and

Tualatin-sherwood Road in Tualatin known as Koch Corporate Center. lVe are interested in
locating n site to develop in the Coffee Creek area for light industrial r¡ses. Unfortunately, the

topography of your site makcs development of industrial or flex buildings unçconomic' We

believe housing would bc a more appropriate use for the site. The srnaller floor plates f,or

housing enabls it to work with slope conditions present on your property. Industrial/employment

land requires sites to be much more flat due to drarnatically larger fioor plates, parking

requirernents, loading a¡eas for trucks and ingress/egress conç€ms for trucks. Thore are several

sites in the arca that are mor€ åppropriate for indusilial/employment development.

Let me know if you would tike to discuss this further.

Yows very truly,

P TY ASSOCI,ATES, L.P.

Sporre
Vice President
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Herb Koss
2643 South Shore Blvd.
Lake Oswego, Or 97034

WA: EMAIL

RE: 4L-acre Basalt Creek southern boarder23960 SW Grahams Ferry Rd.

Dear Herb,

I visited the site and spent a considerable amount of time driving the area. It is an exciting
development area especially when the Basalt Creek Parkway is completed.

The topography of the site is such that developing an industrial project would be very
difficult and if done would be at best marginal and very inefficient. Industrial, flex buildings
require large foot prints, large drive areas for loading and turning radius. There are better
sites in the area for this type of use.

I also looked at the site for office park use and concluded that due to the steep topography
of the site it could have a negative impact on the proximity of the parking that may pose an

issue with ADA requirements. I also believe that the extraordinary site cost and small

office footprints would not be cost effective and competitive in the office market
Furthermore, the location does not readily lend itself to that use

This site lends itself to smaller foot print buildings such as housing and multifamily that
can be planned around the steep grades and terraced into the topography.

It is my opinion that the highest and best use for this site are single family homes buffered

along the frontage with multifamily housing'

Our office has forty years of experience in commercial real estate and have procured sites

for commercial developers such as Gramor, Holland Development LLC andWest Hills

Let me know if you have any questions.

Michael N Diamond
Principal Broker

2S3gSoUTHwESTSECoNDAvgNUE*PoRtLR¡to,OREcoN97201 tPHONE503222-1655tFAX503-274-6510



Peter Watts

From:
Sent:
lo:
Subject:

Thanks Herb Koss
Begin forwarded message:

Herb Koss <herb@kossred.com>

Saturday, February LL,20L7 5:56 PM

Peter Watts
FW: Basalt Creek Renus

From: Renus Kelfke ns <Renus-Kelfkens@co.washirlgtqn'or'us>

Date: February t,20t7 atL2:O2:54 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 1g-FT to 20-FT cut. This will be ínvestigated 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 I Project Manager

503-846-7808 renus kelfkens@co'washington'or'us

From¡ Herb Koss [mailto: herb@kossred.com]
Sent¡ Friday, January 27,20L7 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 assumptíons 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 transportat¡on 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

1



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

2



Peter Watts

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Herb Koss < herb@kossred.com>
Saturday, February LL,20L7 5:49 PM

Peter Watts
FW: Proposal - Basalt Creek McKenzie

PRO-Koss Real Estate-Scope and Fee-170209.pdf

From: Todd Johnson [mailto:TJohnson@mcknze,com]
Sent: Friday, February L0,20t7 12:04 PM

To: Herb Koss
Cc: Dennis Woods; Gabriela Frask

Subject: FW: Proposal - Basalt Creek McKenzie

Hi Herb-

l've been in meetíngs all morning. Sorry for the delay in getting this to you.

Attached is a scope and budget letter to further develop the work we did previously for Washington County. As we

discussed, the letter report we prepared for Washington County relied on data available at the time we prepared the

letter, and also relied on regional mapping, not site specific mapping for resource lands, geotechnical conditions, and

topography. This scope includes developing site specific data to allow cost feasibility analysis to our previous study. By

improving the accuracy of the data we have through onsite study and mapping, we will be able to determine if the site is

economically viable for employment use, or also look at residential uses as alternates for economic viability.

It,s my understanding that you have new information for the road connections and locations that we did not use in our

previous report. That type of data would be collected as part of our work and would be incorporated into the scope we

propose in the attached scope and budget letter.

Let me know if you have any questions about the attached scope, or if you would like us to change the proposal in any

way. lf the scope we outlined in the attached letter is satisfactory, l'd suggest we have a meeting with you and the

project team to refine the tasks we identify prior to us commencíng work.

Thanks for the opportunity to present this scope of work. l'll call you to discuss it.

Todd Johnson
Senior Associate I Director of Planning

Architecture' Interiors' Engineering' Planning

P 503.224.9560 W mcknze.com C vcard

RiverEast Center, 1515 SE Water Ave', Suite 100, Portland A&972t4

îhis email is confidential, may be legally privileged, and is ìrrtended solely for tlre addressee. If you are not the intended recipient,

access ls prohibited. As email can be altered, its integrity is not guaranteed'

1



CES NW

February LO,2OL7

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:

ln 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:

L. 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 north erlV L/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

cEsNw,INC,
13190 sw 6grH pARKwAy. srE. 150. TIGARD, op.97223
503.968.6655 TEL 503.968.2595 FAX www.cEsNw.coM



Mr. Herb Koss

BASATT CREEK CONCEPT PIAN - (CENTRAI AREAI

Page 2 of 2

Road Loop). The plateau area is almost completely surrounded by steeply sloped land. The slopes

range from over LO%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. ln addition as these roads are raised to provide

accesstothe plateau area, the accessto land on eitherside 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 port¡on of the property. Residential uses are more

flexible with access grades and smaller footpr¡nts however the site will still be difficult to
development without access to the south.

ln 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

(almosthalf)ofthenortherlyareaforresidentialtobuffertheVictor¡aGardenslots. Thesoutherly

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 willend up being one of the last parcels developed and the quality of that
development is usually below expectations. lf you have any questions in regards to our analysis,

please don't hesitate to contact us.

Sincerely,

úJd/*
Anthony R

President

P

\3273_CESNW_ltr
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Corctruction, Inc.
P.0. Box 489 . ilS S l2th Ave o Corneltuç Orcgon 97113 o (503) 357-2193 o FAX (503) 357'3649

2lt0lt7

Subject The Land South of Victoria Gardens to Basalt Creek Parkway

Dear Mayor Ogden and Tualatin City Councilors:

I am the owner of Ken Leahy Construction Inc., our firm specializes in all aspects of site preparation

projects including full site development that require erosíon control, clearíng grubbing, stripping,

earthwork, cement soilstabilization, storm water detention facilities, bio swales, underground utilities

(storm sewer, sanítary sewer, water distribution and franchise utilities), sanitary sewer lift stations and

force mains. Our firm is celebrating its 50th year in the business and has been invotved in many

developments in the Portland Metro area.

At the reguest of Herb Koss and I toured the site on L|LA/L7 , to give him an idea of the feasibility of full

site development for employment use. I also was given topography site maps detailing the slopes and

grades on the property.

I personally have developed sites that contain large volumes of rock. Based on my personalexperience

I estimate that the cost of land preparation for the land described above would surpass the 55.00 per

foot range.

I looked at s¡te access, and am basing my opinion about access on the understanding that no access will

be allowed onto Basalt Creek Parkway. lf there is no access from Basalt Creek Parkway, traffic will have

to come from the intersection of Tonquin Road and Grahams Ferry Road. There ís approximately 50

feet of elevation rise, from that access point, which creates major issues for truck traffic.

Limited access, topography, and the large quantity of basalt rock are all major issues. A single one of

them might not prevent the síte from being developed as employment land, but the combination of all

three cannot be overcome. Mass grading of Basalt Rock is not financially feasible.

A diversí,fted øccavation, ut¡l¡ty, street and síte development company



¡

fiaontlçþÞål Pârtner

808 swthird avenue, suite 300 . poftland, oregon 972O4
503.287-6825 . fax 503.415-2304

www.otak.com

The following surrìmarizes Don Hanson's testimony for the City Council meeting on
Monday, Febtuary 1,3, 201,7.

Comments on MacKenz¡e Study

Items/information not made available to MacKenzie
o Residential transition land at north end.

o Correct location for the future Basalt Creek Parkway road.
o No road connection/access onto the future Basalt Creek Parkway road.
o No access is shown to properties to the southeast.

Plan Comments

" The comments on slope suitability are well stated for employment uses. Less than 570

slopes are best, 5-1,0o/o present challenges, and greater than 1,0o/o slopes are not feasible.

o Sites A, B and C ate somewhat feasible but would need a second access for emergency

vehicles.

o Sites D, E and F are not feasible for employment.
o Sites G and H are in the proposed residential zone.

" Sites L and I( are workable.
o There are about 18-20 acres of feasible land for employment development, but v¡ithout

good access a successful employment development is not feasible.

o No considetation for costs of grading the site.

o ìØhat about ADrt?

a
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July 20, 2017 
 
Mr. Herb Koss 
Sherwood Grahams Ferry LLC 
22400 Salamo Road, Suite 106 
West Linn, Oregon 97068 
 
RE:  BASALT CREEK CENTRAL AREA – EMPLOYMENT VERSES RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT 
 
Dear Mr. Koss: 
 
In response to your request we have prepared a summary on the differences between 
development of employment type uses verses residential uses on the central area of Basalt Creek 
Concept Plans.  When we evaluate property for development we look at zoning, 
transportation/access, utility service availability, topography, environmental constraints, soil 
conditions and adjacent uses.   
 
The Basalt Creek Central Area faces development constraints that impact any development 
regardless of use (employment verses residential).  These development constraints are: 

 Limited access (only from Grahams Ferry Road). 
 Wetlands 
 Powerline easement that bisects the area 
 Significant slope and topography to access the southerly portion. 
 Shallow hard rock soil conditions. 

 
The most significant differences between employment development and residential is how they 
can respond to these constraints.  Residential development typically has smaller building 
footprints and can accept steeper grades for access.  In addition attached residential buildings can 
have split floor elevations and parking underneath, both of which allow this type of building to be 
more responsive to the topographic and access issues.   
 
Conversely, employment development has larger building footprints, must have flatter access 
grades for trucks, wider maneuvering areas for turning movements and parking.  It is also 
undesirable to split building floor elevations as that can limit the use or size of tenant.   This flatter 
and wider footprint requires more grading and retaining walls on property like this than any 
competitive property without these constraints.  Add rock excavation at six to ten times the 
normal cost of grading to the excessive amount of grading required, and this property may not 
be economically feasible to develop. 
 



Mr. Herb Koss 
BASALT CREEK CENTRAL AREA 
Page 2 of 2 

 
Two residential projects we have been involved in are examples of how residential development 
can be more responsive to site constraints.  Forest Rim apartments on Nyberg Road in Tualatin had 
wetlands and large rock outcrop in the middle of the site.  The access roads and buildings were 
able to be wrapped around these features that turned them into amenities rather than limitations.  
A condominium project in Happy Valley, Greystone at Altamont was able to be wrapped around 
the top of the knoll with parking underneath both the upper and lower side of the units. 
 
Most of the competitive employment land along the I-5 corridor in Tigard and Wilsonville or 
western Tualatin is relatively flat and/or does not require the rock excavation for development.   
We prepared rough cost estimates for the grading and retaining walls this property based on the 
KPFF Option B plan for basic site prep.  These costs are in addition to the paving and utility costs 
that will also be needed for this site.  The rough grading and retaining wall costs are: 
 
Grading  350,000 Cubic Yards   $10,500,000.00 (assumes significant rock excavation) 
Retaining Walls 2,400 Lineal Feet $ 1,200,000.00 
 
It is important not to overlook the other constraint that impacts this area, Access.  The lack of 
access to the southerly and upper portion of the area increases the amount of grading and rock 
excavation required to develop the property.  If Basalt Creek Parkway had been a local street that 
would provide at grade access to the upper portion of the area, employment uses could be 
feasible.  Similar to variance criteria, this is not a self-imposed hardship but one that is unique to 
this portion of the planning area. 
 
Another consideration is how this area relates to the adjacent uses (both existing and future).  
There is existing single family detached housing to the north.  There is also underdeveloped 
property east of the planning area as well as the creek itself along the northeasterly portion of the 
area.    
 
The City of Tualatin is proposing additional single family detached adjacent the existing single 
family housing to the north.  Higher density residential provides an excellent transition between 
lower density residential, commercial and/or industrial uses.  Basalt Creek Parkway with its deep 
cut and wide right of way provides additional transition area to the south. 
 
Per your request, I will be present at the 7/24 work session and will be happy to answer any 
questions at that time. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Anthony R. Weller, P.E., P.L.S. 
President 
 
\3273_CESNW_170720.docx 



808 sw third avenue, suite 300 ' pordand, Oregon 97204
503.287-6825 • fax 503.415-2304

www.otak.com

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 requlixd 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 ?md 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.

) ,;\Pr"i<.'ct\ 177(J()\ 177} 1A \ArchivcO»w.';p\C')u(v,oii^\2()17-05-19Jt<-rb Ko^J^ih Creek . K Vl-V < :oiu-,cpi I>i;>nJocx



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/1 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/1 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



From: Herb Koss
To: Martha Bennett
Cc: Roger Alfred; Roy Rogers
Subject: FW: Testimony for Monday"s Work Session BASALT CREEK
Date: Thursday, March 08, 2018 9:10:35 AM
Attachments: Attachments 1-3.pdf

Attachment 4-10.pdf
CESNW Letter Analysis.pdf

 
 
Subject:   Pertinent data regarding the Basalt Creek Zoning – Important to read the email dated
2/12/17 from Peter Watts at the bottom of this email and the attachments.  The CESNW attachment
is
Direct and to the point --- cost and access issues.
 
Metro Council President Hughes and Metro Councilors
 
I had a conversation with Councilor Harrington and during our conversation unrelated to my call
Councilor
Harrington told me that Mayor Knapp had sent her a packet of information late Dec 2017.   The
information
was forwarded by Mayor Knapp I believe at the request of Councilor Harrington.
 
Recently I received a memo that included a Metro Planning Staff recommendation, which included
the
planning staff’s recommendation for the council to zone the Basalt Creek land in question as
Employment Land.  
First of all in reading the staff report there is no way the decision they reached would been
recommended if the
Planning Staff had made arrangements to visit the site or had reviewed the information that was
presented to the
Tualatin City Council when the city council voted 7 – 0 in favor of a residential zone.   I have been
assured that the
Tualatin Staff will be providing all of the Testimony and professional data that our land owners
presented.  
Please note the date of the memo below was 2/21/17.  
 
In addition to the memo below and the attachments included with this email I have also attached
the Cost Analysis
prepared by CESNW- Mr. Tony Weller.   This analysis was done after the city of Wilsonville retained
the services of
KPFF  to provide a site plan for the land in question. As indicated the site not only has major access
issues, but the 
cost to prepare the site for the plan provided by KPFF is more than the land is worth.
 
A residential zone can use the rock ridges and topography as open space, build some housing with

mailto:herb@kossred.com
mailto:Martha.Bennett@oregonmetro.gov
mailto:Roger.Alfred@oregonmetro.gov
mailto:royr@rascpas.com
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llüÍic$alR¡Ítner


808 sw third avenue, suite 300 ' portland, oregon 972M
503.287-6825 ' fax 503.415-2304


www.otak.com


BASALT CREEK/TUALATIN CONCEPT PLAN
Amendment Request to the Concept Plan


Tualatin, Oregon
August 23,2016, Revl'sed November 21,2016


lntroduction


Otak Inc. (Otak) represents The Sherwood Grahams Fery Investots T T.C, headed by Herb
Koss, who hold 10 acres in the 41 acre nottheast quadtant of the ovetall disttict. The propetty
is located near the northeast comer of Gtahams Ferry Road and extends over to the Basalt


Creek Canyon along the proposed ne\ñ/ eâst-west artedal toad. This surnmary of concerns and


the amended concept pian lay out ouf intended ditsçtie¡ moving fotward.


Project Concerns


. Otak's coricem is that the northeast quâdrant atea isnot well suited to industtial zor.rrng ot
empioyment transition ptoposed by the concept plan'


o Topography. Much of the site contains slopes in excess of 10 petcent (10þ and 25 perceflt


Qsr/ù. The site wouid be exttemeþ diffi.cult to flatten out to accornmodate industrial or


employnaent transition site development tequitements. Attached is a topogtaphic map of the


South Center ptoject ptovided to City of Tualatin (City) staff. Otak desþed this flex-space


project. The topography is half as severe as portions of the 47 acrcs site. The site wor{d be


exttemely difficuit to develop given today's Amedcan with Disabilities ,\ct (,\DA) K*
requirements.


o Access. Vehicular access wili be limited to Gøhams Ferry Road and extending Tonquin


Loop into the site. No access will be permitted on the ptoposed new east-west artetial road.


o Basalt Creek Canyon. The industrial land abuts the Basalt Cteek Canyon with no üansition'


o This is not a big change but øthet a refinement to the concept plan. It is a defined site atea


that makes qr about 3 to 5 percent Q-sn of the total Basalt Creek Study Area. Also there


ate currently-329 acres of r¡ndeveloped industtial land v/ithin a one mile tadius of the study


atea,


Land Use Context


The following shows a compadson of Metto's initial goal fot the district, the City's cuffent


plan, and the ptoposed amended plan'


o


Metro


City Plan


,\mended Plan


2500 Jobs


4500Jobs


4070 Jobs


1200 Households


600 Households


1194 Households







Bas alt Cteek/Tualatin Coacept PIan
Amendment Request to tlte Conceþt Plan


Page 2


August 23,2016
Reaised Nouember 21 , 2016


The amended plan proposes a more balanced approach that is well within the intended mix
proposed by Metto when the land came into the Urban Gtourth Boundary (uGB)


A group of mayors in our rcgion have gone to Meüo and asked Metro fot flexibility related to
UGB expansions. They have asked Metro to look at lands and apptoptiate zoning designations


on a sub-regronal basis. They have asked that Metro considet factots such as sþe, and


proximity to inftastructure, to help avoid situation like Dam¿scus. We are asking you to do the


same. We recognize that the region anticipated that the Basalt Creek atea would primarily be


zoned employment uses.


It is certainly anticþated that the vast majotity of the land v¡ill be used for that puqpose. But,
u/iúin the Basalt Cteek Planning r\rea, there ate sub-areas that cannot teasonably be


developed as employment land because of topogtaphic and othet issues. The 41 actes that we


have asked the City to zone for residential pqposes is one of those sub-areas. There is land to
the west and south of this land that is zoned employment, that land is flatter than the subject


47 actes,and it is closer to üansportation inftastructure t"han the subject 47 actes. Neither
PacTtust Pacific Realty Âssociates, LP nor Bdan Cþton Excavating believed that an


employment desþation was possible given the slope and soil quality. Instead of designating


the property with a designation that will result in it nevet developing, we ask that you give it a


desþation that will make development feasible. If you do not do so, it will sit \racarrt;


counting as deveþable employment land, just as Damascus has sat vacaît, counting as


available housing stock. Its designation will prevent firrthet necessary expansions.


There is a housing ctisis in our region and the latest modeling has demonsftated the
importance of having residential land and employment land in close ptoximity. This is an


oppotunity to provide housing, on land which caffiot be feasibly developed as employment
land.


Amended Plan Options


The attached concept plan option süilnarizes the tequested amendment fot proposed land
uses that fit the site and its unique conditions.


The plan anticipates building Tonquin Loop as an act:*aTloop with two ¿ccess points on
Grahams Fery Road. This road extension will ptovide complete access to the properties and
also access to property o\ü/ners east of the site.


Three densities of residential are shown as transition to the neighborhood to the notth and


canyon to the east and also along the new east-west artenaT,which is down 25 vertical feet


from the site atea. A center cote area of potential lstail, high densrty tesidential, and open
space could serve ¿s a walkable destination in the neighborhood. Also secondary âccess can be


provided to the developable lands to the east above the canyon.


Property uses can be molded to ût acnral site conditions and ptovide a mix of housing
(induding workforce housing) close to jobs anticipated to the south and west.


The programmed development will "be ttip cap neutral" compared to the cufient city concept
plun.


o


a


a


a


a







Bas alt Cteek/Tualatia Concept PIan
Amendment Request to the Concept Plan


Benefits


Àttachments:
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Aøgast 23,2016
Revised Noaenber 2l, 20'1 6


a


a


,\ v¡atkable neighbothood with apptopdate transitions and destinations


Land uses that are adaptable to actual site conditions. The mix of uses will act âs a catalyst to
create activity in the district. The high-density tesidential (FIDR) land ptovides the best


opportunity for workforce housing next to employment lands. Residents wort't need a cat to


commute.
A plan that rneets Metro's initial objectives when the land was brought into the UGB.


A mote complete quâlity neighbothood for the City of Tualatin.


Basalt Creek Site Topo
Basalt Creek Slope Änalysis
Souttr Center Site Topo (Compadson)
Bas¿lt Creek Land Use Concept
Letter ftom PacTrust Pacific Realty Associates, L.P.


Letter from Bri¿n Cþton Excavating
Letter from Micheal Diamond, Real Estate Investment Group
Basalt Cteek nearbyJob Lands MaP
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PO Box 509


Wilsonville, 0R 97CI70


P:503-682-0¿120


F:503-570-3235


www. cloptonexcavating.com
íI.li! jr{.rt {l.{.t' i,-. f*
EXGA\fATüNG


November 18, 2016


Dear Mr. Koss


You have asked rne to visit the 41 acre site located in the Basalt Creek Planning area. Your


question was the feasibility of grading this site for employment land vs. a residential zone.


For your information my company has just purchased another four acres next to our Clay Street


property. With this acquisition we now have 16 acres of land on Clay Street. I arn very familiar


with this area and as you know my company has rnass graded many sites in the Portland Metro


Area. I have been asked many times to inspect potentlal projects in order to determine
problems that may be associated with a developer's site plans --- slopes, access and feasibility.


Thank you for providing rne with topography of the site. lt was very helpful and to be honest


the slopes on the site were mûre severe then I first thought. The otl'ler big issue is the amount


of rock that would be encountered with any grading necessary to accornrnodate any


development on this site. This site is far better suited for Residential use since grading for this


does not require the sarne topographic grading in comparison to employment uses. The Basalt


Creek area does feature other land that is suited for employment; however the 4L acres you


have asked me to visit is not in that category. I was also surprised by the 18 to 20 foot cut in


order to accornmodate the extension of Basalt Creek Parkway.


lf you require any add¡tional inforrnation please let me know.


Sincerely


Brian Clopton


PresidentlOwner







FacíIhus¡T 1535CI S.W Sequoio PkwY., Suibe 3OO


Portland,Ûregon 97PÊ4
50316P4-63OO . Fassirnile: 503/6€4-7755Facific FlBalty Assoc¡ates, L.P.


Noveinber 14,2016


VTA EMAIL


Herb Koss
2643 South Shore Boulevard
Lake Oswego,0R 97034


Dear Herb,


At the request of,Peter Bechen, I tou¡cd your sitc north of the future Basalt Creek Parkway last


week. PacTrust is developing an industrial park several rniles north at I l5th Avenue and


Tualatin-sherwood Road in Tualatin known as Koch Corporate Center. lVe are interested in
locating n site to develop in the Coffee Creek area for light industrial r¡ses. Unfortunately, the


topography of your site makcs development of industrial or flex buildings unçconomic' We


believe housing would bc a more appropriate use for the site. The srnaller floor plates f,or


housing enabls it to work with slope conditions present on your property. Industrial/employment


land requires sites to be much more flat due to drarnatically larger fioor plates, parking


requirernents, loading a¡eas for trucks and ingress/egress conç€ms for trucks. Thore are several


sites in the arca that are mor€ åppropriate for indusilial/employment development.


Let me know if you would tike to discuss this further.


Yows very truly,


P TY ASSOCI,ATES, L.P.


Sporre
Vice President
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November 2I,20tb


Herb Koss
2643 South Shore Blvd.
Lake Oswego, Or 97034


WA: EMAIL


RE: 4L-acre Basalt Creek southern boarder23960 SW Grahams Ferry Rd.


Dear Herb,


I visited the site and spent a considerable amount of time driving the area. It is an exciting
development area especially when the Basalt Creek Parkway is completed.


The topography of the site is such that developing an industrial project would be very
difficult and if done would be at best marginal and very inefficient. Industrial, flex buildings
require large foot prints, large drive areas for loading and turning radius. There are better
sites in the area for this type of use.


I also looked at the site for office park use and concluded that due to the steep topography
of the site it could have a negative impact on the proximity of the parking that may pose an


issue with ADA requirements. I also believe that the extraordinary site cost and small


office footprints would not be cost effective and competitive in the office market
Furthermore, the location does not readily lend itself to that use


This site lends itself to smaller foot print buildings such as housing and multifamily that
can be planned around the steep grades and terraced into the topography.


It is my opinion that the highest and best use for this site are single family homes buffered


along the frontage with multifamily housing'


Our office has forty years of experience in commercial real estate and have procured sites


for commercial developers such as Gramor, Holland Development LLC andWest Hills


Let me know if you have any questions.


Michael N Diamond
Principal Broker


2S3gSoUTHwESTSECoNDAvgNUE*PoRtLR¡to,OREcoN97201 tPHONE503222-1655tFAX503-274-6510







Peter Watts


From:
Sent:
lo:
Subject:


Thanks Herb Koss
Begin forwarded message:


Herb Koss <herb@kossred.com>


Saturday, February LL,20L7 5:56 PM


Peter Watts
FW: Basalt Creek Renus


From: Renus Kelfke ns <Renus-Kelfkens@co.washirlgtqn'or'us>


Date: February t,20t7 atL2:O2:54 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 1g-FT to 20-FT cut. This will be ínvestigated 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 I Project Manager


503-846-7808 renus kelfkens@co'washington'or'us


From¡ Herb Koss [mailto: herb@kossred.com]
Sent¡ Friday, January 27,20L7 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 assumptíons 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 transportat¡on 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


1







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


2







Peter Watts


From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:


Herb Koss < herb@kossred.com>
Saturday, February LL,20L7 5:49 PM


Peter Watts
FW: Proposal - Basalt Creek McKenzie


PRO-Koss Real Estate-Scope and Fee-170209.pdf


From: Todd Johnson [mailto:TJohnson@mcknze,com]
Sent: Friday, February L0,20t7 12:04 PM


To: Herb Koss
Cc: Dennis Woods; Gabriela Frask


Subject: FW: Proposal - Basalt Creek McKenzie


Hi Herb-


l've been in meetíngs all morning. Sorry for the delay in getting this to you.


Attached is a scope and budget letter to further develop the work we did previously for Washington County. As we


discussed, the letter report we prepared for Washington County relied on data available at the time we prepared the


letter, and also relied on regional mapping, not site specific mapping for resource lands, geotechnical conditions, and


topography. This scope includes developing site specific data to allow cost feasibility analysis to our previous study. By


improving the accuracy of the data we have through onsite study and mapping, we will be able to determine if the site is


economically viable for employment use, or also look at residential uses as alternates for economic viability.


It,s my understanding that you have new information for the road connections and locations that we did not use in our


previous report. That type of data would be collected as part of our work and would be incorporated into the scope we


propose in the attached scope and budget letter.


Let me know if you have any questions about the attached scope, or if you would like us to change the proposal in any


way. lf the scope we outlined in the attached letter is satisfactory, l'd suggest we have a meeting with you and the


project team to refine the tasks we identify prior to us commencíng work.


Thanks for the opportunity to present this scope of work. l'll call you to discuss it.


Todd Johnson
Senior Associate I Director of Planning


Architecture' Interiors' Engineering' Planning


P 503.224.9560 W mcknze.com C vcard


RiverEast Center, 1515 SE Water Ave', Suite 100, Portland A&972t4


îhis email is confidential, may be legally privileged, and is ìrrtended solely for tlre addressee. If you are not the intended recipient,


access ls prohibited. As email can be altered, its integrity is not guaranteed'
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CES NW


February LO,2OL7


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:


ln 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:


L. 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 north erlV L/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


cEsNw,INC,
13190 sw 6grH pARKwAy. srE. 150. TIGARD, op.97223
503.968.6655 TEL 503.968.2595 FAX www.cEsNw.coM







Mr. Herb Koss


BASATT CREEK CONCEPT PIAN - (CENTRAI AREAI


Page 2 of 2


Road Loop). The plateau area is almost completely surrounded by steeply sloped land. The slopes


range from over LO%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. ln addition as these roads are raised to provide


accesstothe plateau area, the accessto land on eitherside 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 port¡on of the property. Residential uses are more


flexible with access grades and smaller footpr¡nts however the site will still be difficult to
development without access to the south.


ln 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


(almosthalf)ofthenortherlyareaforresidentialtobuffertheVictor¡aGardenslots. Thesoutherly


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 willend up being one of the last parcels developed and the quality of that
development is usually below expectations. lf you have any questions in regards to our analysis,


please don't hesitate to contact us.


Sincerely,


úJd/*
Anthony R


President


P


\3273_CESNW_ltr
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Corctruction, Inc.
P.0. Box 489 . ilS S l2th Ave o Corneltuç Orcgon 97113 o (503) 357-2193 o FAX (503) 357'3649


2lt0lt7


Subject The Land South of Victoria Gardens to Basalt Creek Parkway


Dear Mayor Ogden and Tualatin City Councilors:


I am the owner of Ken Leahy Construction Inc., our firm specializes in all aspects of site preparation


projects including full site development that require erosíon control, clearíng grubbing, stripping,


earthwork, cement soilstabilization, storm water detention facilities, bio swales, underground utilities


(storm sewer, sanítary sewer, water distribution and franchise utilities), sanitary sewer lift stations and


force mains. Our firm is celebrating its 50th year in the business and has been invotved in many


developments in the Portland Metro area.


At the reguest of Herb Koss and I toured the site on L|LA/L7 , to give him an idea of the feasibility of full


site development for employment use. I also was given topography site maps detailing the slopes and


grades on the property.


I personally have developed sites that contain large volumes of rock. Based on my personalexperience


I estimate that the cost of land preparation for the land described above would surpass the 55.00 per


foot range.


I looked at s¡te access, and am basing my opinion about access on the understanding that no access will


be allowed onto Basalt Creek Parkway. lf there is no access from Basalt Creek Parkway, traffic will have


to come from the intersection of Tonquin Road and Grahams Ferry Road. There ís approximately 50


feet of elevation rise, from that access point, which creates major issues for truck traffic.


Limited access, topography, and the large quantity of basalt rock are all major issues. A single one of


them might not prevent the síte from being developed as employment land, but the combination of all


three cannot be overcome. Mass grading of Basalt Rock is not financially feasible.


A diversí,fted øccavation, ut¡l¡ty, street and síte development company







¡


fiaontlçþÞål Pârtner


808 swthird avenue, suite 300 . poftland, oregon 972O4
503.287-6825 . fax 503.415-2304


www.otak.com


The following surrìmarizes Don Hanson's testimony for the City Council meeting on
Monday, Febtuary 1,3, 201,7.


Comments on MacKenz¡e Study


Items/information not made available to MacKenzie
o Residential transition land at north end.


o Correct location for the future Basalt Creek Parkway road.
o No road connection/access onto the future Basalt Creek Parkway road.
o No access is shown to properties to the southeast.


Plan Comments


" The comments on slope suitability are well stated for employment uses. Less than 570


slopes are best, 5-1,0o/o present challenges, and greater than 1,0o/o slopes are not feasible.


o Sites A, B and C ate somewhat feasible but would need a second access for emergency


vehicles.


o Sites D, E and F are not feasible for employment.
o Sites G and H are in the proposed residential zone.


" Sites L and I( are workable.
o There are about 18-20 acres of feasible land for employment development, but v¡ithout


good access a successful employment development is not feasible.


o No considetation for costs of grading the site.


o ìØhat about ADrt?


a
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July 20, 2017 
 
Mr. Herb Koss 
Sherwood Grahams Ferry LLC 
22400 Salamo Road, Suite 106 
West Linn, Oregon 97068 
 
RE:  BASALT CREEK CENTRAL AREA – EMPLOYMENT VERSES RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT 
 
Dear Mr. Koss: 
 
In response to your request we have prepared a summary on the differences between 
development of employment type uses verses residential uses on the central area of Basalt Creek 
Concept Plans.  When we evaluate property for development we look at zoning, 
transportation/access, utility service availability, topography, environmental constraints, soil 
conditions and adjacent uses.   
 
The Basalt Creek Central Area faces development constraints that impact any development 
regardless of use (employment verses residential).  These development constraints are: 


 Limited access (only from Grahams Ferry Road). 
 Wetlands 
 Powerline easement that bisects the area 
 Significant slope and topography to access the southerly portion. 
 Shallow hard rock soil conditions. 


 
The most significant differences between employment development and residential is how they 
can respond to these constraints.  Residential development typically has smaller building 
footprints and can accept steeper grades for access.  In addition attached residential buildings can 
have split floor elevations and parking underneath, both of which allow this type of building to be 
more responsive to the topographic and access issues.   
 
Conversely, employment development has larger building footprints, must have flatter access 
grades for trucks, wider maneuvering areas for turning movements and parking.  It is also 
undesirable to split building floor elevations as that can limit the use or size of tenant.   This flatter 
and wider footprint requires more grading and retaining walls on property like this than any 
competitive property without these constraints.  Add rock excavation at six to ten times the 
normal cost of grading to the excessive amount of grading required, and this property may not 
be economically feasible to develop. 
 







Mr. Herb Koss 
BASALT CREEK CENTRAL AREA 
Page 2 of 2 


 
Two residential projects we have been involved in are examples of how residential development 
can be more responsive to site constraints.  Forest Rim apartments on Nyberg Road in Tualatin had 
wetlands and large rock outcrop in the middle of the site.  The access roads and buildings were 
able to be wrapped around these features that turned them into amenities rather than limitations.  
A condominium project in Happy Valley, Greystone at Altamont was able to be wrapped around 
the top of the knoll with parking underneath both the upper and lower side of the units. 
 
Most of the competitive employment land along the I-5 corridor in Tigard and Wilsonville or 
western Tualatin is relatively flat and/or does not require the rock excavation for development.   
We prepared rough cost estimates for the grading and retaining walls this property based on the 
KPFF Option B plan for basic site prep.  These costs are in addition to the paving and utility costs 
that will also be needed for this site.  The rough grading and retaining wall costs are: 
 
Grading  350,000 Cubic Yards   $10,500,000.00 (assumes significant rock excavation) 
Retaining Walls 2,400 Lineal Feet $ 1,200,000.00 
 
It is important not to overlook the other constraint that impacts this area, Access.  The lack of 
access to the southerly and upper portion of the area increases the amount of grading and rock 
excavation required to develop the property.  If Basalt Creek Parkway had been a local street that 
would provide at grade access to the upper portion of the area, employment uses could be 
feasible.  Similar to variance criteria, this is not a self-imposed hardship but one that is unique to 
this portion of the planning area. 
 
Another consideration is how this area relates to the adjacent uses (both existing and future).  
There is existing single family detached housing to the north.  There is also underdeveloped 
property east of the planning area as well as the creek itself along the northeasterly portion of the 
area.    
 
The City of Tualatin is proposing additional single family detached adjacent the existing single 
family housing to the north.  Higher density residential provides an excellent transition between 
lower density residential, commercial and/or industrial uses.  Basalt Creek Parkway with its deep 
cut and wide right of way provides additional transition area to the south. 
 
Per your request, I will be present at the 7/24 work session and will be happy to answer any 
questions at that time. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Anthony R. Weller, P.E., P.L.S. 
President 
 
\3273_CESNW_170720.docx 







garage under
product and access to the site can be dealt with for a residential zone unlike what an
industrial/employment site
would require.  A well thought out plan for supportive housing would be planned not to increase the
trip counts.
 
My concern is the record for the testimony on this site has been years in the making and we as
property owners
have no idea what has been submitted or will be submitted.  Mayor Ogden has assured us that the
Tualatin Staff
will provide their records and the reasons why a residential zone is warranted. With that said I find it
unreasonable
that the Metro Planning Staff is recommending what we consider a closed hearing.   This is not in the
spirit of what the
Metro Council has supported in the past and should not be allowed.
 
I believe that the CESNW letter is the best summary of the facts involving our position of desiring a
residential zone. 
Mr. Weller is willing to attend the Metro hearing, but it appears no public testimony will be allowed. 
We are asking
that the Metro Council alters the Metro Planners recommendation and allows a more open
process.   Property owners
that will be greatly affected should be allowed to testify.
 
We can arrange site visits or if you have any other questions please contact me at 503 730 2431 or
herb@kossred.com
 
Sincerely
Herb Koss – Property owner Basalt Creek
 
cc:  Mayor Ogden and Council
       Alice Cannon
       Sherilyn Lombos
       Aquilla Hurd- Ravich
       Karen Fox
       Martha Bennett COO Metro
       Roger Alfred
 
 
 
 
 

From: Peter Watts 
Sent: Sunday, February 12, 2017 12:42 PM
To: 'council@ci.tualatin.or.us'; 'council@tualatin.gov'
Cc: 'slombos@ci.tualatin.or.us'

mailto:herb@kossred.com


Subject: Testimony for Monday's Work Session
 
Dear Mayor Ogden, Members of the Tualatin City Council, and City Staff,
 
                I, along with others, own land North of the planned Basalt Creek Parkway, and East of
Grahams Ferry Drive.  I am writing this letter solely on my own behalf, specifically to provide
background information, address the report provided to Washington County by McKenzie, and also
provide information from local experts who have walked the site, so that you can make the best
possible determination regarding the most appropriate designation of the land. 
 
Executive Summary
 
                Don Hanson of OTAK, and Tony Weller of CES NW, have both provided letters stating
significant reservations with the feasibility of developing this site as employment land, and provided
detailed analysis of topographic and access limitations associated with the site, for your review.  The
letter from Tony Weller succinctly describes the issues with the McKenzie Report and the site in two
pages.
 

Ken Leahy of Ken Leahy Construction, and Brian Clopton of Brian Clopton Excavating, both
who have significant experience providing site preparation in the region, have walked the property,
and believe that site preparation for the large building footprints required by employment
designations, will be cost prohibitive due to the site slope and basalt rock soil.

 
Eric Sporre of PacTrust believes that there is an inability to develop industrial or flex

buildings based on the site topography and soil conditions.  Mike Diamond of the Real Estate
Investment Group opined that the site was unlikely to develop as industrial of flex space because of
the inability to provide large drive access for truck loading and turning radius.  He also determined
that office park use was not feasible, because the steep topography would have a negative impact
on the proximity of parking and could pose an issue with American’s Disabilities Act requirements. In
short, all of the experts, were in agreement that there were significant issues with ever developing
the property as employment land.
 
                Although, McKenzie provided a report to Washington County, that the land could be
feasibly developed as employment land, that report was based on a series of assumptions regarding
site access, road construction, and zoning on the northern portion of the property, that will not
occur under the current plan.  Washington County staff has confirmed that the access off Basalt
Creek Parkway, and the north south Kinsman road, will not be built.  Both, Don Hanson and Tony
Weller, have provided letters based on the most recent Washington County data, that contradict the
conclusions reached in the McKenzie report.
 
                Despite that the Basalt Creek planning area was brought into the UGB for the primary
purpose of providing employment land, Metro has confirmed that there is no prohibition in the
findings for non-employment designations.  John Fregonese has confirmed that even if the subject
property was zoned residential, the employment capacity for the planning area, will still far exceed
Metro’s estimates by 1,000, or more.



 
Background Information And Why We Are Here Today
 
                Although, I have significant experience representing both jurisdictions and developers in
land use matters, I have never previously experienced the process from the perspective of a land
owner, so this has been an eye opening experience.  At the time that I decided to invest as a part
owner in one of the subject properties, I did due diligence by looking at satellite images, reviewing
the plans prepared by the cities and John Fregonese, and driving to the site.  I didn’t, however, walk
the site, because of extremely bad weather. 
 

I believed based on my review of the planning materials that the site would develop as
employment land, and am very familiar with the regional needs analysis.  In short, I did what
everyone else did which was look at it from a bird’s eye view, instead of on the ground.
 

At the time of my ownership, the most pressing issue was the boundary between the two
cities.  There seemed to be a logical boundary between Tualatin and Wilsonville, at Basalt Creek
Parkway.  I met with staff from Wilsonville to discuss the boundary, as well as Wilsonville’s vision for 
mirror image zoning, which I believed, at the time, was feasible, and would work. 
 

It was only when winter turned to summer, that I actually walked the property.  What was
not obvious from satellite imagery, or from the road, was immediately apparent, when I was on the
ground.  There are significant slope issues with the property and the adjacent properties, and there
was very little topsoil, and a lot of rock.  I am familiar with the impact of topography and soil
conditions through my past representation of the former city of Damascus, and this property did not
seem well suited for the large footprints necessary for an employment designation.   
 
                After discussions with Herb Koss, we contacted adjacent property owners, and received
their permission to have experts look at the parcels of property as a whole, to help determine
feasibility.  At that time, concerned whether there was a prohibition on non-employment land
zoning, I had preliminary discussions with Metro staff regarding whether there had been a
requirement that the land be zoned employment, when it was brought into the UGB. 
 

Metro’s land use attorney, Roger Alfred, and I, both reviewed the findings and determined
that although there was a strong desire for employment land, an orderly transition from residential
to employment was contemplated at all times during the process.  There is nothing in the findings
that prevents a residential designation.  This is particularly true if the factors on the ground do not
support an employment designation.  With that information and the consent of adjacent land
owners we moved forward with the process of bringing in experts for site suitability analysis.
 
Preliminary Analysis From Experts And Washington County’s Letter Opinion From McKenzie
 
                Herb Koss arranged for Don Hanson from OTAK to analyze the site for slope issues and
potential zoning, and he has previously submitted materials regarding his findings.  (See attachment
1) Brian Clopton, of Brian Clopton Excavating submitted a letter on November 18, 2016 regarding
the soil conditions and topography.  (See attachment 2) Eric Sporre of PacTrust submitted a letter on



November 14, 2016 regarding the inability to develop industrial or flex buildings based on the
topography. (See attachment 3)
 

Mike Diamond of the Real Estate Investment Group submitted a letter on November 21,
2016 opining that the site was unlikely to develop as industrial of flex space because of the inability
to provide large drive access for truck loading and turning radius. (See attachment 4)  He also
determined that office park use was not feasible because the steep topography would have a
negative impact on the proximity of parking and could pose an issue with American’s Disabilities Act
requirements. In short, all of the experts, were in agreement that there were significant issues with
ever developing the property as employment land.

 
Don Hanson shared Mike Diamond’s concerns regarding compliance with ADA standards.  He

noted that the site that Washington County used as a comp, South Center, which was designed by
OTAK had half the slope of the subject site, and could not be built under current ADA standards. (See
page 1 of attachment 1)
 

At the same time, Mayor Ogden, and staff, asked John Fregonese for his opinion.  He
expressed reservations regarding the employment designation, and believed that it would be better
suited as residential land.  This, and other data, prompted Washington County to hire McKenzie to
provide a letter opinion.
 
                Upon receiving a copy of the McKenzie Letter, I had significant concerns that their report
regarding feasibility was predicated on four inaccurate assumptions.  Specifically:
 

1. The McKenzie letter contemplated access off of Basalt Creek Parkway, and did not take
into account the 18-20 foot curb cut off of Basalt Creek Parkway (Washington County
Project Manager, Renus Kelfkens, confirmed via email on 2/1/17 that the only access onto
Basalt Creek Rd., will be from Grahams Ferry Rd., and Boones Ferry Rd., and that there will
likely be an 18-20 foot curb cut); (See Attachment 5)

2. The McKenzie letter contemplated Kingsman Rd., as a North South connector, allowing
truck access to the southern portion of the site (Washington County Planner Erin Wardell
confirmed via a phone call to Herb Koss on 2/9/17 that this road had been deleted over a
year ago);

3. The McKenzie letter contemplated an Employment designation in the northern quadrant
of the property, despite the fact that it has been designated by the city as residential
transition;

4. The McKenzie letter did not rely on site specific geotechnical conditions or topography,
relying on regional mapping instead (Todd Johnson confirmed that they had not used site
specific data via email on 2/10/17) (See Attachment 6)

 
I have had discussions with Gabriela Frask, who prepared the McKenzie report, and learned

that she was not provided with the site transportation access information, nor was she aware that
the northern portion of the property, which is relatively flat, was planned as residential transition.
She was also unaware that Kinsman Rd., was deleted from the area planning approximately a year
ago. Additionally, Washington County did not authorized a site visit, within her scope of work, which



I believe negatively impacted her ability consider other factors impacting feasibility.  Regardless of
the skill of an individual planner or agency, their work can only be as accurate as the information
that they rely upon, and in this case I believe that Gabriela and McKenzie did not receive sufficiently
detailed information to assess the property as accurately as possible.
 
Expert Opinions and Assessment of the McKenzie Letter
 
                We asked Tony Weller of CES NW, to consider the Tualatin staff reports, McKenzie Study,
email from Washington Co., regarding access, the DKS preliminary profile of  the extension of Basalt
Creek Parkway, and the OTAK Basalt Creek Concept Plan.  In a comprehensive letter dated February
10, 2017, he opined that while the northerly third of the site is very developable as employment
land, almost half of that property is reserved for residential use.  And, that the deletion of the
planned Kinsman Road, eliminates the only at grade potential access coming from the southerly
portion of the site.  The plateau portion of the property is surrounded by sleep slopes of over 10%
and over 20%.  He further opined that neither access point can provide a secondary access to the
plateau area which is a negative for both traffic flows and emergency access. (See Attachment 7)
 

Ken Leahy of Ken Leahy Construction Inc., was asked to provide a more comprehensive look
at site preparation costs. He provided his opinion, in a letter dated February 10, 2017 that the cost
of site preparation will exceed $5.00 per foot.  (See Attachment 8)

 
Don Hanson, of OTAK has provided a letter, and marked-up the McKenzie map based on the

actual location of Basalt Creek Parkway, the lack of access off of Basalt Creek, the elimination of
Kinsman road, and the residential designation at the top of the property.  The result of those
additional facts, eliminates a significant portion of the property that McKenzie deemed developable.
(See Attachment 9)

 
Additionally, I have included a map that combines the McKenzie Plan with the residential

zone and topographic map. (See Attachment 10)
 
Their letters are attached for your review.

 
A Summary of Relevant Data
 
                With so many different letters from various experts, and communications from owners,
neighbors, and other jurisdictions, over the last six months, it can be hard to keep track of the
relevant information.  So, I would offer the following:
 

1.       Metro’s own benchmark for employment land contemplates a slope of less than 10%, with
less than 5% preferred.  This site has slope in excess of 20% throughout;

2.       PacTrust has provided a written opinion that the topography and basalt soil of the site mean
it can’t be feasibly developed for employment purposes;

3.       OTAK has indicated in writing that the comparable property that Washington County used in
their analysis, had half as much slope as this site, and could not be built under current
American’s with Disabilities Act rules/regulations;



4.       Site preparation specialists in the area confirm the high cost of site preparation, due to soil
conditions.  The amount of blasting that can occur on this site is compromised by the high
capacity power lines that bisect the site;

5.       There is no access off of Basalt Creek road, and the deletion of Kinsman Road directly, and
negatively impacts truck circulation on the southern portion of the site;

6.       The northern portion of the site, adjacent to the existing neighborhood is currently planned
to be zoned residential, contrary to what McKenzie’s renderings show, and that designation
has a major impact on the large footprint, employment, buildings that can/cannot be
constructed.  OTAK believes that only 11% of the site can be feasibly constructed as
employment;

7.       A residential designation and orderly transition to employment/industrial was always
contemplated adjacent to the existing residential neighborhood, and is allowed under the
findings that brought the Basalt Creek area into the UGB.

8.       The county believes that an 18-20 foot curb cut, will be necessary on Basalt Creek Parkway. 
That curb cut means that the mirror image view that Wilsonville contemplated cannot
occur.  The view will either be of a graded slope or a 20 foot retaining wall.

 
Conclusion
 
                Although, the primary purpose of the Basalt Creek UGB expansion was to bring in
employment land, the on ground conditions on this property don’t support that designation.  During
the thirteen year period since this land was brought into the UGB, there has been a trend of locating
workforce housing close to employment lands to lessen commute time to work, and there are other
lands in the Basalt Creek Planning Area that are zoned residential. 
 
                John Fregonese was asked if this property was needed for employment capacity.  His
response was that if the subject property was zoned residential, the employment capacity for the
planning area, will still far exceed Metro’s estimates by 1,000, or more. In short, this land does not
need to be zoned employment in order for the planning area as a whole to exceed Metro’s
employment capacity estimates.
 
                Thank you for your time and consideration.
 
Peter
 
 
 
Peter O. Watts |
Jordan Ramis PC  |  Attorneys at Law
Direct:  503-598-5547   Main:  503-598-7070
 

E-MAIL CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: The contents of this e-mail message and any attachments are intended
solely for the addressee(s) and may contain confidential and/or legally privileged information. If you are not the
intended recipient or this message has been addressed to you in error, please notify the sender by reply e-mail and
delete the message and any attachments. You are further notified that any use, dissemination, distribution, copying,
or storage of this message or any attachment by anyone other than the intended recipient is strictly prohibited.
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808 sw third avenue, suite 300 ' portland, oregon 972M
503.287-6825 ' fax 503.415-2304

www.otak.com

BASALT CREEK/TUALATIN CONCEPT PLAN
Amendment Request to the Concept Plan

Tualatin, Oregon
August 23,2016, Revl'sed November 21,2016

lntroduction

Otak Inc. (Otak) represents The Sherwood Grahams Fery Investots T T.C, headed by Herb
Koss, who hold 10 acres in the 41 acre nottheast quadtant of the ovetall disttict. The propetty
is located near the northeast comer of Gtahams Ferry Road and extends over to the Basalt

Creek Canyon along the proposed ne\ñ/ eâst-west artedal toad. This surnmary of concerns and

the amended concept pian lay out ouf intended ditsçtie¡ moving fotward.

Project Concerns

. Otak's coricem is that the northeast quâdrant atea isnot well suited to industtial zor.rrng ot
empioyment transition ptoposed by the concept plan'

o Topography. Much of the site contains slopes in excess of 10 petcent (10þ and 25 perceflt

Qsr/ù. The site wouid be exttemeþ diffi.cult to flatten out to accornmodate industrial or

employnaent transition site development tequitements. Attached is a topogtaphic map of the

South Center ptoject ptovided to City of Tualatin (City) staff. Otak desþed this flex-space

project. The topography is half as severe as portions of the 47 acrcs site. The site wor{d be

exttemely difficuit to develop given today's Amedcan with Disabilities ,\ct (,\DA) K*
requirements.

o Access. Vehicular access wili be limited to Gøhams Ferry Road and extending Tonquin

Loop into the site. No access will be permitted on the ptoposed new east-west artetial road.

o Basalt Creek Canyon. The industrial land abuts the Basalt Cteek Canyon with no üansition'

o This is not a big change but øthet a refinement to the concept plan. It is a defined site atea

that makes qr about 3 to 5 percent Q-sn of the total Basalt Creek Study Area. Also there

ate currently-329 acres of r¡ndeveloped industtial land v/ithin a one mile tadius of the study

atea,

Land Use Context

The following shows a compadson of Metto's initial goal fot the district, the City's cuffent

plan, and the ptoposed amended plan'

o

Metro

City Plan

,\mended Plan

2500 Jobs

4500Jobs

4070 Jobs

1200 Households

600 Households

1194 Households



Bas alt Cteek/Tualatin Coacept PIan
Amendment Request to tlte Conceþt Plan

Page 2

August 23,2016
Reaised Nouember 21 , 2016

The amended plan proposes a more balanced approach that is well within the intended mix
proposed by Metto when the land came into the Urban Gtourth Boundary (uGB)

A group of mayors in our rcgion have gone to Meüo and asked Metro fot flexibility related to
UGB expansions. They have asked Metro to look at lands and apptoptiate zoning designations

on a sub-regronal basis. They have asked that Metro considet factots such as sþe, and

proximity to inftastructure, to help avoid situation like Dam¿scus. We are asking you to do the

same. We recognize that the region anticipated that the Basalt Creek atea would primarily be

zoned employment uses.

It is certainly anticþated that the vast majotity of the land v¡ill be used for that puqpose. But,
u/iúin the Basalt Cteek Planning r\rea, there ate sub-areas that cannot teasonably be

developed as employment land because of topogtaphic and othet issues. The 41 actes that we

have asked the City to zone for residential pqposes is one of those sub-areas. There is land to
the west and south of this land that is zoned employment, that land is flatter than the subject

47 actes,and it is closer to üansportation inftastructure t"han the subject 47 actes. Neither
PacTtust Pacific Realty Âssociates, LP nor Bdan Cþton Excavating believed that an

employment desþation was possible given the slope and soil quality. Instead of designating

the property with a designation that will result in it nevet developing, we ask that you give it a

desþation that will make development feasible. If you do not do so, it will sit \racarrt;

counting as deveþable employment land, just as Damascus has sat vacaît, counting as

available housing stock. Its designation will prevent firrthet necessary expansions.

There is a housing ctisis in our region and the latest modeling has demonsftated the
importance of having residential land and employment land in close ptoximity. This is an

oppotunity to provide housing, on land which caffiot be feasibly developed as employment
land.

Amended Plan Options

The attached concept plan option süilnarizes the tequested amendment fot proposed land
uses that fit the site and its unique conditions.

The plan anticipates building Tonquin Loop as an act:*aTloop with two ¿ccess points on
Grahams Fery Road. This road extension will ptovide complete access to the properties and
also access to property o\ü/ners east of the site.

Three densities of residential are shown as transition to the neighborhood to the notth and

canyon to the east and also along the new east-west artenaT,which is down 25 vertical feet

from the site atea. A center cote area of potential lstail, high densrty tesidential, and open
space could serve ¿s a walkable destination in the neighborhood. Also secondary âccess can be

provided to the developable lands to the east above the canyon.

Property uses can be molded to ût acnral site conditions and ptovide a mix of housing
(induding workforce housing) close to jobs anticipated to the south and west.

The programmed development will "be ttip cap neutral" compared to the cufient city concept
plun.

o

a

a

a

a



Bas alt Cteek/Tualatia Concept PIan
Amendment Request to the Concept Plan

Benefits

Àttachments:

Page 3

Aøgast 23,2016
Revised Noaenber 2l, 20'1 6

a

a

,\ v¡atkable neighbothood with apptopdate transitions and destinations

Land uses that are adaptable to actual site conditions. The mix of uses will act âs a catalyst to
create activity in the district. The high-density tesidential (FIDR) land ptovides the best

opportunity for workforce housing next to employment lands. Residents wort't need a cat to

commute.
A plan that rneets Metro's initial objectives when the land was brought into the UGB.

A mote complete quâlity neighbothood for the City of Tualatin.

Basalt Creek Site Topo
Basalt Creek Slope Änalysis
Souttr Center Site Topo (Compadson)
Bas¿lt Creek Land Use Concept
Letter ftom PacTrust Pacific Realty Associates, L.P.

Letter from Bri¿n Cþton Excavating
Letter from Micheal Diamond, Real Estate Investment Group
Basalt Cteek nearbyJob Lands MaP

a
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PO Box 509

Wilsonville, 0R 97CI70

P:503-682-0¿120

F:503-570-3235

www. cloptonexcavating.com
íI.li! jr{.rt {l.{.t' i,-. f*
EXGA\fATüNG

November 18, 2016

Dear Mr. Koss

You have asked rne to visit the 41 acre site located in the Basalt Creek Planning area. Your

question was the feasibility of grading this site for employment land vs. a residential zone.

For your information my company has just purchased another four acres next to our Clay Street

property. With this acquisition we now have 16 acres of land on Clay Street. I arn very familiar

with this area and as you know my company has rnass graded many sites in the Portland Metro

Area. I have been asked many times to inspect potentlal projects in order to determine
problems that may be associated with a developer's site plans --- slopes, access and feasibility.

Thank you for providing rne with topography of the site. lt was very helpful and to be honest

the slopes on the site were mûre severe then I first thought. The otl'ler big issue is the amount

of rock that would be encountered with any grading necessary to accornrnodate any

development on this site. This site is far better suited for Residential use since grading for this

does not require the sarne topographic grading in comparison to employment uses. The Basalt

Creek area does feature other land that is suited for employment; however the 4L acres you

have asked me to visit is not in that category. I was also surprised by the 18 to 20 foot cut in

order to accornmodate the extension of Basalt Creek Parkway.

lf you require any add¡tional inforrnation please let me know.

Sincerely

Brian Clopton

PresidentlOwner



FacíIhus¡T 1535CI S.W Sequoio PkwY., Suibe 3OO

Portland,Ûregon 97PÊ4
50316P4-63OO . Fassirnile: 503/6€4-7755Facific FlBalty Assoc¡ates, L.P.

Noveinber 14,2016

VTA EMAIL

Herb Koss
2643 South Shore Boulevard
Lake Oswego,0R 97034

Dear Herb,

At the request of,Peter Bechen, I tou¡cd your sitc north of the future Basalt Creek Parkway last

week. PacTrust is developing an industrial park several rniles north at I l5th Avenue and

Tualatin-sherwood Road in Tualatin known as Koch Corporate Center. lVe are interested in
locating n site to develop in the Coffee Creek area for light industrial r¡ses. Unfortunately, the

topography of your site makcs development of industrial or flex buildings unçconomic' We

believe housing would bc a more appropriate use for the site. The srnaller floor plates f,or

housing enabls it to work with slope conditions present on your property. Industrial/employment

land requires sites to be much more flat due to drarnatically larger fioor plates, parking

requirernents, loading a¡eas for trucks and ingress/egress conç€ms for trucks. Thore are several

sites in the arca that are mor€ åppropriate for indusilial/employment development.

Let me know if you would tike to discuss this further.

Yows very truly,

P TY ASSOCI,ATES, L.P.

Sporre
Vice President
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November 2I,20tb

Herb Koss
2643 South Shore Blvd.
Lake Oswego, Or 97034

WA: EMAIL

RE: 4L-acre Basalt Creek southern boarder23960 SW Grahams Ferry Rd.

Dear Herb,

I visited the site and spent a considerable amount of time driving the area. It is an exciting
development area especially when the Basalt Creek Parkway is completed.

The topography of the site is such that developing an industrial project would be very
difficult and if done would be at best marginal and very inefficient. Industrial, flex buildings
require large foot prints, large drive areas for loading and turning radius. There are better
sites in the area for this type of use.

I also looked at the site for office park use and concluded that due to the steep topography
of the site it could have a negative impact on the proximity of the parking that may pose an

issue with ADA requirements. I also believe that the extraordinary site cost and small

office footprints would not be cost effective and competitive in the office market
Furthermore, the location does not readily lend itself to that use

This site lends itself to smaller foot print buildings such as housing and multifamily that
can be planned around the steep grades and terraced into the topography.

It is my opinion that the highest and best use for this site are single family homes buffered

along the frontage with multifamily housing'

Our office has forty years of experience in commercial real estate and have procured sites

for commercial developers such as Gramor, Holland Development LLC andWest Hills

Let me know if you have any questions.

Michael N Diamond
Principal Broker

2S3gSoUTHwESTSECoNDAvgNUE*PoRtLR¡to,OREcoN97201 tPHONE503222-1655tFAX503-274-6510



Peter Watts

From:
Sent:
lo:
Subject:

Thanks Herb Koss
Begin forwarded message:

Herb Koss <herb@kossred.com>

Saturday, February LL,20L7 5:56 PM

Peter Watts
FW: Basalt Creek Renus

From: Renus Kelfke ns <Renus-Kelfkens@co.washirlgtqn'or'us>

Date: February t,20t7 atL2:O2:54 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 1g-FT to 20-FT cut. This will be ínvestigated 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 I Project Manager

503-846-7808 renus kelfkens@co'washington'or'us

From¡ Herb Koss [mailto: herb@kossred.com]
Sent¡ Friday, January 27,20L7 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 assumptíons 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 transportat¡on 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

1



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

2



Peter Watts

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Herb Koss < herb@kossred.com>
Saturday, February LL,20L7 5:49 PM

Peter Watts
FW: Proposal - Basalt Creek McKenzie

PRO-Koss Real Estate-Scope and Fee-170209.pdf

From: Todd Johnson [mailto:TJohnson@mcknze,com]
Sent: Friday, February L0,20t7 12:04 PM

To: Herb Koss
Cc: Dennis Woods; Gabriela Frask

Subject: FW: Proposal - Basalt Creek McKenzie

Hi Herb-

l've been in meetíngs all morning. Sorry for the delay in getting this to you.

Attached is a scope and budget letter to further develop the work we did previously for Washington County. As we

discussed, the letter report we prepared for Washington County relied on data available at the time we prepared the

letter, and also relied on regional mapping, not site specific mapping for resource lands, geotechnical conditions, and

topography. This scope includes developing site specific data to allow cost feasibility analysis to our previous study. By

improving the accuracy of the data we have through onsite study and mapping, we will be able to determine if the site is

economically viable for employment use, or also look at residential uses as alternates for economic viability.

It,s my understanding that you have new information for the road connections and locations that we did not use in our

previous report. That type of data would be collected as part of our work and would be incorporated into the scope we

propose in the attached scope and budget letter.

Let me know if you have any questions about the attached scope, or if you would like us to change the proposal in any

way. lf the scope we outlined in the attached letter is satisfactory, l'd suggest we have a meeting with you and the

project team to refine the tasks we identify prior to us commencíng work.

Thanks for the opportunity to present this scope of work. l'll call you to discuss it.

Todd Johnson
Senior Associate I Director of Planning

Architecture' Interiors' Engineering' Planning

P 503.224.9560 W mcknze.com C vcard

RiverEast Center, 1515 SE Water Ave', Suite 100, Portland A&972t4

îhis email is confidential, may be legally privileged, and is ìrrtended solely for tlre addressee. If you are not the intended recipient,

access ls prohibited. As email can be altered, its integrity is not guaranteed'

1



CES NW

February LO,2OL7

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:

ln 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:

L. 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 north erlV L/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

cEsNw,INC,
13190 sw 6grH pARKwAy. srE. 150. TIGARD, op.97223
503.968.6655 TEL 503.968.2595 FAX www.cEsNw.coM



Mr. Herb Koss

BASATT CREEK CONCEPT PIAN - (CENTRAI AREAI

Page 2 of 2

Road Loop). The plateau area is almost completely surrounded by steeply sloped land. The slopes

range from over LO%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. ln addition as these roads are raised to provide

accesstothe plateau area, the accessto land on eitherside 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 port¡on of the property. Residential uses are more

flexible with access grades and smaller footpr¡nts however the site will still be difficult to
development without access to the south.

ln 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

(almosthalf)ofthenortherlyareaforresidentialtobuffertheVictor¡aGardenslots. Thesoutherly

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 willend up being one of the last parcels developed and the quality of that
development is usually below expectations. lf you have any questions in regards to our analysis,

please don't hesitate to contact us.

Sincerely,

úJd/*
Anthony R

President

P

\3273_CESNW_ltr
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Corctruction, Inc.
P.0. Box 489 . ilS S l2th Ave o Corneltuç Orcgon 97113 o (503) 357-2193 o FAX (503) 357'3649

2lt0lt7

Subject The Land South of Victoria Gardens to Basalt Creek Parkway

Dear Mayor Ogden and Tualatin City Councilors:

I am the owner of Ken Leahy Construction Inc., our firm specializes in all aspects of site preparation

projects including full site development that require erosíon control, clearíng grubbing, stripping,

earthwork, cement soilstabilization, storm water detention facilities, bio swales, underground utilities

(storm sewer, sanítary sewer, water distribution and franchise utilities), sanitary sewer lift stations and

force mains. Our firm is celebrating its 50th year in the business and has been invotved in many

developments in the Portland Metro area.

At the reguest of Herb Koss and I toured the site on L|LA/L7 , to give him an idea of the feasibility of full

site development for employment use. I also was given topography site maps detailing the slopes and

grades on the property.

I personally have developed sites that contain large volumes of rock. Based on my personalexperience

I estimate that the cost of land preparation for the land described above would surpass the 55.00 per

foot range.

I looked at s¡te access, and am basing my opinion about access on the understanding that no access will

be allowed onto Basalt Creek Parkway. lf there is no access from Basalt Creek Parkway, traffic will have

to come from the intersection of Tonquin Road and Grahams Ferry Road. There ís approximately 50

feet of elevation rise, from that access point, which creates major issues for truck traffic.

Limited access, topography, and the large quantity of basalt rock are all major issues. A single one of

them might not prevent the síte from being developed as employment land, but the combination of all

three cannot be overcome. Mass grading of Basalt Rock is not financially feasible.

A diversí,fted øccavation, ut¡l¡ty, street and síte development company



¡

fiaontlçþÞål Pârtner

808 swthird avenue, suite 300 . poftland, oregon 972O4
503.287-6825 . fax 503.415-2304

www.otak.com

The following surrìmarizes Don Hanson's testimony for the City Council meeting on
Monday, Febtuary 1,3, 201,7.

Comments on MacKenz¡e Study

Items/information not made available to MacKenzie
o Residential transition land at north end.

o Correct location for the future Basalt Creek Parkway road.
o No road connection/access onto the future Basalt Creek Parkway road.
o No access is shown to properties to the southeast.

Plan Comments

" The comments on slope suitability are well stated for employment uses. Less than 570

slopes are best, 5-1,0o/o present challenges, and greater than 1,0o/o slopes are not feasible.

o Sites A, B and C ate somewhat feasible but would need a second access for emergency

vehicles.

o Sites D, E and F are not feasible for employment.
o Sites G and H are in the proposed residential zone.

" Sites L and I( are workable.
o There are about 18-20 acres of feasible land for employment development, but v¡ithout

good access a successful employment development is not feasible.

o No considetation for costs of grading the site.

o ìØhat about ADrt?

a
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July 20, 2017 
 
Mr. Herb Koss 
Sherwood Grahams Ferry LLC 
22400 Salamo Road, Suite 106 
West Linn, Oregon 97068 
 
RE:  BASALT CREEK CENTRAL AREA – EMPLOYMENT VERSES RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT 
 
Dear Mr. Koss: 
 
In response to your request we have prepared a summary on the differences between 
development of employment type uses verses residential uses on the central area of Basalt Creek 
Concept Plans.  When we evaluate property for development we look at zoning, 
transportation/access, utility service availability, topography, environmental constraints, soil 
conditions and adjacent uses.   
 
The Basalt Creek Central Area faces development constraints that impact any development 
regardless of use (employment verses residential).  These development constraints are: 

 Limited access (only from Grahams Ferry Road). 
 Wetlands 
 Powerline easement that bisects the area 
 Significant slope and topography to access the southerly portion. 
 Shallow hard rock soil conditions. 

 
The most significant differences between employment development and residential is how they 
can respond to these constraints.  Residential development typically has smaller building 
footprints and can accept steeper grades for access.  In addition attached residential buildings can 
have split floor elevations and parking underneath, both of which allow this type of building to be 
more responsive to the topographic and access issues.   
 
Conversely, employment development has larger building footprints, must have flatter access 
grades for trucks, wider maneuvering areas for turning movements and parking.  It is also 
undesirable to split building floor elevations as that can limit the use or size of tenant.   This flatter 
and wider footprint requires more grading and retaining walls on property like this than any 
competitive property without these constraints.  Add rock excavation at six to ten times the 
normal cost of grading to the excessive amount of grading required, and this property may not 
be economically feasible to develop. 
 



Mr. Herb Koss 
BASALT CREEK CENTRAL AREA 
Page 2 of 2 

 
Two residential projects we have been involved in are examples of how residential development 
can be more responsive to site constraints.  Forest Rim apartments on Nyberg Road in Tualatin had 
wetlands and large rock outcrop in the middle of the site.  The access roads and buildings were 
able to be wrapped around these features that turned them into amenities rather than limitations.  
A condominium project in Happy Valley, Greystone at Altamont was able to be wrapped around 
the top of the knoll with parking underneath both the upper and lower side of the units. 
 
Most of the competitive employment land along the I-5 corridor in Tigard and Wilsonville or 
western Tualatin is relatively flat and/or does not require the rock excavation for development.   
We prepared rough cost estimates for the grading and retaining walls this property based on the 
KPFF Option B plan for basic site prep.  These costs are in addition to the paving and utility costs 
that will also be needed for this site.  The rough grading and retaining wall costs are: 
 
Grading  350,000 Cubic Yards   $10,500,000.00 (assumes significant rock excavation) 
Retaining Walls 2,400 Lineal Feet $ 1,200,000.00 
 
It is important not to overlook the other constraint that impacts this area, Access.  The lack of 
access to the southerly and upper portion of the area increases the amount of grading and rock 
excavation required to develop the property.  If Basalt Creek Parkway had been a local street that 
would provide at grade access to the upper portion of the area, employment uses could be 
feasible.  Similar to variance criteria, this is not a self-imposed hardship but one that is unique to 
this portion of the planning area. 
 
Another consideration is how this area relates to the adjacent uses (both existing and future).  
There is existing single family detached housing to the north.  There is also underdeveloped 
property east of the planning area as well as the creek itself along the northeasterly portion of the 
area.    
 
The City of Tualatin is proposing additional single family detached adjacent the existing single 
family housing to the north.  Higher density residential provides an excellent transition between 
lower density residential, commercial and/or industrial uses.  Basalt Creek Parkway with its deep 
cut and wide right of way provides additional transition area to the south. 
 
Per your request, I will be present at the 7/24 work session and will be happy to answer any 
questions at that time. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Anthony R. Weller, P.E., P.L.S. 
President 
 
\3273_CESNW_170720.docx 
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Date: February 21, 2018 
To: Martha Bennett, Chief Operating Officer 
From: Brian Harper, Senior Regional Planner 
Subject: Staff Report Regarding Basalt Creek Planning Area 

 
This memorandum provides the staff report to the Metro Chief Operating Officer (COO) regarding 
resolution of the dispute between the City of Wilsonville and the City of Tualatin concerning the 
appropriate land use designation for the Central Subarea of the Basalt Creek Planning Area.  
 
PROCESS   
 
In 2017 the cities of Wilsonville and Tualatin reached an impasse regarding concept planning for a 
52-acre portion of the Basalt Creek Planning Area known as the “Central Subarea” and asked Metro 
to take on the role of mediating their dispute. To that end, the cities, Metro, and Washington County 
entered into an Intergovernmental Agreement (IGA) in January of 2018 that assigns Metro the task 
of making a final and non-appealable decision regarding the appropriate land use designation for 
the Central Subarea. The IGA provides:  
 

“Metro will have sole discretion to determine what to call this decision making process, 
where and when to hold the process, who Metro will appoint to make the decision, a 
briefing schedule, whether or not to hear oral argument, and ground rules that must be 
adhered to by the cities and county throughout the process.”  

 
The decision making process to be employed by Metro is initiated with the issuance of this staff 
report. The cities and the county will have 14 days from the date of this staff report to submit 
written evidence and argument in support of their positions to the Metro COO. Those materials 
must be received no later than 5:00 pm on March 7, 2018. The cities and county will then have 
seven additional days to submit written evidence and argument in rebuttal to the first round of 
submittals. Those materials must be received no later than 5:00 pm on March 14, 2018. The COO 
will prepare and issue a recommendation to the Metro Council by no later than March 23, 2018.  
 
At the first available Metro Council hearing in April, the Council will review the COO 
recommendation and deliberate to a decision regarding whether to accept, reject, or modify the 
recommendation. The Metro Council’s review will be based on the record of written materials 
submitted by the cities, county, and Metro staff. The Council will adopt a resolution to memorialize 
its decision regarding the appropriate land use designation for the Central Subarea, and directing 
the cities to prepare concept plans consistent with Metro’s final decision and with Title 11 of the 
Urban Growth Management Functional Plan. 
 
The scope of Metro’s review and decision in this process is limited to the issue described in the IGA: 
that is, whether the land use designation of the Central Subarea should be for housing or 
employment. Metro will not consider any other issues related to the Basalt Creek Planning Area. 
Metro’s review will be limited to materials submitted by the cities and the county. Metro will not 
consider evidence or argument presented by other parties.  
 
 



February 21, 2018 
Staff Report regarding Basalt Creek 

2 
 

BACKGROUND FACTS 
 
In 2002 Metro expanded the UGB to add 17,458 acres of land, with 15,047 acres added for 
residential purposes and 2,411 acres for employment. In that decision, Metro acknowledged that 
the amount of land being added for employment purposes was not sufficient to meet the identified 
20-year need, and therefore requested that the Land Conservation and Development Commission 
(LCDC) assign a new work task that would allow Metro to complete its work and accommodate the 
region’s need for industrial land. See Metro Ordinance 02-969B, Exhibit P. Accordingly, LCDC 
approved the majority of the decision, and returned the matter to Metro with instructions to satisfy 
the unmet 20-year need for industrial land. 
 
Metro responded in 2004 by adopting Ordinance No. 04-1040B, the stated purpose of which is “to 
increase the capacity of the boundary to accommodate growth in industrial employment.” (Exhibit 
A). That decision expanded the UGB to include 1,940 acres of land for industrial purposes, including 
the 646 acres now known as the Basalt Creek area between the cities of Tualatin and Wilsonville. 
The Metro Council adopted the following findings in support of adding the Basalt Creek area to the 
UGB: 
 

“The Council chose this area because it is exception land (rural residential and rural 
industrial) with characteristics that make it suitable for industrial use. It lies within two 
miles of the I-5 corridor and within one mile of an existing industrial area, and portions 
of the area are relatively flat. These characteristics render it the most suitable exception 
area under consideration for warehousing and distribution, a significant industrial need 
facing the region.” Metro Ordinance 04-1040B, Exhibit G, page 17.  

 
During the Metro proceedings, the City of Tualatin and some of its residents expressed concerns 
about compatibility between future industrial uses in the Basalt Creek area and residential 
neighborhoods at the south end of the city, and about preserving the opportunity to choose an 
alignment between Tualatin and Wilsonville for the then-planned connector between Interstate 5 
and Highway 99W. In response, the Metro Council adopted the following condition of approval: 
 

“2. Title 11 planning shall incorporate the general location of the projected right of way 
alignment for the I-5/99W connector and the Tonquin Trail as shown on the 2004 
Regional Transportation Plan. If the selected right-of-way for the connector follows the 
approximate course of the ‘south alignment,’ as shown on the Region 2040 Growth 
Concept Map, … the portion of the Tualatin Area that lies north of the right-of-way shall 
be designated ‘Outer Neighborhood’ on the Growth Concept Map; the portion that lies 
south shall be designated ‘Industrial.’” Metro Ordinance 04-1040B, Exhibit F, page 3.  

 
A copy of the 2004 version of the 2040 Growth Concept Map showing the two proposed alignments 
for the I-5/99W connector is attached as Exhibit B. The connector concept was later abandoned 
based in part on the findings of the Basalt Creek Refinement Transportation Plan, which called for a 
focus on utilizing existing and planned arterials to move traffic. However, the location of the “south 
alignment” alternative for the proposed I-5/99W connector was in the vicinity of the northern 
boundary of the Central Subarea land that is the subject of this dispute. The Metro Council adopted 
the following findings describing the purpose of the condition: 
 

“Second, the Council states that, so long as the alignment for the Connector falls close to 
the South Alignment shown on the 2040 Growth Concept Map, it will serve as the buffer 
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between residential development to the north (the portion least suitable for industrial 
uses) and industrial development to the south (the portion of the area most suitable for 
industrial use).” Metro Ordinance 04-1040B, Exhibit G, pages 17-18.  

 
As stated in the findings, the intent of the Metro Council in 2004 was for the “south alignment” to 
create a separation between residential development to the north and industrial development to 
the south. The former “south alignment” was located at the north end of the Central Subarea.  
 
In 2006, Metro awarded a $365,000 CET Grant to the cities of Tualatin and Wilsonville to perform 
concept planning for the Basalt Creek area. After several stops and starts in the process, in 2011 the 
cities, Metro, and Washington County entered into an IGA that outlines the requirements and 
responsibilities of the parties regarding their coordinated efforts on the Basalt Creek concept plan. 
The IGA defines a decision-making process that requires all four parties to agree to the final 
decisions about the jurisdictional boundary between the two cities and the appropriate land use 
designations for the entire area.  
 
The concept plan was put on hiatus from 2011 to 2013 while transportation planning issues for the 
larger South County Industrial Area were being resolved via the Basalt Creek Transportation 
Refinement Plan. The stakeholders concluded that it was important to address transportation 
issues for the area prior to any industrial development occurring. As part of that transportation 
planning effort, the Basalt Creek Parkway was one of several options identified as critical to the 
success of the transportation system. The Parkway was seen as one of the vital connectors for truck 
traffic from the Tonquin and Southwest Tualatin Industrial areas to the north down to Interstate 5, 
in order to mitigate the traffic impacts on Tualatin-Sherwood Road and the Tualatin Town Center.  
 
Upon completion of the Basalt Creek Transportation Refinement Plan in 2013, the cities of 
Wilsonville and Tualatin resumed their concept planning efforts, utilizing Metro’s CET grant funds. 
In December of 2015, the City Councils of Wilsonville and Tualatin reached an agreement regarding 
a jurisdictional boundary between the cities and general land use designations for the area that 
were agreeable to all four parties to the IGA.  Following a public open house in April of 2016, the 
plan was ready for final edits and adoption by the two cities.  At that time, both Metro and 
Washington County agreed that the plan was viable and could be adopted for Metro’s Title 11 
approval and for Washington County’s transfer of urban planning authority to each city. The 
“Preferred Basalt Creek Land Use Map” that emerged from this process by September of 2016 
designated the majority of the proposed industrial area north of the Basalt Creek Parkway, 
including the Central Subarea, with a Manufacturing Park zoning classification.  
 
CURRENT DISPUTE AND METRO STAFF RECOMMENDATION 
 
In October of 2016, a property owner presented the City of Tualatin with a proposal to change the 
designation of the Central Subarea from Industrial/Employment to Residential. The land is located 
at the NE intersection of Grahams Ferry Road and Basalt Creek Parkway. The property owner 
asserted that development of employment uses on the land would be cost prohibitive due to slopes 
and geologic conditions.  
 
Based on testimony that occurred at a Tualatin City Council work session and a Planning 
Commission meeting in October of 2016, Washington County agreed to commission an independent 
study to determine the viability of employment uses in the Central Subarea. The study was 
completed in January of 2017 and concluded that employment uses are viable in that location, 
specifically for flex business park, office campus, manufacturing, and commercial support services. 
The county shared the results with the cities in January of 2017. In February of 2017, the Tualatin 
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City Council directed their staff to proceed with changing the Central Subarea to a residential 
designation. In July of 2017, the City of Wilsonville commissioned an independent study from the 
engineering firm KPFF to evaluate the feasibility of development for employment uses in the 
Central Subarea. The study showed several scenarios where employment uses were viable, taking 
into consideration the slope and geologic composition of the site.  
 
Under the 2011 IGA regarding concept planning for the Basalt Creek area, all parties must agree 
regarding the jurisdictional boundary between the cities and the land use designations. Because the 
cities cannot agree, the area cannot be planned and annexed by either city. Accordingly, the cities 
asked Metro to resolve the dispute.  
 
Metro planning staff believes that the change to residential being proposed by the City of Tualatin is 
problematic for the following reasons: 
 
1.  The Central Subarea was brought into the UGB in 2004 in order to satisfy a regional need for 
industrial and employment land; accordingly, it is designated as an employment area on Metro’s 
Title 4 map. The findings adopted by the Metro Council in 2004 regarding this area being well 
suited for employment uses were not challenged by any party and still apply today.  
 
2.  The condition of approval included by the Metro Council regarding the location of the “south 
alignment” of the I-5/99W connector supports an industrial designation for the Central Subarea. 
The Central subarea is located immediately south of the proposed “south alignment,” which is 
identified in the Metro Council findings as serving as a “buffer between residential development to 
the north (the portion least suitable for industrial uses) and industrial development to the south 
(the portion of the area most suitable for industrial use).”   
 
3.  The region has made a large infrastructure commitment for this area in the Basalt Creek 
Parkway. Metro and Washington County estimate that more than $65 million has been spent on the 
planning and construction of this regionally important roadway. The purpose of this limited-access 
arterial is to provide a more fluid connection to I-5 from industrial and employment lands to the 
north, and to relieve much of the truck traffic burden that is currently placed on Tualatin-Sherwood 
Road and the Tualatin Town Center. The addition of increased residential trips on the Parkway 
from a housing development will negatively impact traffic operations in the area. 
 
4.  The insertion of a residential community in this area creates compatibility issues with the 
surrounding employment uses. Given the intended uses for the area, as well as the high volume of 
truck traffic planned for the Parkway, residents in the area would be faced with noise, traffic, and 
other livability issues. Similarly, the addition of a housing development in the middle of an 
employment district will negatively impact the viability of employment uses. It would be short 
sighted to insert housing in an area that will create compatibility issues with surrounding land uses 
and give rise to land use conflicts in the future.  
 
Staff Recommendation: 
 
Based on the project background and the findings stated above, staff recommends that the Central 
Subarea move forward with the previously agreed upon Manufacturing Park designation. 



BEFORE THE METRO COUNCIL

FOR THE PURPOSE OF AMENDING THE ) ORDINANCE NO. 04-1040B
METRO URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY, THE )
REGIONAL FRAMEWORK PLAN AND THE )
METRO CODE TO INCREASE THE CAPACITY )
OF THE BOUNDARY TO ACCOMMODATE )
GROWTH IN INDUSTRIAL EMPLOYMENT ) Introduced by the Metro Council

)

WHEREAS, by Ordinance No. 02-969B (For The Purpose Of Amending The Urban Growth

Boundary, The Regional Framework Plan And The Metro Code In Order To Increase The Capacity Of

The Boundary To Accommodate Population Growth To The Year 2022), the Council amended Title 4

(Industrial and Other Employment Areas) of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan to increase

the capacity of industrial land to accommodate industrial jobs; and

WHEREAS, the Metro Council adopted an Employment and Industrial Areas Map as part of

Title 4 (Retail in Employment and Industrial Areas) in Ordinance No. 96-647C fFor the Purpose of

Adopting a Functional Plan for Early Implementation of the 2040 Growth Concept) on

November 21, 1996; and

WHEREAS, the Council amended the Regional Framework Plan ^RFP) by Exhibit D to^

Ordinance No. 02-969B (For the Purpose of Amending the Metro Urban Growth Boundar/, the Regional

Framework Plan and the Metro Code in Order to Increase the Capacity of the Boundary to Accommodate

Population Growth to the Year 2022), adopted on December 5, 2002, to establish a new 2040 Growth

Concept de^^ Significant Industrial Ared^RSIA7) and to add Policies 1.4.1 and

1.4,2 tQ_protect such areas by limiting conflicting uses; and

WHEREAS, by Exhibit F to Ordinance No. 02-969B the Council amended Title 4 (Industrial and

Other Employment Areas) of the Urban Growth Management Functional PlanJ'UGMFP7) to implement

Policies 1.4.1 and 1.4.2 of the RFP; and

WHEREAS, by Exhibit E of Ordinance No. 02-969B the Council adopted a'Ceneralized Map of

Regionally Significant Industrial Area^'depicting certain Industrial Areas that lay within the UGB prior to

its expansion as part of Task 2 of periodic review as RSIAs:^-nd
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WHEREAS, Title 4 calls upon the Council to delineate specific boundaries for RSIAs derived

from the "Generalized Map of Regionally Significant Industrial Area^5 after consultation with cities and

counties: and

WHEREAS, by Ordinance No. 02-969B, the Council added capacity to the UGB but did not add

sufficient capacity to accommodate the full need for land for industrial use; and

WBEREAS, the Metro Council submitted Ordinance No. 969B, in combination with other

ordinances that increased the capacity of the UGB, to the Land Conservation and Development

Commission (LCDC) as part of Metro's periodic review of the capacity of its UGB; and

WHEREAS, on July 7,2003, LCDC issued its'Partial Approval and Remand Order 03-

WKTASK-001524'that approved most of the Councirs decisions, but returned the matter to the Council

for completion or revision of three tasks: (1) provide complete data on the number, density and mix of

housing types and determine the need for housing types over the next 20 years; (2) add capacity to the

UGB for the unmet portion of the need for land for industrial use; and (3) either remove tax lots 1300,

1400 and 1500 in Stidy Area 62 from the UGB or justify their inclusion; and

WHEREAS, the Council completed its analysis of the number, density and mix of housing types

and the need for housing over the plannmg period 2002-2022 and incorporated its conclusions in a

revision to its Housing Needs Analysis; and

WHEREAS, the Council increased the capacity of the UGB both by adding land to the UGB and

by revising the Regional Framework Plan and Title 4 of the UGMFP to meet the previously unmet

portion of the need for land for industrial use; and

WHEREAS, a change in design type designation of a portion of Study Area 12 added to the UGB

on December 5, 2002, by Ordinance No. 02-969B from residential to industrial will help the region

accommodate the need for industrial use without reducing the repiorfs residential capacrty below the

region's residential need; and

WHEREAS, the Council decided to remove tax lots 1300, 1400 and 1500 in Study Area 62 from

the UGB; and
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WHEREAS, the Council consulted its Metropolitan Policy Advisory Committee and the 24 cities

and three counties of the metropolitan region and considered comments and suggestions prior to making

this decision; and

WHEREAS, prior to making this decision, the Council sent individual mailed notification to

more than 100,000 households in the region and held public hearings on Title 4 and the efficient use of

industrial land on December 4 and 11, 2003, public workshops at six locations around the region in

March, 2004, on possible amendments to the UGB, and public hearings on the entire matter on April 22

and 29, May 6, May 27, and June 10 and 24, 2004; now, therefore

THE METRO COUNCIL HEREBY ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS:

1. Policy 1.12 of the Regional Framework Plan is hereby amended, as indicated in Exhibit

A, attached and incorporated into this ordinance, to guide the choice of farmland for

addition to the UGB when no higher priority land is available or suitable.

2. Title 4 (Industrial and Other Employment Areas) of the Urban Growth Management
Functional Plan is hereby amended, as mdicated in Exhibit B, attached and incorporated

into this ordinance, to improve implementation of Title 4 by cities and counties in the

region.

3. The Employment and Industrial Areas Map is hereby amended, as shown in Exhibit C,

attached and incorporated into this ordinance, to depict the boundaries of Regionally

Significant Industrial Areas pursuant to Policy 1.4.1 of the Regional Framework Plan in

order to ensure more efficient use of the areas for industries reliant upon the movement of

freight and to protect the function and capacity of freight routes and connectors in the

region.

4. The Revised Housing Needs Analysis, January 24, 2003, is hereby further revised, as

indicated in Exhibit D, Addendum to Housing Needs Analysis, April 5, 2004, attached
and incorporated into this ordinance, to comply with the first item in LCDCs'Partial

Approval and Remand Order 03-WKTASK-001524"

5. The Metro UGB is hereby amended to include all or portions of the Study Areas shown

on Exhibit E with the designated 2040 Growth Concept design type, and more precisely
identified in the Industrial Land Alternative Analysis Study, February, 2001, Item (c) in
Appendix A, subject to the conditions set forth in Exhibit F, and to exclude tax lots 1300,
1400 and 1500 in Study Area 62 and the southeast portion of Study Area 9 from the
UGB, also shown on Exhibit E and more precisely identified in the Staff Report/In
Consideration of Ordinance No. 04-1040, For the Purpose of Amending the Metro Urban

Growth Boundary, the Regional Framework Plan and the Metro Code to increase the

capacity of the Boundary to Accommodate Growth ia Industrial Employment3, Item (a) in

Appendix A. Exhibits E and F are attached and incorporated into this ordinance to

comply with the second and third items in LCDCs'Partial Approval and Remand Order
03-WKTASK-001524"
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6. Ordinance No. 02-969B is hereby amended to change the 2040 Growth Concept design

type designation for that 90-acre portion of Study Area 12 that projects from the rest of

the stidy area to the southeast along Highway 26 from'Inner Neighborhood'to'Resionally

Significaut Industrial Area;5

67_. The Appendix, attached and incorporated into this ordinance, is hereby adopted in

support of the amendments to the UGB, the Regional Framework Plan and the Metro

Code in sections 1 through 3 of this ordinance. The following documents comprise the

Appendix:

a. Staff Report/In Consideration of Ordinance No. 04-1040, For the Purpose of

Amending the Metro Urban Growth Boundary, the Regional Framework Plan

and the Metro Code to increase the capacity of the Boundary to Accommodate

Growth in Industrial Employment5, April 5,2004.

b. 2002-2022 Urban Growth Report: An Employment Land Need Analysis,

June 24, 2004 Supplement.

c. Industrial Land Alternative Analysis Study, February, 2004.

d. Measure 26-29 Technical Report: Assessment of the Impacts of the June, 2004,

UGB Expansion on Property Owners.

e. Industrial Land Expansion Public Comment Report, March, 2004.

f. 'An Assessment of Potential Regionally Significant Industrial Areas^

memorandum from Mary Weber to Dick Benner, October 21, 2003.

g. 'Recommended Factors for Identifying RSIA^5, memorandum from Mary Weber

to MTAC, June 3 0,2003.

h. 'Slopes Constraints on Industrial Development5, memorandum from Lydia Neill to

David Bragdon, November 25, 2003.

i. 'limited Choices: The Protection of Agricultural Lands and the Expansion of the

Metro Area Urban Growth Boundary for Industrial Vs6\ prepared by the Metro

Agricultural Lands Technical Workgroup, April, 2004.

j. Technical Assessment of Reducing Lands within Alternatives Analysis Study

Area^, memorandum from Lydia Neill to David Bragdon, October 30, 2003.

k. Agriculture at the Edge: A Symposium, October 31, 2003, Summary by Kimi

Iboshi Sloop, December, 2003.

m. 'Industrial Land Aggregation Methodology, Test and Result^5, memorandum from

Lydia Neill to David Bragdon, September 24, 2003.

n. 'Industrial Areas Requested by Local Jurisdiction^, memorandum from

Tim OBrien to LydiaNeill, July 29,2003.
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o. 'fcdustrial Land Locational and Siting Factor^, memorandum from Lydia Neill to
David Bragdon, June 9,2003.

p. 'AReview of Information Pertaining to Regional Industrial Land^, memorandum

from Dick Beimer to David Bragdon, January 26, 2004.

q. Map of Freight Network 'and Freight Facilities, Metro, November, 2003.

r. 'Evaluating the Industrial Land Supply with Projected Demand5, memorandum

from Lydia Neill to David Bragdon, May 14, 2003.

s. 'Identifying 2003 Industrial Land Alternatives Analysis Study Area^',

memorandum from Tim OBrien to Lydia Neill, July 9, 2003.

t. 'For the Purpose of Reducing the Land Under Consideration in the 2002 and 2003

Alternatives Analysis for Meet the Remaining Need for Industrial Land through
Urban Growth Boundary Expansioif, Staff Report, November 18, 2003.

u. Tbrmation of Industrial Neighborhood^, memorandum from Lydia Neill to David

Bragdon, October 24, 2003.

v. 'Developed Lots 5 Acres and Smaller Outside the UGB3, memorandum from Amy

Rose to LydiaNeill, November 18, 2003.

w. 'Bnploymeat Land Included in the 2002 Urban Growth Boundary Expansiori',

memorandum from Andy Cotugno to David Bragdon, March 10, 2003 .

x. 'Heatifymg Additional Land for Industrial Purposes^memorandum from
Tm 0'Brien to LydiaNem, March 7,2003.

y^ Staff Report, <In Consideration of Ordinance No. 04-1040B, For the Puipose of
Amendms fhe Metro Urban Growth Boundary, tfae Regional Framework Plan
andtheMetra Code to increase the Capacity of the Boimda3ry to Accommodate

Growth m ladustnal EmploYmenf, June 21,2004.

?8. The Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law m Exhibit G, attached and incorporated

into this ordinaace, explain how this ordiaance complies with state law, the Regional

Framework Plan and the Metro Code.

ADOPTED

^-<-

'Scretary Daniel B. Cooper, Metro Attorney^
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Exhibit F to Ordinance No. 04-1040B
Conditions on Addition of Land to the UGB

I. GENERAL CONDITIONS APPLICABLE TO ALL LANDS ADDED TO THE UGB

A. The city or county with land use planning responsibility for a study area included in the

UGB shall complete the planning required by Metro Code Title 1 \, Urban Growth Management
Functional Plan ("UGMFP"), section 3.07.1120 ("Title 11 plaimmg55) for the area. Unless otherwise

stated in specific conditions below, the city or county shall complete Title 11 planning within two years

after the effective date of this ordinance. Specific conditions below identify the city or county responsible

for each stidy area.

B. The city or county with land use planning responsibility for a study area included in the

UGB, as specified below, shall apply the 2040 Growth Concept design types shown on Exhibit E of this
ordinance to the planning required by Title 11 for the stidy area.

C. The city or county with land use planning responsibility for a study area included in the

UGB shall apply interim protection standards in Metro Code Title 11, UGMFP, section 3.07.1110, to the

study area until the effective date of the comprehensive plan provisions and land use regulations adopted

to implement Title 11 .

D. In Title 11 planning, each city or county with land use planning responsibility for a study

area included in the UGB shall recommend appropriate long-range boundaries for consideration by the

Council in future expansions of the UGB or designation of urban reserves pursuant to 660 Oregon

Administrative Rules Division 21.

E. Each city or county with land use planning responsibility for an area included in the UGB

by this ordinance shall adopt provisions - such as setbacks, buffers and designated lanes for movement of

slow-moving farm machinery - in its land use regulations to enhance compatibility between urban uses in

the UGB and agricultural practices on adjacent land outside the UGB zoned for farm or forest use.

F. Each city or county with land use planning responsibility for a study area included in the

UGB shall apply Title 4 of the UGMFP to those portions of the study area designated Regionally
Significant Indust-ial Area ("RSIA"), Industrial Area or Employment Area on the 2040 Growth Concept

Map (Exhibit C). If the Council places a specific condition on a RSIA below, the city or county shall
apply the more restrictive condition.

G. In the application of statewide planning Goal 5 (Natural Resources, Scenic and Historic

Areas, and Open Spaces) to Title 11 planning, each city and county with land use responsibility for a

study area mcluded m the UGB shall comply with those provisions of Title 3 of the UGMFP
acknowledged by the Land Conservation and Development Commission ("LCDC55) to comply with

Goal 5. IfLCDC has not acknowledged those provisions of Title 3 intended to comply with Goal 5 by
the deadline for completion of Title 11 planning, the city or county shall consider, in the city or county's

application of Goal 5 to its Title 11 planning, any inventory of regionally significant Goal 5 resources and
any preliminary decisions to allow, limit or prohibit conflicting uses of those resources that is adopted by

resolution of the IVIetro Council.

H. Each city and county shall apply the Transportation Planning Rule (OAR 660 Div 0121m
th^plannmg requu-ed by subsections F ftransportation plan) and J (urban growth diagram) of Title 11.
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II. SPECIFIC CONDITIONS FOR PARTICULAR AREAS

A. Damascus Area

1. Clackamas County and Metro shall complete Title 11 planning requirements

through the incorporation of this area into the greater Damascus/Boring Concept

Plan planning effort currently underway. This planning shall be completed

within the same time frame as specified in Ordinance No. 02-969B.

2. In the planning required by Title 11, subsections (A) and (F) of section
3.07.1120, Clackamas County or any futire governing body responsible for the

area shall provide for annexation of those portions of the area whose planned

capacity is sufficient to support transit to the Tri-met Disti-ict.

3. In the planning required by Title 11, subsections (A) and (F) of section
3.07.1120, Clackamas County or any futire governing body responsible for the

area shall provide for annexation of those portions of the area whose planned

capacity is sufficient to support transit to the Tri-met District.

B. Beavercreek Area

1. Clackamas County or, upon annexation to Oregon City, the city and county, with

Metro, shall complete Title 1 1 planning for the area.

2. This area shall be planned in conjunction with the adjoining tax lot added to the
UGB in 2002, under Ordinance No. 02-969B.

-&—Borland Area North of I 205

4-—Clackamas County or, upon annexation to the City ofTualatin, the city and

county, in coordination with the Cities of Lake Oswego, Tualatin, and West Linn

and Metro, shall complete Title 11 planning within four years following the

effective date of Ordinance No. 0/1 1040. The county and city, in conjunction

with Lake Oswego and West Linn and Metro shall recommend long range

boundaries in the Stafford Basin and general use designations for consideration

by the Council in future expansions of the UGB.

-zL—Until the effective date of new regulations adopted pursuant to Title 11, the city

or county with land use planning responsibility for the area shall not allow the
division of a lot or parcel that is 50 acres or larger into lots or parcels smaller

than 50 acres.

©C. Tualatin Area

1. Washiagton County or, upon annexation to the .Cities of Tualatin or Wilsonville,

the cities, in conjunction with Metro, shall complete Title 1 1 planning within four

two years following the selection of the right-of-way alimment for the I-5/99W

Connector, or within seven years of the effective date of Ordinance No. 04-1040^

whichever occurs earlier.
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2. Title 11 planning shall incorporate the general location of the projected right of
way location alignment for the I-5/99W connector and the Tonquin Trail as

shown on the 2004 Regional Transportation Plan. If the selected right-of-way for

the connector follows the approximate course of the "South Alignment," as

shown on the Region 2040 Growth Concept Map, as amended by Ordinance

No. 03-1014, October 15, 2003, the portion of the Tualatin Area that lies north of

the right-of-way shall be designated "ImierOuter Neighborhood55 on the Growth

Concept Map; the portion that lies south shall be designated "Industrial."

3. The governments responsible for Title 11 planning shall consider using the I-

5/99W connector as a boundary between the city limits of the City ofTualatin
and the City ofWilsonville in this area.

E-D. Ouan-y Area

1. Washmgton County or, upon annexation to the cities ofTualatin or Sherwood,

the cities, and Metro shall complete Title 11 planning for the area.

2. Title 11 planning shall, if possible, be coordinated with the adjoining area that
was included in the UGB in 2002 under Ordinance No. 02-969B.

3. Until the effective date of new regulations adopted pursuant to Title 11, the city

or county with land use planning responsibility for the area shall not allow the

division of a lot or parcel that is 50 acres or larger into lots or parcels smaller

than 50 acres.

4._Title 11 plannin0; shall incorporate the seneral location of the projected right-of-

way for the Tonquin Trail as shown on the 2004 Regional Transportation Plan.

HE. Coffee Creek Area

1. Washington and Clackamas Counties or, upon annexation of the area to the City

cities ofTualatin or Wilsonville, the city,-aB4 in conjunction with Metro^ shall

complete the Title 11 planning for the area within four two years following the

selection of the right-of-way aliCTment for the I-5/99W Connector, or within

seven years of the effective date of Ordinance No. 04-1040B, whichever occurs

earlier.

2. The concept Title 1 1 plamiing shall incorporate the general location of the

projected right of way location for the I-5/99W connector and the Tonquin Trail
as shown on the 2004 Regional Transportation Plan.

-G-. —— Wilsonville East Area

-I-—Clackamas County or, upon annexation of the area to the City ofWilsonville, the

city, and Metro shall complete the Title 11 plarming for the area within two years
of the effective date of Ordinance No. 04 1010.

-3-. —In the planning required by Title 11 a buffer shall be incorporated to mitigate any

adverse effects of locating industrial uses adjacent to residential uses located

southwest of the area.
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-^—Until the effective date of new regulations adopted pursuant to Title 11, the city

or county with land use planning responsibility for tho area Ghall not allow the
division of a lot or parcel that is 50 acres or larger into lots or parcelo smaller

than 50 acres.

HF. Cornelius Area

1. Washington County, or, upon annexation of the area to the City of Cornelius, the

city and Metro shall complete the Title 11 planning for the area.

Kj. Helvetia Area

1. Washington County, or upon annexation of the area to the City ofHillsboro, the

city, and Metro shall complete the Title 11 planning for the area.

2. Until the effective date of new regulations adopted pursuant to Title 11, the city

or county with land use planning responsibility for the area shall not allow the

division of a lot or parcel that is 50 acres or larger into lots or parcels smaller

than 50 acres.

Page 4 - Exhibit F to Ordinance No. 04-1040B
m:\attomey\confidential\7.2.13\04-1040B.Ex F.red.005
OMA/RPB/kvw (06/25/04)



Exhibit G to Ordinance No. 04-1040B
Findings of Facts, Conclusions of Law

Introduction

The Metro Council adopted Ordinance 04-1040B in response to LCDC Partial Approval and Remand

Order 03-WKTASK-001524, entered July 7, 2003. LCDC's order followed its review of seven ordinances

CNos. 02-969B, 02-983B, 02-984A, 02-985A, 02-986A, 02-987A and 02-990A) adopted by the Metro Council
as part of Periodic Review Work Task 2. The findings of fact and conclusions of law that explained how those

ordinances complied with state planning laws, together with the supplemental findings and conclusions set

forth in this exhibit, are part of the explanation how Ordinance No. 04-1040B complies with those laws. These

findings also explain how Ordinance No. 04-1040B complies with the three requirements of the remand order.

REQUIREMENT NO. 1:

REMAND ORDER ON SUBTASK 17: COMPLETE THE ACCOMMODATION OF THE NEED FOR THE
INDUSTRIAL LAND NEED COMPONENT OF EMPLOYMENT LAND THAT REMAINS APPROVAL OF WORK

TASK 2.

I. GENERAL FINDINGS FOR TASK 2 REMAND DECISION ON UGB

A. Coordination with Local Governments

Metro worked closely with the local governments and special districts that comprise the metropolitan

region. The Metro Charter provides for a.Metropolitan Policy Advisory Committee ("MDPAC") composed

generally of representatives of local governments, special districts and school districts in the region. MPAC

reviewed all elements of this periodic review decision. MPAC made recommendations to the Metro Council

on most portions of the decision. All recommendations were forwarded formally to the Council and the

Council responded. Metro Councilors and staff held many meetings with local elected officials in the year

since LCDC?s remand (July 7, 2003).

The record of this decision includes correspondence between local governments and Metro,

including Metro's responses to concerns and requests from local governments and local districts related to

industrial land.

Metro accommodated the requests and concerns of local governments as much as it could, consistent

with state planning laws and its own Regional Framework Plan (Policy 1.11) and Regional Transportation

Plan (Policy 2.0).

B. Citizen Involvement

These findings address Goal 1 and Regional Framework Plan Policy 1.13.

To gather public input on this Task 2 remand decision, Metro conducted an extensive citizen

involvement effort. The findings for Ordinance No. 02-969B set forth Metro's effort leading to adoption of

that ordinance on December 5, 2002. Those findings are incorporated here. Since that time, the Metro

notified by mail nearly 75,000 people of the pending decision to expand the UGB for industrial land. Metro
also provided individual mailed notice to nearly 5,000 landowners of possible revisions to Title 4 (Industrial
and Other Employment Areas) of the Urban Growth Management Functional Plan ("UGMFP55). In March,

2004, Metro held sbc workshops on industrial land throughout the region, attended by some 1,200 people.

Finally, the Council held public hearings on the UGB expansion and Title 4 on December 4 and December

11 of 2003 and April 22 and 29, May 6 and 27, and June 10 and 24 of 2004.
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These efforts bring Metro into compliance with Goal 1 and Metro's Regional Framework Plan.

More important, this work to involve Metro area citizens has contributed greatly to their understanding of the

importance of this set of decisions for the region and have brought Metro invaluable comment on options

available to it

C. Need for Land

These findings address ORS 197.296; ORS 197.732(l)(c)(A); Goal 2, Exceptions, Criterion (c)(l);
Oregon Administrative Rules 660-004-0010(l)(c)(B)(i) and 660-004-0020(2)(a); Goal 9 (local plan policies);
Goal 10; Goal 14, Factors 1 and 2; Metro Regional Framework Plan ("RFP") Policies 1.2, 1.4, 1.4.1 and

1.4.2; and Metro Code 3.01.020(b)(l) and (2).

The findings for Ordinance No. 02-969B set forth Metro's analysis of the need for land for new jobs

through the year 2022. The Urban Growth Report-Employment ("UGR-E") provides the details of that

analysis. The analysis indicates that the region will need approximately 14,240 acres to accommodate an

additional 355,000 jobs (all employment, commercial and industrial). Based upon new information that

came to the Council during hearings on Title 4 revisions and UGB expansion, Metro completed a supplement

(Ordinance No. 04-1040B, Appendix A, Item b) to the UGR-E that describes emerging trends in industrial

use.

Leading to adoption of the ordinances that expanded the UGB in December, 2002, Metro analyzed

the capacity of the existing UGB to accommodate this employment growth. The analysis determined that the

UGB contained a surplus of land (759.6 acres) for commercial employment and a deficit of land (5,684.9

acres) for industrial development. The UGR-E provides the details of this analysis.

Following adoption of the December, 2002, ordinances, Metro analyzed the capacity of the expanded

UGB. Those ordinances left Metro with a deficit of 1,968 acres of industrial land and a surplus of 393 acres

of commercial land. From this analysis, the Council concluded that the UGB, as expanded by ordinances in

December, 2002, did not have sufficient capacity to accommodate the remaining unmet need for industrial

land. This deficit was one reason for LCDC's July 7, 2003, remand order directing Metro to complete the

accommodation of this need for industrial land.

Based upon interviews with industrial developers, brokers and consultants, the Regional Industrial

Land Sm-vey ("RILS") and Metro's UGR-E, Metro refined the need for industrial land. Not just any land

will satisfy the need for industrial use. Metro defined the need as 1,968 acres of land composed generally of

less than 10 percent slope that lies either within two miles of a freeway interchange or within one mile of an

existing industrial area. RILS and the UGR-E also calculate the need for parcels of varying sizes by sectors

of the industrial economy. Table 13 of the UGR-E shows a need for 14 parcels 50 acres or larger for the

warehouse and dist-ibution and tech/flex sectors (page 25).

D. Alternatives: Increase Capacity of the UGB

These findings address ORS 197.732(c)(B); Goal 14, Factors 3 and 4; Goal 2, Exceptions, Criterion
2; OAR 660-004-0010(l)(B)(ii) and 660-004-0020(2)(b); Metro Code 3.01.020(b)(l)(E); and RFP Policies
1.2, 1.3, 1.4, 1.6, 1.7, 1.8 and 1.9.

To address the shortfall in employment capacity, Metro considered measures to increase the

efficiency of land use within the UGB designated for employment. Metro's UGMFP Title 4, first adopted in
1996, limited non-employment uses in areas designated Industrial and Employment. Analysis of results of

local implementation of Title 4 indicates that commercial uses and other non-industrial uses are converting

land designated for industrial use to non-industrial use.
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In response to this infomiation, the Metro Council amended the RFP in Ordinance No. 02-969B in

December, 2002, to improve the protection of the existing industrial land base. The Council created a new

2040 Growth Concept design type - "Regionally Significant Industrial Land" ("RSIA") - and revised Title 4
to establish new limitations on commercial office and commercial retail uses in RSIAs. Metro estimated that

these new measures would reduce the shortfall in industrial land by 1,400 acres by reducing encroachment by

commercial uses. The Council counted this "savings" of industrial land in its determination that the deficit

of industrial land following the December, 2002, expansion of the UGB was 1,968 net acres.

Following adoption of the December ordinances, the Council began implementation of the new

policy and code, including the mapping ofRSIAs. The process of developing the map with cities and

counties in the region uncovered implementation difficulties with the provisions of the new Title 4 that

limited commercial retail and office uses. With Ordmance No. 04-1040B, the Council once again revised

Title 4 with two objectives: greater flexibility for traded-sector companies and retention of the 1,400-acre

"savings55 estimated from the December, 2002, revisions. Based upon the analysis of Title 4 revisions in the

supplement to the UGR-E (Ordinance No. 04-1040B, Appendix A, Item b), the Council estimates that the

revisions, in combination with conditions placed upon areas added to the UGB for industrial use, will

continue to "save" 1,400 acres of industrial land from intrusion by commercial uses.

During hearings on the remand from LCDC, the Council received testimony that an increasing

number of industrial jobs is finding space in office buildings rather than in traditional industrial buildings.

The Council relied upon this testmiony to revise Title 4 limitations on offices in industrial areas. The

Council also relied upon the testimony to apply the 393-acre surplus of commercial land taken into the UGB

by the December, 2002, ordinances to the need for 1,968 acres of industrial land. The Council assumed that

offices in the region's designated Employment Areas, Centers, Corridors, Station Communities and Mains

Streets would absorb industrial jobs. This assumption reduced the need for industrial land from 1,968 to

1,575 net acres.

Also during the hearings, the cities ofWilsonville, Oregon City and Faindew brought news of recent

plan amendments (adopted after completion of Metro's inventory of industrial land) adding land to the

industrial land supply. The Council concluded that the land added by Wilsonville (127 acres) and Oregon
City (74 acres) are actually available for industrial use, subject to timing and mfrastructure requirements.

The Council concluded that the Fairview land, though designation industrial in the city's comprehensive

plan, is not yet appropriately zoned to make it available for industrial use. These actions reduced the need

for industrial land from 1,575 to 1,374 net acres.

The City of Gresham requested, a change to the 2040 Growth Concept Map and the Title 4

Employment and Industrial Areas map for a 90-acre tract that is part of Study Area 12 and adjacent to land

added to the UGB in December, 2002, for industrial use. The city says further planning work on its part has

revealed that some 20 acres of the tract are suitable for industrial use. The Council makes this change in

Ordinance No. 04-1040B, reducing the need from 1,374 to 1,354.

In a further effort to accommodate mdustrial development more efficiently within the UGB, the

Council discovered that it had assumed a commercial development refill rate of 50 percent, lower than the

most recently observed rate of 52 percent. For the reasons stated above, the Council concludes that this inflll

and re-development of lands in designated Employment Areas, Centers, Corridors, Station Communities and

Mains Streets will accommodate some of the increasing number of industrial jobs that is locating in offices

rather than factories or other traditional industrial buildings. Correction of the commercial refill rate

assumption reduces the need for industrial land from 1,354 to 1,180 acres.
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E. Alternatives: Expand the UGB

These findings address ORS 197.732(c)(B), (C) and (D) and Goal 2, Exceptions; ORS 197.298(1);
Goal 11; Goal 14, Factors 3-7; OAR 660-004-0010(1) and 660-004-0020(2); KFP Policies 1.2, 1.3.1, 1.4,

1.4.1, 1.7, 1.7.2, 1.9, 1.12.1, 1.12.2 and 5.1.1; Regional Transportation Plan Policy 3.0 and Metro Code

3.0L020(b)(3) through (7) and 3.01.020(d)

The measures taken by the Council to increase the capacity of the existing UGB for industrial use,

described above leave an unmet need for industrial land of 1,180 acres.

Metro began the search for the most appropriate land for inclusion in the UGB by applying the

priorities in ORS 197.298(1). Because Metro has not re-designated "urban reserve55 land since its 1997

designation was invalidated on appeal, the highest priority for addition of land is exception land.

Metro first included for consideration all exception land that was studied for inclusion in the

December, 2002, ordinances, but not included at that time (59,263 acres). Metro then expanded the search to

consider all other land, resource land included, that met the siting characteristics that help define the need for

industrial land (less than 10 percent slope and within two miles of a freeway interchange or one mile of an

existing industrial area (9,071 acres). In all, Metro looked at approximately 68,000 acres to find the most

appropriate land.

Once Metro mapped land by its statutory priority, Metro analyzed the suitability of the land for
industrial use, considering the locational factors of Goal 14, the consequences and compatibility criteria of

the Goal 2 and statutory exceptions process, the policies of the Regional Framework Plan (RFP) and the

criteria in the Metro Code that are based upon Goal 14. This analysis is set forth in the Alternatives Analysis

Study, Item (c) in Appendix A of Ordinance No. 04-1040B and subsequent staff reports [Appendix A, Items

(a) and (y)].

The Alternatives Analysis and testimony from the hearings gave the Council few easy or obvious

choices among the lands it considered. The land most suitable for the types of industrial use forecast in the

region for the next 20 years is flat land near freeway interchanges or near existing industrial areas. In

addition, the region needs parcels 50 acres or larger for the warehouse and distribution and tecMlex sectors.

The land most likely to meet these needs at the perimeter of the UGB is agricultural land, the last priority for

inclusion under ORS 197.298(1).

The highest priority for inclusion, under the priority statite, where no urban reserves have been

designated, is exception land. But the character of most exception areas makes them unable to fill the

region's needs for industrial use. The great majority of exception land outside the UGB is designated for

residential use, and most of that is settled with residences. Parcels are generally small (five acres and

smaller), the topography is usually rolling and often steep, and streams, small floodplains and wildlife habitat

are common. And residents, as evidenced by testimony at Council hearings, are often vigorously opposed to

industrial intrusions into what they consider their neighborhoods.

The Council excluded from further consideration those exception lands that lie further than two

miles from a freeway interchange and more than one mile from existing industries for the reason that these

areas cannot meet the identified need for industrial land. The Staff Report [Appendbc A, Item (a)] describes
these specific areas in detail at pages 13 to 18.

The Council excluded other stidy areas (or portions of them) from further consideration even though

they could meet the identified need (less than 10 percent slope and either within two miles from a freeway

interchange or within one mile from existing industries) because they are unsuitable for industrial use.

Further analysis showed that some combination ofparcelization, existing development, limitations on use
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imposed by Title 3 of the UGMFP (Water Quality, Flood Management and Fish and Wildlife Conservation),
poor road access, difficulty in providing public services and negative effects of urbanization on nearby

agricultural practices renders the areas unsuitable for industrial use. Portions of the areas contain designated

farm or forest land. The Staff Report [Appendix A, Item (a)] describes these specific areas in detail at pages

18 to 25 (and portions of other areas at pages 13 to 18).

The Council also excluded those exception areas that are not contiguous to the UGB, or to areas

added to the UGB for industrial use, and do not contain enough suitable land to comprise a minimum of 300

gross acres. Based upon an analysis of industrial areas within the pre-expansion UGB and reasoning set

forth in "Formation of Industrial Neighborhoods55, memorandum from LydiaNeill to David Bragdon,

October 24, 2003, the Council concludes that these small areas cannot satisfy the need for industrial land.

The Council looked next to resource land, beginning with land of lowest capability. The Council

included 354 acres (236 net acres) designated for agriculture in the Quarry Study Area, composed

predominantly of the poorest soils (Class VII) in the region. Other land with poor soils in the vicinity were

rejected due to steep slopes. The Council included 63 acres (30 net acres) designated for forestry in the

Beavercreek Study Area composed of Class IV and VI soils and 102 acres (69 net acres) of Class III and IV

soils in the Damascus West Study Area. No other land with soil capability lower than Class II can meet the

need for industrial use identified by the Council.

Finally, the Council turned to the many lands under consideration with predominantly Class II soils.

To choose among thousands of acres of this flat farmland near urban industrial areas or near freeway

interchanges, the Council considered the locational factors of Goal 14 and policies in its Regional

Framework Plan ("RFP") and Regional Transportation Plan ("RTP"). Further, the Council sought advice

from a group of farmers and agriculturalists in the three counties, assembled by the Oregon Department of

Agriculture ("ODA"). This group submitted a report to the Council entitled "Limited Choices: The

Protection of Agricultural Lands and the Expansion of the Metro Area Urban Growth Boundary for Industrial

Use." [Appendix A, Item (i).)] Preliminary guidance from ODA led the Council to consider an amendment

to Policy 1.12 of the RFP on agricultural land, adopted and applied in Ordinance No. 04-1040B: "When the

Council must choose among agricultural lands of the same soil classification for addition to the UGB, the

Council shall choose agricultural land deemed less important to the continuation of commercial agriculture

in the region." (Exhibit A.)

The Council finds that the region will be able to urbanize the lands it has added to the UGB in an
efficient and orderly fashion. The Council concludes that the overall consequences of urbanization of these

lands are acceptable, especially given the protections in place in the RFP and Metro Code for sensitive

resources. Through mitigation measures required by the conditions in Exhibit F, the Council believes it can

achieve compatibility between urbanization of the land added to the UGB and adjacent land outside the
UGB.

The Council also believes that it is able to maintain separations between communities at the urban

fringe sufficient to allow each community to retain a sense of place. The Council chose ridgelines, streams,

power lines, roads and property lines to define the boundaries of the UGB in an effort to provide a distinct

boundary and a clear transition between urban and rural uses.

The Council also finds that the lands it added to the UGB for industrial use contribute to a compact
urban form. The lands are adjacent to the existing UGB. Many involve exception lands that are ah-eady

partially urbanized and contain some components of public facilities needed to serve urban industrial uses.

The Council rejected some areas of exception land that extend far from the UGB and would require long

extensions of linear services such as sewer, water and stormwater lines. The Council chose land that adheres

closely to sitmg characteristics needed by the indust-ies likely to grow during the planning period: proximity
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to existing industrial areas and accessibility to freeway interchanges. These choices contribute to the

region's urban form which, among other things, calls for siting uses with higher densities (commercial and

residential) in Centers and other design types served by high-capacity public transit.

Combined with areas added to the UGB for employment in the December, 2002, periodic review

ordinances, areas added by Ordinance No. 04-1040B for industrial use are distributed round the region. Most

of the jobs land was added to the east side of the region in December, 2002. This ordinance adds industrial

land mostly to the south and west sides of the region. In particular, addition of 262 acres north of Cornelius

will add jobs, income, investment and tax capacity to a part of the region with disproportionately little of

those resources.

F. Water Quality

Each local government responsible for an area added to the UGB must complete the planning

requirements of Title 11, Urban Growth Management Functional Plan ("UGMFP55), including compliance

with the water quality provisions of Title 3 of the UGMFP.

G. Areas Subject to Natural Disasters and Hazards

The Council has excluded environmentally constrained areas from the inventory ofbuildable land

(see UGRs) and from its calculation of the housing and jobs capacity of each study area (see Alternatives

Analysis). Each local government responsible for an area added to the UGB must complete the planning

requirements of Title 11, Urban Growth Management Functional Plan ("UGMFP35), including compliance

with Title 3 of the UGMFP on floodplains and erosion control.

The Council considered the best information available on known hazards, including earthquake

hazard. The study areas with the highest earthquake hazard have been rejected. The are small portions of

several study areas with known earthquake hazards added to the UGB. Local governments responsible for

Title 11 planning are required by that title (and Goal 7) to take these portions into account in their

comprehensive plan amendments.

H. EcQnomicD^

As part of Task 2 of periodic review, Metro reviewed the economic development elements of the

comprehensive plans of each of the 24 cities and three counties that comprise the metro area. Metro used the

review m its determination of the region's need for employment land and for coordination with local

governments of its choices to add land to the UGB for employment purposes.

Revisions to Title 4 (Industrial and Other Employment Areas) of the UGMFP and the conditions
placed upon lands added to the UGB (Exhibit F of Ordinance No. 04-1040B and exhibits to December, 2002,
ordinances) add significant protection to sites designated for industrial use, both those added to the UGB and

those within the UGB prior to expansion, to help ensure their availability for that purpose.

Inclusion of these areas adds 1,920 acres (1,047 net acres) to the UGB for industrial use. Combined

with the efficiency measures described in Section D of these Findings (Alternatives: Increase Capacity of

the UGB), above, and actions taken in December, 2002, these additions to the UGB accommodate

approximately 99 percent of the need for industrial land [identified in the 2002-2022 Urban Growth Report:
An Employment Land Need Analysis (9,366 net acres)]. Given the unavoidable imprecision of the many

assumptions that underlie the determination of need for industrial land - the population forecast; the

employment capture rate; the industrial refill rate; employment density (particularly given changes in

building types used by industry over time); the rate of encroachment by non-mdustrial uses; and the vintage
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industrial relocation rate - the Council concludes that its actions in the December, 2002, ordmances and in

this Ordinance No. 04-1040B provide a 20-year supply of industrial land for the region and comply with part

2 (periodic review Subtask 17) ofLCDC's Partial Approval and Remand Order 03-WKTASK-001524, July
7,2003.

II. SPECIFIC FINDINGS FOR PARTICULAR AREAS ADDED TO UGB IN TASK 2 REMAND
DECISION

These findings address ORS 197.298; ORS 197.732(l)(c)(B), (C) and (D); Goal 2, Exceptions,
Criteria (c)(2), (3) and (4); Oregon Administrative Rules (OAR) 660-004-0010(l)(B)(ii), (iii) and (iv); OAR
660-004-0020(2)(b), (c) and (d); Goal 5; Goal 11; Goal 12; Goal 14, Factors 3 through 7; Metro Code
3.01.020(b)(3) through (7) and 3.01.020(d); Metro RFP Policies 1.2, 1.3, 1.4, 1.6, 1.7, 1.11 and 1.12; and

Regional Transportation Plan Policies 2.0, 3.0, 4.0 and 14.0.

A. Damascus West

The Council relies upon the facts and analysis in the Industrial Land Alternative Analysis Study

[Appendix A, Item(c) in Ordinance No. 04-1040B, pp. 21-23; 111; A-l - A~4] and the Staff Report

[Appendix A, Item (a), p. 27] to support its conclusion that addition of a portion of Damascus West will

provide for an orderly and efficient transition from rural to urban land use. The Council chose this area of

resource land because it contains a concentration of larger parcels (five parcels between 10 and 20 acres).

Parcels of this range are needed for the types of industries Metro expects will grow during the planning

period (UGR-E, p. 25) and are generally unavailable in exception areas. Also, soils in the area are Class III

and IV, of lower capability than other resource land under consideration. In addition, the area lies within a

ground-water restricted area designated by the Oregon Department of Water Resources. Finally, it occupies

a small notch that extends into land withm the UGB and is relatively isolated by topography and forested

land from other agricultural lands to the south, as noted m the report of the Metro Agricultural Lands

Technical Workgroup led by the Oregon Department of Agriculture ["Limited Choices: The Protection of

Agricultural Lands and the Expansion of the Metro Area Urban Growth Boundary for Industrial Use",

Appendix A, Item (i)].

1. Orderly Services

The Council relies upon the Study Area Goal 14 Analysis Summary and the Ratings for

Transportation Services Feasibility contained in its Alternative Analysis Study (Appendix A, Item 6, pages

Ill and Table A-2, respectively) for its detennination that these services can be provided to the Damascus

West area in an orderly and economic manner by extending services from existing semced areas. Condition

IIA(l) of Exhibit F calls for transportation and public facility and service plans within the same four years
allowed for Title 11 planning of the entire Damascus area by Condition IIA(l) of Exhibit M of Ordinance
No. 02-969B.

The Alternative Analysis Study (p. 20) sets forth the likely service providers for sewer, water and

storm-water services and assigns a serviceability rating for the larger Damascus Study Area. Serviceability

generally ranges from "easy" to "difficult" to serve (Table 1, p. Ill) and compares favorably with areas not

included (such as Borland Road South, Norwood/Stafford and Wilsonville West). Transportation services

will be only moderately difficult to provide for reasons set forth in the Alternative Analysis Study, p. 21.

2. Efficiency

The Council relies on the same information on provision of essential services mentioned above for

its conclusion that the area can urbanize efficiently, particularly knowing that Damascus West will be

planned in conjunction with the greater Damascus area added to the UGB in December, 2002. The Council
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also relies upon its findings and conclusions above (part I, General Findings, section D, Alternatives:

Increase Capacity ofUGB) regarding actions it has taken to increase the efficiency of the use of employment

land within the existing UGB.

3. Consequences

The Council relies upon the analysis of the consequences of urbanization on the Damascus West area

set forth in the Alternative Analysis Stidy, pp. 21-22 and Table A-3. The analysis indicates that the

consequences will be low, especially considering the requirements of Title 1 1 of the UGMFP that

comprehensive planning and land use regulations for the area protect the portions (streams, wetlands,

floodplams and steep slopes) of the area subject to Title 3 of the UGMFP and the conditions in Exhibit F of
Ordinance No. 04-1040B.

The Council has placed a condition on comprehensive planning for the area that the local

government responsible for planning considered Metro's adopted Goal 5 mventory during its planning (see

Condition IG, Exhibit F). The local governments will eventually adopt provisions to implement Metro's

Goal 5 program following the Council's adoption of that program, if the local government's ordinance do not

already comply.

4. Compatibility

The Agricultural Analysis Consequences shows that urbanization of the Damascus West area would

have low adverse consequences for nearby agriculture (Alternative Analysis Study, p. 21; Table A-4). This

is, in part, due to the facts that the area occupies a small notch that extends into land within the UGB and is

relatively isolated by topography and forested land from other agricultural lands to the south, as noted in the

report of the Metro Agricultural Lands Technical Workgroup led by the Oregon Department of Agriculture

["Limited Choices: The Protection of Agricultural Lands and the Expansion of the Metro Area Urban

Growth Boundary for Industrial Use", Appendix A, Item (i)]. Ordinance No. 04-1040B, Exhibit F, imposes

Condition IE upon urbanization of Damascus West to reduce conflict and improve compatibility between

urban use in the area and agricultoal use on land to the south.

5. Natural and Cultural Resources

The Alternative Analysis Study addresses Goal 5 and 6 resources in the Damascus West area

protected by Clackamas County in its acknowledged comprehensive plan (p. 22). The county will be

responsible for protecting these resources in the area when it amends its comprehensive plan and zoning

ordinance to implement expansion of the UGB. Condition IG of Exhibit F requires the county to consider

Metro's inventory of Goal 5 resources in their application of Goal 5 to the Damascus area. Title 3 (Water

Quality, Flood Management and Fish and Wildlife Conservation) of the UGMFP requires Clackamas County
to protect water quality and floodplains in the area. Title 11 of the UGMFP, section 3.07.1120G, requires the

county to protect fish and wildlife habitat and water quality. Title 11, section 3.07.1110, protects the status

quo in the interim period of county planning for the area.

6. Public Utilities and Services

Under statewide Planning Goal 1 1, Metro is responsible for coordination of the preparation of public

facility plans within the district. Metro will fulfill this responsibility through implementation of Title 11 of
the UGMFP, which (1) prohibits Clackamas County from upzoning and from dividing land into resulting lots
or parcels smaller than 20 acres until the county revises its comprehensive plan and zoning ordinances to

authorize urbanization of land Metro brings into the UGB; and (2) requires the county to develop public
facilities and services plans and urban growth diagrams with the general locations of necessary public
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8. Regional Framework Plan

This addition of industrial land will be planned in combination with adjoining industrial land to the
east added by Ordinance No. 02-9 69B to comprise a more efficient industrial area. The Coffee Creek Study

Area will provide employment to support the Tualatin and Wilsonville Town Centers, to the north and south

respectively. Given that the developable portion of the area is exception land and is suitable for the types of

industry likely to grow in the future, the Council includes the Coffee Creek area notwithstanding that this

part of the region is relatively well-endowed with employment.

Adding the Coffee Creek area to the UGB, lying between and adjacent to the Cities ofTualatin and
Wilsonville., followmg addition of the area to the east, keeps the form of the region compact and efficient.

9. Regional Transportation Plan

Through its Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation, Metro has coordinated transportation

planning and funding of transportation improvements with local governments in the region. The Regional

Transportation Plan ("RTP") adopted a "Priority System" of improvements through the year 2020. The

Priority System includes the most critical improvements needed to implement the 2040 Growth Concept.

Among the improvements are improvements to Boones Ferry Road from Durham Road in the north to

Elligsen Road in the south, east of the Coffee Creek Study Area.

The RTP also includes "The Tualatin-Sherwood Major Investment Study55, to complete

environmental design for the 1-5 to 99W principal arterial connector, and the "Tualatin-Sherwood

Connector", to construct the four-lane tollway connection (pages 5-65 to 5-67). Although a final corridor for

this facility has not yet been chosen, it is almost certain that it will pass through or just to the north of the

Coffee Creek area, likely enhancmg its access to 1-5. Finally, the principal north-south rail line that lies

along the eastern boundary of the area will offer an additional mode of transport for movement of freight m

the area.

E. Tualatin

The Council relies upon the facts and analysis in the Industrial Land Alternative Analyses Study

[Appendix A, Item(c) in Ordinance No. 04-1040B, pp. 61-63; 1 11; A-l - A-4] and the Staff Reports

[Appendix A, Item (a), pp. 27-28] to support its conclusion that addition of a portion of the Tualatin Study
Area will provide for an orderly and efficient transition from rural to urban land use. The Council chose this

area because it is exception land (rural residential and rural industrial) with characteristics that make it

suitable for industrial use. It lies within two miles of the 1-5 corridor and within one mile of an existing

industrial area, and portions of the area are relatively flat. These characteristics render it the most suitable

exception area under consideration for warehousing and distribution, a significant industrial need facing the

region.

The City ofTualatin and many residents of the area expressed concern about compatibility between

industrial use and residential neighborhoods at the south end of the city. They have also worried about

preserving an opportunity to choose an alignment between Tualatin and Wilsonville for the I-5/99W

Connector; the south alignment for this facility passes through the northern portion of the Tualatin Study

Area.

In response to these concerns, the Council placed several conditions upon addition of this area to the

UGB. First, the Council extended the normal time for Title 11 planning for the area: two years following the

identification ofafmal alignment for the Connector, or seven years after the effective date of Ordinance No.

04-1040B, whichever comes sooner. This allows Title 11 planning by Washington County, the cities of

Tualatin and Wilsonville and Metro to accommodate planning for the Connector alignment. Second, the
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Council states that, so long as the alignment for the Connector falls close to the South Alignment shown on

the 2040 Growth Concept Map, it will serve as the buffer between residential development to the north (the

portion least suitable for industrial uses) and industrial development to the south (the portion of the area most

suitable for industrial use)

1. Orderly Semces

The Council relies upon the Tualatin Study Area Goal 14 Analysis Summary and the Ratings for

Transportation Services Feasibility contained in its Industrial Land Alternative Analysis Stidy (Appendix A,

Item (c), pages 11 1 and Table A-2, respectively) for its determination that urban services can be provided to

the area in an orderly and economic manner by extending services from existing serviced areas.

The Alternatives Analysis (pp. 61-62) sets forth the likely semce providers for sewer, water and

storm-water services and assigns a serviceability rating for the Tualatin Study Area. Serviceability ranges

from "easy" to "difficult35 to serve (Table 1, p. 111). Throughout Task 2 of periodic review the Council has

found, however, that provision of services to almost every exception area is difficult and expensive. The

City ofWilsonville anticipates further industrial development in the portion of the study area north and

northwest of the existing city, in part due to the siting of the Coffee Creek Correctional Facility, and expects

to be the service provider over time. Given the critical need for sites proximate to interchanges on 1-5 and the

rarity of such sites, the Council has decided to include the Tualatm Study Area notwithstanding.

2. Efficiency

The Council relies on the same information on provision of essential services mentioned above

(Orderly Services) for its conclusion that the area can urbanize efficiently. The Council also relies upon its

findings and conclusions above (part I, General Findings, section D, Alternatives: Increase Capacity ofUGB)

regarding actions it has taken to increase the efficiency of the use of employment land within the existing

UGB.

This area lies between two cities and among areas added to the UGB for industrial use in December,

2002, making urbanization of the area more efficient than projecting urbanization from the UGB into a rural

area. Given the likelihood that the region will build the I-5/99W Connector through this area, industrial

development in the area will ensure efficient use of that facility.

3. Consequences

The Council relies upon the analysis of the consequences of urbanization on the Tualatin Study Area

set forth in the Alternative Analysis Study, pp. 62-63 and Table A-3). The analysis indicates that the

consequences will be low to moderate, especially considering the requirements of Title 11 of the UGMFP

that comprehensive planning and land use regulations for the area protect the portions (streams, wetlands,

floodplams and steep slopes) of the area subject to Title 3 of the UGMFP and the conditions in Exhibit F of
Ordinance No. 04-1040B.

The Council has placed a condition on comprehensive planning for the area that the local

government responsible for planning considered Metro's adopted Goal 5 inventory during its planning (see

Condition IG, Exhibit F). The local governments will eventually adopt provisions to implement Metro's

Goal 5 program following the Council's adoption of that program, if the local government's ordinance do not

already comply.
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4. Compatibility

The Agricultural Analysis Consequences shows that urbanization of the Tualatin Study Area would

have low adverse consequences for agriculture (Alternative Analysis Study, p. 62; Table A-4). Although

there are a few agricultural uses in the stidy area itself, the area is designated entirely for rural residential

and rural industrial uses, pursuant to exceptions from statewide planning Goals 3 and 4. The area is isolated

from land designated for agriculture by the UGB, 1-5 and mining operations to the west. Hence, it is unlikely

that industrial use will conflict with agricultural activities on land designated for agricultural or forest use.

5. Natural and Cultiral Resources

The Alternative Analysis Study addresses Goal 5 and 6 resources in the Tualatin Study Area

protected by Washington County in its acknowledged comprehensive plan (pp. 62-63). There are aggregate

mines in the vicinity; portions of Washington County's Mineral and Aggregate Overlay District B cover

small portions of the study are in the northwest and southwest comers and the top central portion.

The county, or the City ofWilsonville or Tualatin upon annexation to one of the cities, will be

responsible for protecting these resources when it amends its comprehensive plan and zoning ordinance to

implement expansion of the UGB. Condition IG of Exhibit F requires the county or city to consider Metro's

inventory of Goal 5 resources in theu- application of Goal 5 to the Tualatin Study Area. Title 3 (Water

Quality, Flood Management and Fish and Wildlife Conservation) of the UGMFP requires the county or city
to protect water quality and floodplains in the area. Title 11 of the UGMFP, section 3.07.1120G, requires the

county or city to protect fish and wildlife habitat and water quality. Title 11, section 3.07.1110, protects the

status quo in the interim period of county or city planning for the area.

6. Public Facilities and Service

Under statewide Planning Goal 11, Metro is responsible for coordination of the preparation of public

facility plans within the district. Metro will fulfill this responsibility through implementation of Title 11 of
the UGMFP, which (1) prohibits Washington County and the cities of Wilsonville and Tualatm from
upzoning and from dividing land into resulting lots or parcels smaller than 20 acres until the county or city

revises its comprehensive plan and zoning ordinances to authorize urbanization of the area; and (2) requires

the county or city to develop public facilities and services plans and urban growth diagrams with the general

locations of necessary public facilities such as sanitary sewers, storm sewers and water lines for the area.

7. Transportation

Metro shares responsibility to ensure that its Task 2 decision for the Tualatin Study Area does not

significantly affect a transportation facility or allow uses that are inconsistent with the identified function,

capacity and performance standards of transportation facilities. Metro fulfills this responsibility through

implementation of Title 11 of the UGMFP, which (1) prohibits Washington County and the cities ofTualatin
and Wilsonville from upzoning and from land divisions into lots or parcels smaller than 20 acres in the area

until the county or city revises its comprehensive plan and zoning ordinances to authorize urbanization of

land added to the UGB; and (2) requires the county or city to develop conceptual transportation plans and

urban growth diagrams with the general locations ofarterial, collector and essential local streets for the area.

Metro began this work with the evaluation of the serviceability of the area in the Alternative Analysis Study

(pp. 61-62 and Table A-2) and consideration of how to provide services as part of the analysis required to

satisfy Goal 14, factors 3 and 4.

Table A-2 recognizes that provision of transportation to new industrial uses in the area will be

difficult. The Oregon Department of Transportation, Region 1 ("ODOT"), expects the volume-to-capacity

ratio on 1-5 in the vicinity of the North Wilsonville interchange to be "exti-emely poor" by 2025, and states
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that the interchange "may need to be reviewed for impact55 if the Council adds land to the UGB dependent

upon the interchange. The "Priority System" in Metro's RTP calls for improvement to Boones Ferry Road

from Durham Road in Tualatin to Elligsen Road in Wilsonville and for construction ofafour-lane tollway

between 1-5 and Highway 99W, the sourthern and most likely alignment of which passes through the study

area. There is no planned improvement to the capacity of the freeway or the interchange in the RTP or either

city's TSP. In 2002, however, a joint ODOT/Wilsonville study concluded that in 2030, widening of 1-5 to

eight lands would be required to meet interstate freeway capacity standards set by Metro and ODOT. This

study will help Metro, ODOT, Wilsonville and Tualatin understand the improvements needed to

accommodate industrial use in the study area. The 2004 Federal RTP also identifies a corridor refinement

study for 1-5 in the vicinity. These studies will inform Title 11 planning for the study area.

8. Regional Framework Plan

The Tualatin Study Area lies midway between the Tualatin and Wilsonville Town Centers, and is

nearly as close to the Sherwood Town Center as to Tualatin and Wilsonville. Industrial development in the

study area will provide additional employment to support businesses in those centers. The Council includes

this area, notwithstanding that this part of the region is relatively well-endowed with employment, because it

has more of the characteristics needed for warehousing and distribution than other areas considered. The

Wilsonville South Area has many of the same characteristics. But it lies on the opposite side of the

Willamette River and requires a trip on 1-5 across the river to gain access to the Wilsonville Town Center.

The Council concludes that addition of the north portion of the Tualatin Study Area provides better urban

form to the city and the region than addmg land on the south side of the Willamette River.

9. Regional Transportation Plan

Through its Joint Policy Advisory Committee on Transportation, Metro has coordinated

transportation planning and funding of transportation improvements with local governments in the region.

The Regional Transportation Plan adopted a "Priority System" of improvements through the year 2020. The

Priority System includes the most critical improvements needed to implement the 2040 Growth Concept.

Among the improvements in the vicinity of the Tualatin Study Area are improvement to Boones Ferry Road

from Durham Road in Tualatm to Elligsen Road in Wilsonville and construction of a four-lane tollway

between 1-5 and Highway 99W, the southern and most likely alignment of which passes through the study

area.

F. Helvetia (Partial)

The Council relies upon the facts and analysis in the Industrial Land Alternative Analyses St-idy

[Appendix A, Item(c) in Ordinance No. 04-1040B, pp. 104-06; 111; A-l to A-4] and the Staff Reports
[Appendix A, Item (a), p. 28] to support its conclusion that addition ofa249-acre portion of the Helvetia

Study Area will provide for an orderly and efficient transition from rural to urban land use. The Council

chose this area because it has several characteristics that render it among the most suitable sites under

consideration for industrial use: a large parcels; relatively flat land; and proximity to a freeway interchange.

The Urban Growth Report-Employment (UGR-E) identifies a specific need for large parcels (50 acres or

larger) (Ordinance No. 02-969B, Appendbc A, Item 4, page 25). This portion of the Helvetia Study Area

contains one parcel between 50 and 100 acres.

Two-thirds of this area (162 acres) is designated for agriculture in Washington County's

comprehensive plan (predominantly Class II soil). The farmland portion lies between the existing UGB (to

the south and east) and the exception land portion to the west. West Union Road separates the included

farmland from excluded farmland to the north. The Council includes this farmland because the exception

land portion (87 acres) contains some land suitable for industrial use. Also, among farmlands considered,
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EXHIBIT B 

 
 

 
2014 Growth Concept Map from Ordinance 04-1040B  

Red dotted line shows overlay with Figure 1 

 



Basalt Creek Planning Area Recommendation
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Arbitration Process
• IGA with Wilsonville, Tualatin and Washington 

County:
• Gives Metro authority to create the process
• Outcome = resolving a dispute, not making a 

final land use decision
• Cities must make the final land use decisions by 

adopting the concept plan and zoning
• Process: “Metro Council’s review will be based 

on the record of written materials submitted by 
the cities, county, and Metro staff.”
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Attachment 7:   Citizen Input  
 
File path: 
https://www.ci.wilsonville.or.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/planning/page/8
4121/c._bc_record_attachment.07._citizen_input.pdf 
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From: Bateschell, Miranda
To: White, Shelley
Subject: FW: Citizen Comments-Tualatin Council Wrk Ses 6-27-2018-Agenda Item -Basalt Creek Concept Plan -Please

Include as Part of Public Record
Date: Monday, June 25, 2018 2:21:49 PM
Attachments: 2018 6-22 Lucini Comments-Basalt Creek Concept Plan of 6-13-2018.pdf

2018 6-11 Citizen Comments Wilsonville Plan Com- Basalt Creek 6-13-2018.pdf

 

 

Miranda Bateschell
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 <grluci@gmail.com> 
Sent: Friday, June 22, 2018 5:36 PM
To: 'Lou Ogden' <logden@ci.tualatin.or.us>; 'Joelle Davis' <jdavis@ci.tualatin.or.us>; 'Frank Bubenik'
<fbubenik@ci.tualatin.or.us>; 'Robert Kellogg' <rkellogg@tualatin.gov>; 'Jeff DeHaan'
<jdehaan@tualatin.gov>; pmorrison@tualatin.gov; council@tualatin.gov; jdavis@tualatin.gov;
ngrimes@tualatin.gov; 'Nancy Grimes' <ngrimes@ci.tualatin.or.us>; fbubenik@tualatin.gov;
logden@tualatin.gov
Cc: 'Hurd-Ravich Aquilla' <ahurd-ravich@ci.tualatin.or.us>; 'Karen Fox (City of Tualatin'
<KPerlFox@ci.tualatin.or.us>; Kraushaar, Nancy <kraushaar@ci.wilsonville.or.us>; Bateschell,
Miranda <bateschell@ci.wilsonville.or.us>; Veliz, Kim <veliz@ci.wilsonville.or.us>; 'Lynette Sanford'
<LSanford@tualatin.gov>; Mayor Tim Knapp <knapp@ci.wilsonville.or.us>; Councilor Susie Stevens
<stevens@ci.wilsonville.or.us>; 'Starr Scott' <scottstarr97070@gmail.com>; Councilor Charlotte
Lehan <lehan@ci.wilsonville.or.us>; Councilor Kristin Akervall <akervall@ci.wilsonville.or.us>
Subject: Citizen Comments-Tualatin Council Wrk Ses 6-27-2018-Agenda Item -Basalt Creek Concept
Plan -Please Include as Part of Public Record

 

Please include this email and the two attachments (Lucini Citizen Comments dated 6-22-
18, and 6-11-2018) as part of the Public Record for Basalt Creek Concept Planning

On 6-25-2018, The Tualatin City Council Work Session has the Basalt Creek Concept Plan as
an agenda item.  This will be the first public discussion by the Tualatin City Council, of the
newly revised 6-13-2018 Draft of the Basalt Creek Concept Plan and implementation.

I request the members of the Tualatin City Council, to read the attached file - Lucini Citizen
Comments dated 6-22-2018- which may provide the Council an understanding of the
continuing issues which I have had to face as a property owner within the Basalt Creek Area.

Included are specific requests generated by the posting of the 6-13-2018 revision of the
Basalt Creek Concept Plan, and by the recent comments and discussions of the Concept Plan
during the recent Public Meetings of the Wilsonville Planning Commission, and the
Wilsonville Council.

I previously submitted Citizen Comments on 6-11-2018 to both Cities, a copy of which is also

mailto:/O=CIY OF WILSONVILLE/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=BATESCHELL, MIRANDA9A1
mailto:swhite@ci.wilsonville.or.us
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CITIZEN COMMENTS -GRACE LUCINI  
6-22-2018 
TUALATIN CITY COUNCIL WORK SESSION 6-25-2018- Basalt Creek Concept Planning 
Please Include as part of public record- Basalt Creek Concept Planning 
 
On 6-25-2018, The Tualatin City Council Work Session has the Basalt Creek Concept Plan as an agenda item.  This 
will be the first public discussion by the Tualatin City Council, of the newly revised 6-13-2018 Draft of the Basalt 
Creek Concept Plan and implementation. 


 After 2 years without Concept Plan updates posted for public review, a draft revision of the document 
was posted for public access on 6-4-2018; with another revision posted 6-14-2018. 


The adoption of the Basalt Creek Concept Plan must be completed by both cities prior to the end of 
August 2018 to be incompliance with the IGA.   


The public, and particularly affected property owners have been given little time to respond to these 
revisions of the Concept Plan as we start to receive Notice of Public Hearings from the Cities to Adopt 
the Concept Plan.   


(Please see Attachments # 4A-B) 


I submitted written concerns to staff/s of both the City of Wilsonville and the City of Tualatin, to both Planning 
Commissions, and to both City Councils on 6-11-2018- requesting a response to my concerns. 


 (Please see separate copy attachment- Lucini Citizen Comments 6-11-2018) 
I also presented oral testimony to the Wilsonville Planning Commission on 6-13-2018 with additional material 


supporting my previously stated concerns.   


On 6-21-18 the City staff in Tualatin responded to some of the concerns I identified on pp.3-4 of my 6-11-18 
comments but provided no substantive response to my concerns on pp.6-7 & 9 of that same 
communication. 


(Please see Attachment 1A)  


Yet both cities continue preparing for the adoption of the Basalt Creek Concept Plan deadline in August 2018. 


I now request the Council to consider 3 issues as they review the most newly released draft of the Basalt Creek 
Concept. 


 


#1 Public Notice and Active Involvement of Affected Property Owners. 


 Historically throughout the entire concept planning process, and continuing to the present, Interested Persons 
have not consistently received proper Notice of Public Meetings regarding the Basalt Creek Concept Plan as per 
the Oregon Public Meetings Law, as restated in the Wilsonville Tualatin Partnering Agreement- Addendum of 
April 2014, and as included within the Public Involvement Plan Basalt Creek Concept Plan 2014.   


Various Public Meetings leading to the development of the Concept Plan, and Public Meetings including 
information/discussions leading to the implementation (i.e. Master Plan Updates to include Basalt Creek Area) 
of the Concept Plan have not been properly Noticed--- denying Interested Persons (many whom are affected 







Citizen Comments- Grace Lucini      Tualatin City Council Work Session - Basalt Creek Concept Plan 6-25-2018        Page 2 of 21 
 


property owners) adequate access to understand how the decisions are being made which may directly affect 
them. Two of the more recent examples are provided as attachments. 
 (Please see Attachments #1 A-B) 


 
 Contrary to expressed comments of members of the Tualatin Council during Public Meetings- to include affected 


property owners within the development of the Concept Plan- the affected property owners have received 
minimal formal involvement other than that provided to the general public. 


 I REQUEST THE COUNCIL:  


A.    Remind staff of the need to comply with Oregon Public Meetings Law, to assist with transparency of 
process, for proper Notice to be provided to include (but not limited to) any Public Meeting involved with 
Updates to Comprehensive Plans, Master Plans, or other similar municipal documents being revised which 
incorporates any portion of the Basalt Creek Area  


B.    Direct their staff reach out throughout the remaining phases of the process to consistently seek open dialog 
and involvement of property owners within the Basalt Creek Concept Area as the Basalt Creek Concept Plan is 
being finalized, and strategies are being developed for implementation.  Formal efforts to work collaboratively 
with affected property owners has been noticeably absent to this point.  


 


#2   Inclusion of a Public Trails Map Specifically Siting the “Canyon” Public Pedestrian and Bike Trail – Without 
the of Appropriate Level of Due Diligence and Evaluation of Impact on Effected Property Owners 


A map indicating the location of a Public Pedestrian and Bike Trail on the west side of the Basalt Creek Canyon 
was only publicly distributed within the last 30 days as part of the Informational Packet to the Wilsonville 
Planning Commission Meeting on 6-13-2018. 


(Please see Attachments # 2 A-C-MAPS) 


 This new map includes a proposed Public Pedestrian and Bike Trail as a “Trail Opportunity” located North-
South centrally located referred to by staff as the “Canyon Trail”.  


(Pease see Attachment 2A) 


 Unlike the other “Trail Opportunity” delineated on the Trail Map ---the more eastern “Trail Opportunity” is 
sited on the ODOT ROW ---the potential “Canyon Trail” is sited through what appears to be almost entirely 
privately owned properties.   


o The location of the “Canyon Trail” has been drawn along the western edge of the lot lines of most 
property owners whose homes face SW Boones Ferry Road within the Basalt Creek Area.   


o Most of these properties include most of the Basalt Creek Canyon from SW Boones Ferry Road west 
including the Canyon and wetlands, and varying amounts of property west of the Canyon. 


On 6-11-2018, I presented written concerns about the placement of the “Canyon Trail” to Wilsonville’s City 
Basalt Creek staff, Council and their Planning Commission; and to Tualatin’s Basalt Creek staff, and their City 
Council, and Planning Commission.   My comments included concerns as to governance over a trail through 
multi-jurisdictional and privately owned land; construction constraints; environmental impact; development and 
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enforcement of unauthorized/ unintended trail use; lack of identified short and long term funding for-- trail 
maintenance; provision of monitoring and police services; and lack of visual and vehicular access for safety and 
emergencies.  I questioned the level of due diligence done on locating a public trail through known significant 
natural resources- when the governing document Metro 04-1040b required protections of these resources. 


In addition, I provided Public Testimony at the City of Wilsonville’s Planning Commission on 6-13-2018.  I 
substantiated my concerns by supplying the Commission information from the literature search published in 
2017 by Metro on the negative effects of recreational ecology by pedestrians and bikes on Natural Areas.  


During the Wilsonville Planning Commission Meeting on 6-13-2018, I listened to the staff and the Planning 
Commission discuss the location of the Canyon Trail and hear members reiterate their goal to provide the public 
visual and physical access into the natural area within the Canyon.  


I also listened to the Wilsonville Council Work Session on 6-17-2018 discuss the Basalt Creek Concept Plan and 
the discussion of the newly proposed “Canyon Trail”, with the Mayor asking how to preserve easements, or 
Right of Way access for the Trail - due to concerns expressed by property owners along Basalt Creek Canyon 
regarding the amenities of the bike or pedestrian Trail which the property owners might not be ready to accept 
or did not think appropriate.  After additional discussion on methods to protect the Trail easement and use of 
Master Plans, the Mayor then asked if Wilsonville “will become the Master Plan developer within the whole Plan 
Concept”.   


I have not yet received a written response from either City to many of the concerns presented in my email of 6-
11-2018 on which I specifically requested a reply-- including comments about the proposed “Canyon Trail”.  On 
6-21-18, the City of Tualatin responded to a few of my Citizen Comments- but not to all of my concerns . 


(Please see separate copy attachment- Lucini Citizen Comments 6-11-2018) 
(Please see Attachment 1A) 


The repeated discussion of providing and encouraging active/passive connection to the natural areas in and 
around the natural areas, and in the Canyon, does not address the impact on the natural areas.  Nor does it 
address the impact to affected property owners, or the expense to the Cities of trying to obtain right of way 
agreements, complete, maintain, and police a Trail, where most, if not all, of the Basalt Creek Canyon and the 
wetlands at issue are within privately owned properties.   


As mentioned previously, my property includes portions of the wetlands, the Canyon, and both ridges and sides 
of the Canyon.  My husband and I spend unmeasurable amounts of time working on the restoration of the 
wetlands on our property.  As has been discussed with staff of both Cities, and within my Citizen Comments of 6-
11-2018, our goal is to preserve the natural areas on our property for future generations to enjoy. 


While we try to be good stewards of our property, it is difficult to accept that the local governments are doing 
the same regarding the natural area and ecosystem within the Basalt Creek Area.  Metro, Washington County, 
Wilsonville and Tualatin all voted to bisect the Basalt Creek Canyon with the placement of a 5-6 lane Basalt 
Creek Parkway Extension East-West through the entire canyon with a bridge through the wetlands.  


The cities of Wilsonville and Tualatin as part of Concept Planning are also plotting additional north- south local 
roads; east-west local roads; and diagonal local roads--- with each one creating an additional linear bisection of 
what was once one cohesive ecosystem.  The addition of yet another linear bisection of a public trail (which is 
not located in proximity to a planned road), would cause even more fragmentation.  
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The current Location of the contemplated “Canyon Trail” bisects portions of the Canyon which contain: 


 Slopes in some places exceed 20% 
 Wetlands and creeks with water depth which changes with the season and as to topography of the canyon 


floor. 
 Highest valued riparian and upland habitats  
 
 


 


IF the canyon and wetland property are ultimately purchased into public ownership, THEN my husband and I 


would certainly strongly support a path to or through that area – IF it was properly sited and properly 


policed to protect both the wetlands and the neighbors.   


Until such time, the location of the proposed “Canyon Trail” has also been chosen so that it is on- or 


adjacent to -the entire western edge of my property, with the primary goal to encourage unlimited Public 


visual and/or physical access to of parts of the canyon and natural areas located on my property.  Such 


an approach would place an undue burden on me, and on my property. 


I am not a lawyer, but I wonder if the location of the proposed “Canyon Trail” might be viewed by some land 
owners as a veritable exaction, or as a cloud on their Title if they go to sell.  


 The location of the “Canyon Trail” as currently mapped, will potentially contribute to trespass on and 
damage to my property 


 Metro has identified multiple causes for degradation and damage to natural areas by creation of 
unauthorized trails, “Unauthorized trails may comprise more than half of the trails in a natural area” …. 
“Users frequently create unauthorized trails to access special features such as view, streams and wetlands of 
for secret activities such as bathroom break hideouts”. (Metro “Hiking, Mountain Biking and Equestrian Use 
in Natural Areas” A Recreation Ecology Literature Review,” September 2017) 


 In the same publication, Metro identified additional detrimental effects resulting from unauthorized trails by 
trampling- on vegetation; soil compaction; and erosion.   


These factors lead to the conclusion that the Concept Plan now includes a plan to provide the public visual 
and/or public access on to my property- which could cause both my property and the natural resources of the 
canyon that the City is required to protect, to be degraded and/or damaged.  


The location of the “Canyon Trail” on the western “ridge” of the canyon would also open safety and liability 
issues for adjacent property owners, and the City - especially in those areas with steep slopes or water on the 
property. 


Location of the “Canyon Trail” in its currently proposed route, would potentially decrease privacy and of 
use/enjoyment of my property and my home- which is located within the Canyon. 


All of these issues result in additional burdens and de-facto taking of my property, to which I object  
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I REQUEST THE COUNCIL: 


A. Remove from the Trails Map any siting of the “Canyon Trail” until the location of the trail integrates natural 
areas and high valued natural resources into the placement of the trail. On 6-13-2018, during the discussion 
of the Basalt Creek Concept Plan and the location of the “Canyon Trail”, a member of the Wilsonville 
Planning Commission requested more extensive evaluation of the natural areas as to the types of animals 
etc. found within the natural area.  I do not see this action presented within the current Concept Plan 
narrative but obtaining this information would be of great assistance prior to proposing a public trail in to 
the area.   


B. Remove from the Trails Map any siting of the “Canyon Trail” until the purpose to the locating the trail and 
encouraging the public to use the trail to access views or other attributes located on private property can be 
more thoughtfully decided. 


C. Remove from the Trails Map any siting of the “Canyon Trail” until issues surrounding policing, maintenance 
and related issues are squarely evaluated and addressed. 


D. Remove from the Trails Map any siting of the “Canyon Trail” until funding and acquisition of the canyon and 
wetland property are in place for public ownership. 


E. Replace the Trails Map with a narrative within the Concept Plan, stating the desired goal of North-South 
Connectivity between the two cities and the goal of creating public access to natural areas in a way that 
does not harm either the natural area or adjoining land owners - without the inclusion of a map. 


 


#3. STORM DRAINAGE WITHIN BASALT CREEK CONCEPT AREA- IDENTIFIED FOR FUTURE INCLUSION INTO THE 
CITY OF TUALATIN 


 


(Slide 23 Tualatin Presentation 6-25-18 - Basalt Creek concept Plan) 


 


 


 


(Page 23 Basalt Creek Concept Plan Draft 6-13-2018) 
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In light of the information stated within the current draft of the Basalt Creek concept Plan (copied above), I am 
reminding the City of Tualatin, as they are finalizing their portion of the Storm Water Drainage portion of the Basalt 
Creek Concept Plan, and during all phases of implementation of the Concept Plan – of a storm water flooding event 
which occurred on my property on May 18, 2015.   


(Please see Attachment #3 Letter from Karl Anuta dated 10-23-2015). 


Unfortunately, this matter resulted in a law suit being filed against Washington County (among others).  That law 
suit ultimately resulted in  a settlement that required the County (as well as others) to pay a substantial amount.  As 
an outcome, we are in the process of implementing a project on our property to deal with the current peak storm 
water flows from the SW Boones Ferry Road Improvement Project Out Flow #5( a storm water system Outfall which 
discharges onto my property).  Please be aware that the remedy being designed will only buffer the current peak 
flow drainage on to my property, based upon the current design and construction of the SW Boones Ferry Road 
Improvement Project. If the City were to allow any further addition to that storm water system, it will potentially 
harm or take a portion of my property, which might lead to even more litigation.   


I REQUEST THE COUNCIL: 


A. Recognize formally that the storm water system as currently designed for Outflow #5,  will not be able to 
handle any additional storm water being added to the catchment area or any increase of volume or flow to 
Outflow #5 without possible negative results. 


B. Direct staff, that when the Basalt Creek Concept Plan is adopted, and the City updates its Storm Water 
Master plan to incorporate portions of the Basalt Creek Area, the City of Tualatin will prohibit any changes 
to the storm water system at Outflow #5 which might increase the volume or flow of water as development 
of the area begins- with specific concern as to the main catchment area for Outflow #5 which is east of SW 
Boones Ferry Road. 


C. Direct staff that I be promptly notified of any proposal, design plan or permit submitted to the City which 
may affect the catchment area for Outflow #5, or of any potential changes to the system as it currently 
stands. 


Respectfully Submitted, 


Grace Lucini 
23677 SW Boones Ferry Road, Tualatin Oregon 97062 
ATTACHMENTS:  


(# 1 A-B)    Copies of Chain Emails 6-21-2018 City of Tualatin (3 pages); 4-6-2018 City of Wilsonville (5 pages) 


(# 2 A-C)    Maps of Basalt Creek Area- Proposed Trails; Natural Resources; Proposed Trail Over Laying Metro Natural     
Resources; Proposed Transit Framework 


(# 3)          10-25-2015 Letter Karl G. Anuta to City of Wilsonville and to City of Tualatin (2 Pages) 


(# 4 A-B)    Notice of Public Hearing on 7-11-2018 Wilsonville Planning Commission; Future Steps Toward Adoption of 
Basalt Creek Concept Plan (2 pages) 


SENT AS ATTACHMENT TO THIS EMAIL- 6-11-2018 Citizen Comments- Grace Lucini- Basalt Creek Concept Plan as posted 
6-4-2018 
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Attachment # 1 A  
Email Chain 2018 6-21   City of Tualatin -Lucini-Notice (3 Pages)
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Attachment # 1 B  
Email Chain 2018 4-6   City of Wilsonville -Lucini- Notice (5 Pages)







Citizen Comments- Grace Lucini      Tualatin City Council Work Session - Basalt Creek Concept Plan 6-25-2018        Page 11 of 21 
 







Citizen Comments- Grace Lucini      Tualatin City Council Work Session - Basalt Creek Concept Plan 6-25-2018        Page 12 of 21 
 







Citizen Comments- Grace Lucini      Tualatin City Council Work Session - Basalt Creek Concept Plan 6-25-2018        Page 13 of 21 
 







Citizen Comments- Grace Lucini      Tualatin City Council Work Session - Basalt Creek Concept Plan 6-25-2018        Page 14 of 21 
 


 







Citizen Comments- Grace Lucini      Tualatin City Council Work Session - Basalt Creek Concept Plan 6-25-2018        Page 15 of 21 
 


Attachment # 2A    


6-13-2018 Basalt Creek Concept Plan – MAP Public Trails- Pedestrians & Bike 
- “Canyon” Public Trail – sited- North-South Green Arrow Center of Map- West Edge of Basalt Canyon 
 


 


6-13-2018 Basalt Creek Concept Plan – Natural Resources Map 


- Indicating Multiple significant Natural Resources along western edge of Basalt Canyon 
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Attachment # 2B    
The proposed location of the “Canyon Trail” when superimposed over a Metro Natural Resources Map- Proposed 


“Canyon Trail” bisects multiple known natural resources. 
Metro 04-1040B requires both cities to protect the natural resources (including slopes) within the Basalt Creek 


Area 
The location of the proposed “Canyon Trail” affects approximately 30 privately owned properties 
The northern half of the proposed “Canyon Trail” is within the future jurisdiction of the City of Tualatin
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Attachment # 2C    


6-13-2018 Map Basalt Creek Future Transit Framework 


The location of the “Canyon Trail” centrally located within the Basalt Creek Area, is not located along local North-
South Roads planned for the Basalt Creek Area. 


However, there are various North-South roads which are planned for the Basalt Creek area, which could easily 
accommodate the inclusion of a Pedestrian Bike Connection as part of the ROW land acquisition and 
design process, while also reducing additional linear bifurcation and impact upon the natural resources 
within the canyon area. 
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Attachment # 3 


10-25-2015 Letter Karl G. Anuta to City of Wilsonville and to City of Tualatin (2 Pages) 


Re: Basalt Creek Planning Area- Storm Water Run Off Issues  
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ATTACHMENT # 4A 


Notice from City of Wilsonville Planning Commission  


Public Hearing Adoption of Basalt Creek Concept Plan  


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


 
June 20, 2018 
   
 
Greetings, 
 
On Wednesday, July 11, 2018, beginning at 6:00 p.m., the Wilsonville Planning Commission 


will hold a public hearing regarding adoption of the Basalt Creek Concept Plan (Case File 
#LP18-0005). The Planning Commission will consider whether to recommend adoption 
of the Plan to the City Council. No additional mailed notice will be sent to you unless you 
either: 


 


 Submit testimony or sign in at the Planning Commission hearing, or 
 Submit a request, in writing or by telephone, to the Planning Division. 


 
The Wilsonville City Council is scheduled to hold a public hearing on the Basalt Creek Concept 


Plan (Case File #LP18-0005) on August 6, 2018, at 7:00 p.m. after which it may make 
the final decision.  


 
The hearings will take place at Wilsonville City Hall, 29799 SW Town Center Loop East, 


Wilsonville, Oregon. A complete copy of the relevant file information, including the staff 
report, findings, and recommendations, will be available for viewing seven days prior to 
each public hearing at Wilsonville City Hall and at the Wilsonville Public Library. The draft 
plan is also available at the project website: www.Basaltcreek.com.   


 
Oral or written testimony may be presented at the public hearing. Written comment on the proposal to 
be submitted into the public hearing record is welcome prior to the public hearings. To have your written 
comments or testimony distributed to the Planning Commission before the meeting, it must be received 
by 2 pm on Tuesday, July 10, 2018. Direct written comments or testimony and any questions you have 
to: 
 


Miranda Bateschell, Planning Manager 
29799 SW Town Center Loop East, Wilsonville, Oregon, 97070 


bateschell@ci.wilsonville.or.us, (503) 682-4960 
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ATTACHMENT # 4B 
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6-11-2018 
 
Issues Regarding Information Provided Within  


Wilsonville Planning Commission 6-13-2018 -Basalt Creek Concept Planning Update Informational Packet 
 


Aquilla Hurd-Ravich and Karen Fox- City of Tualatin, Tualatin Planning Commission  
Nancy Karushaar and Miranda Bateschell- City of Wilsonville, Wilsonville Planning Commission, 
Cc:  Wilsonville City Council, and members 


Tualatin City Council, and members 
 
There are several references within the 6-13-18 Wilsonville Planning Commission Informational Packet on the actions being taken by 
one- or both-  cities regarding the Basalt Creek Concept Plans, which I am requesting your comments, and/or response. 
 


1. BACKGROUND 


 
At the current time, my property is within the Basalt Creek concept Area, but is not within the City limits of either city, and is outside 
the jurisdiction of either city.  It is located on the western side of SW Boones Ferry Road and east of the Canyon and is one of many 
other single- family homes which were built prior to the adoption of Metro 04-1040b. 
 


My property extends west of the wetlands and past the western edge of the Canyon -including both sides of the canyon, with 
additional land extending west of the canyon. 
 


My husband and I spend many hours personally studying and working to restore the wetlands and surrounding area.  It is my goal to 
leave for many generations to come---a healthy ecosystem which will support the various types of wild life which use the area to 
forage and for shelter. 
 
Property owners and residents within the Basalt Creek Concept Area will most directly feel the effects of this concept planning.  Yet 
we were not provided an elected representative to routinely represent us during Public discussions as part of the decision-making 
process being made by the City Councils of Tualatin and Wilsonville. 
 
The Cities of Tualatin and Wilsonville have orchestrated most aspects as to how Basalt Creek Concept Planning would be 
determined, planned and implemented.   
 
Formal Public Involvement has been minimal, and non- existent for over 2 years- after which time concept planning continued.  
 
No formal Public Involvement Event has been held specifically for affected property owners (who as mentioned, had no elected 
representation within the Basalt Creek Joint Cities Governing Body).  As Concept Planning details progressed with time, affected 
groups of property owners requested formal meetings with staff and/or Council but were rebuffed. 
 
The property owners and residents within the Basalt Creek Concept Area were only allowed 3 minutes (as are all citizens) during the 
Citizens Comment Sections of Council Meetings, to present very complex and multi-faceted issues/concerns which were created by 
and during the concept planning process.   
 
The determination of the future city limits of either city within the Basalt Creek Area has not yet come to fruition within the legal 
process.   
 
It is unknown when this process will finally be completed, as an Appeal has been filed regarding the Concept Plan which has not yet 
been heard.  
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2.  INFORMATIONAL PACKET BEING PROVIDED TO THE WILSONVILLE PLANNING COMMISSION 


 
I understand the complexity many of the issues which need to be resolved.  I appreciate the attempts of the staff to present many 
issues within the Informational Packet which were taken into consideration when developing this concept plan. 
  
It is my understanding that the property owners within the Basalt Creek Area, will not be automatically be annexed into either of the 
two cities, but may request to be annexed in the future or-- may elect to forgo any annexation into their identified city.   
 
I request a response to this question: I do not see any information within the Informational Packet which addresses possible impacts 
to the implementation of the Concept Plan, should one or more property owners within the Basalt Creek Area decline to annex their 
property into the City Limits--- What affect this may have upon the implementation of concept plans which include use of un annexed 
properties? 
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3. IDENTIFICATION OF RECREATIONAL NEEDS/GOALS TO BE IMPLIEMENTED WITHIN THE BASALT CREEK CONCEPT AREA 


 
Many pages within the Informational Packet relate to plans for public recreational use of the land within the Basalt Creek Area.   
The Informational Packet includes the following statement:  
 


At the time of this writing, Tualatin is going through a Park and Recreation Master Plan update.  This update has considered 
the Basalt Creek area in the types of services and facilities that will be needed to serve residents and business in this area.   


 
I request a response to these issues:  
  Is the City of Tualatin in the process of updating the Park and Recreation Master Plan- and including portions of the Basalt 


Creek Concept Planning area within the update-as stated within the Information Packet? 
o If so, what type of recent outreach has the City taken to contact property owners within the Basalt Creek Concept 


Planning area to seek their involvement, or discuss potential impacts any proposed changes to the Parks and 
Recreation Master Plan might generate? 


 
 Have there been any Public Meetings on any update changes to the Tualatin Park and Recreation Master Plan where Basalt 


Creek Concept Planning - or its inclusion into the Master Plan Update were an identified topic? 
o I have not seen any General Notice postings on the BasaltCreek.com regarding Public Meetings on updating the 


Tualatin Park and Recreation Master Plan which included the topic of the Basalt Creek Concept Area. 
 


 As an Identified Interested Person who has provided numerous written requests to both cities, requesting to be Noticed on any 
Public Meeting relating to the Basalt Creek Concept Planning Area--- have I not received any communication or Actual Notice 
that several hundred acers within the Basalt Creek Concept Planning Area (including my property), were being actively included 
into an update to a City Recreation and Parks Master Plan.   


o Please provide me information as to the status of the Tualatin Parks and Recreation Master Plan Update, and when 
the next Public Meeting will be held regarding this. 


 
 The Basalt Creek Concept Planning Partnering Agreement was amended to reaffirm a commitment to abide by Oregon Public 


Meetings Law to promote transparency of the process. 
o Historically throughout this entire concept process, there has been many instances where proper Notice has not been 


provided to the public, and/or to Interested Persons who have provided written request to be provided Notice on 
Public Meetings related to Basalt Creek Concept Planning. 


o The outcome of Basalt Creek Planning involves hundreds of acers, and directly affects hundreds of citizens, and is of 
importance to the general public. 


o The Basalt Creek Area is not yet within the jurisdiction of either city. Finalization of the Concept Plan has not been 
completed and is now under appeal. 


o Even after finalization and adoption, Individual Property owners may not wish to annex into a city.  This may affect or 
influence Master Planning needs.  


o Consequently, the adoption of an Update to any of either city’s various Master Plans to include any portion of the 
Basalt Creek Area seems premature at this time. 


o Any update to either city’s Master Plans which to include portions of the Basalt Creek Area, can reasonably be 
assumed to be a component of (or implementation of) Basalt Creek Concept Planning which should had triggered 
Notice be given on Public Meetings regarding either city’s Update to Master Plans to include portions of the Basalt 
Creek Area. 


It is therefore requested that in effort to promote transparency and uphold the only amendment to the Basalt Creek 
Concept Planning Partnering Agreement and Oregon Public Meeting Laws (ORS 192.610 to 192.710), efforts be 
redoubled to provide proper Notice on ALL Public Meetings regarding Basalt Creek Concept Planning, including city 
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Master Plan Updates -or any other actions which may involve current or future implementation of any portion of the 
Basalt Creek Concept Planning. 
o This should include, but not be limited to: 


 Posting these meetings in a timely manner on the identified website: BasaltCreek.com 
 Providing proper timely Actual Notice to identified Interested Persons- electronically and/or mail. 
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4. IDENTIFICATION AND SPECIFIC LOCATION/ PLACEMENT OF DESIRED PUBLIC TRAILS ON PROPERTY CURRENTLY OWNED BY 
PRIVATE CITIZENS. 


 
The narrative within the Informational Packet states a goal of the planners is to develop pedestrian and bike connectivity between 


the two cities. 
 
The Informational Packet also provided the following statements: 


 “bike/pedestrian facilities will be integrated into new and updated road projects in accordance with State, County and 
City standards, 


 
 “Identifying specific locations of parks and outdoor recreation was beyond the Scope of the Concept Plan.”  


 


 
 
 
What is referred to within the Informational Packet as the Canyon Trail- currently placed North-South along the western side of the 
Canyon - runs entire western boundary of my property- and along the properties of approximately 29 other property owners. 
 
I have not provided any indication of having interest in the locating Public Trails along or through my property.  In fact, I have 
previously provided written objections to similar proposed takings of my property for Public Trails---I can provide upon request 
copies of these written communications –copies of which should also be available within your files.   
 
It was therefore disconcerting to me to see another new document being disseminated to the Public in which the document labels a 
portion of my property being identified and listed as a “Public Trail Opportunity”.   
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I have not been approached by any staff member regarding this proposed new taking of my property.  I have never received any 
indication if and how much I might be reimbursed for my property, if any funding is available, or when this proposed action might 
happen.  
 
Yet as a direct consequence of the inclusion of this map with a specific Trail identified across privately-owned properties-
immediately places a cloud over all of these properties, causing the owners immediately economic and legal impact. 
 
 
My previous objections to providing Public Trails within the Basalt Creek Canyon and/or through my property centered around the 
protection of the natural resources within the area, and concerns of damage to the wetlands and other natural areas which I and my 
husband have been working to restore. 
 
I also expressed concern as to the need for thoughtful planning of the location of any public pedestrian corridor due to the well 
documented news reports regarding a very similar Public Trail created for pedestrians and bikes to connect two cities- the 
Springwater Corridor.  Unfortunately, the Springwater Corridor has developed into an unsafe public health and safety issue; has 
caused damage to previously identified sensitive natural areas; and requires routine monitoring for unplanned/anticipated types of 
public use.  
 
The following statements are also included within the Informational Packet: 
 


“Parks and Open Space One of the guiding principles of the Basalt Creek Concept Plan is to protect key natural resources 
and sensitive areas while making recreational opportunities accessible by integrating new parkland, open spaces, natural 
areas and trails in the planning area and connecting to existing regional networks.   


 


 
 
If the planners truly believe in the statements they have included within the Informational Packet on upholding their goal to protect 
these natural resources, it would be noticeable in their efforts to reduce the number times and locations this natural area is being 
bisected and encroached upon by multiple roads; proposed over or under crossings, various utilities, and now in addition-- Public 
Trails not integrated along other proposed transportation routes.    
 
I request a response to these issues: There are numerous governing documents stating requirements to protect identified 
elements found within the Canyon Area including the protections of slopes, and other natural resources--- 
Would you explain why on the Public Trails Map above---the “Canyon Trail” does not run in proximity to local roads (which are 
also in concept planning), but instead--has been placed in a completely separate location -deeper into the natural areas which 
results in even a greater number of bifurcations of the natural areas, and increasing fragmentation of the existing habitats? 
 
I request a response to these issues:  
 Are both cities in agreement with the information provided within the Public Trails map? 
 Who authored/ generated the Public Trails indicating Public Trail “Opportunities” over multiple properties which are privately 


owned near the Basalt Creek Canyon? 
 Which agency or government will be providing and funding for ongoing routine maintenance; police services; or emergency 


services to the “Canyon Trail”-a trail which runs through multiple jurisdictions, and possibly though islands of unannexed 
properties?  


 And what provisions are being made to secure continuous sources of funding for these services over the entire length of the 
Trail? 
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I question how much due diligence was done prior to creating a Public Document which indicates only one location for the Public 
Trail within the Basalt Creek Canyon- without any alternative locations provided during its first public issuance, and without prior 
discussion with affected property owners. 
 
 Just a minimal amount of research would show that the location of the proposed Public Trail within the Canyon is hampered by 


significant topographical constraints.  The impact of these constraint seemed to be minimized within the Informational Packet.   
(Please see additional information provided in Section #5 regarding known significant natural constraints and limitations within 
the Basalt Creek Area which were authored and memorialized by various governments).  The proposed location of the Canyon 
Trail encroaches through these natural resources. 


 Construction and ongoing use of a Public Trail – open all day/year-round will create yet another bifurcation and fragmentation 
of the local eco system- which will directly and negatively affect the high valued riparian and upland habitats currently found in 
the area.  These actions would be in direct conflict with the stated goals of protecting the existing natural resources within the 
area and within the canyon. 


 Due to the current topographical location of the Public Canyon Trail, the land along the trail will most likely require leveling of 
the proposed pathway to be compliant with Federal ADA guidelines. This type of alteration of the area increases negative 
impact to surrounding habitats. 


 The leveling of the trail would require high cost expenditures to minimize significant grade changes found along the proposed 
trail. 


 Geological formations of Basalt rock along the proposed trail may require extensive construction equipment or blasting which 
increases negative impact to surrounding habitats and increases costs. 


 The Public Trail runs along privately-owned land, with very little access to roads for construction of the path, which will also 
increase construction costs. 


 It is also not clear how or what safety protections can be provided to a Public Trail which with very limited vehicular access, nor 
how the Trail would be monitored in the future to ensure appropriate use of the Trail or provide timely response to 
emergencies either police or medical.  


 The stated location of the Trail along the Canyon is in direct conflict with another stated goal of maximizing assessed property 
value.  The Trail on this map bisects and isolates buildable acreage located on the eastern side of the trail (on the western 
border of “SW Boones Ferry Rd” properties).   


 
 
The inclusion of this detailed Trail map is in very sharp contrast to how information was presented for another much more 
significant and complex land acquisition-- future public school site locations within the Basalt Creek Area.  The location of potential 
school sites require large acreage, complex and are highly constrained site-specific needs.   
 
Whereas the staff elected to include a map with site specific land acquisition “locks” for the Public Trails in the Basalt Creek Area, the 
staff specifically stated a map which would identify potential school sites would not be included within the Information Packet- thus 
eliminating any land “locks” which might improve land acquisition for future school sites in the area at this time.   
 
It is also unclear why Public Trial paths were so exactly identified as to site location within the Informational Packet at this phase of 
the concept planning process.  A narrative of need, functional goals and general location should have been sufficient, as there are 
several other locations within the same area, which will provide the same connectivity; at less cost; more easily constructed; more 
accessible to emergency and safety and maintenance vehicles; can be more easily visually monitored; and significantly less negative 
impact upon the Natural Areas, - as well as being closer to the local roads which are also still in the concept stage of planning.   
 
The Informational Packet states “identifying specific locations of parks and outdoor recreation was beyond the Scope of the Concept 
Plan.” If the Canyon Trail is considered a recreational use, then the planners have gone beyond the scope of the Concept Plan and 
exceeded their mandate. 
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If the Canyon Public Trail is considered a means of transportation, it would then seem appropriate the Public Trail would be more 
closely aligned with the proposed local roads, located on a more direct North South route between the two cities, with significant 
considerations given to costs relating to excessive numbers of land acquisition negotiations with approximately 30 individual 
property owners (over and above all other negotiations needed for road and other infrastructure negotiations), land acquisition 
costs, constructions costs, and ADA compliance issues.   
 
 
Since we are still in the conceptual stages of this process- planners have the most flexibility to be able to incorporate the design of a 
Public Trail along separate paths--- but within proximity to the location of local roads (which are also being planned) --- and be able 
to also provide pleasant visual surroundings within the design.   


 
In light of the extensive number of factors listed about, the only rational I can determine which justifies the recommendation of the 
Canyon Public Trail at its current location is that the staff wanted to ensure they could implement a goal stated numerous times 
during Wilsonville Council Meetings.  
 
During multiple Wilsonville Council meetings statements were made as to the desire to increase the marketability of their nearby 
future industrial area, by including unique enticements to potential developers/employers --such as providing access to the natural 
areas within the Canyon so that “employees will have somewhere to walk during lunch.”  If this is the case---this one-sided self-
serving goal with short term benefits, should not outweigh all the other considerations previously identified and the numerous 
governmental requirements to protect the natural resources of the area.  
 
This supposition is supported by the statement within the Wilsonville Summary portion of the Information Packet (Attachment B 
page 4 of 6) … “Locate north to south trails near the Basalt Creek Canyon and provide bicycle connections that would connect to 
other cities and trail systems, serving as an asset for both residents and employees in the area.” 
 
 
Unfortunately, all of the comments listed within Sections #3 and #4 are just an example of the lack of concern, consideration and 
respect the Basalt Creek Concept planners have shown to the existing property owners and the natural resources within area.   
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5. REQUESTING FUTURE INFORMATION BE PROVIDED TO THE PUBLIC AND TO THE APPROPRIATE DECISION MAKERS--- TO GIVE 
CLEAR, REPRESENATIVE, AND ACCURATE INFORMATION REGARDING THE EXISTING SIGNIFICANT NATURAL RESOURCES 
WHICH ARE LOCATED WITHIN THE BASALT CREEK AREA- AND SPECIFICALLY THE BASALT CREEK CANYON. 


 
 
 
It is unclear to me why the following statement was included within the Informational Packet: 
 
 
 


 
 
 


 
 
The inclusion of this statement within the Informational Packet seems to only muddy information which has previously been 
documented and substantiated by multiple governmental bodies - including Washington County-which have clearly identified 
Significant Natural Resources within the Basalt Creek Concept Area. 
 
 
 
There have been multiple documents provided to the Basalt Creek staff which details the unique resources located within the entire 
Basalt Creek Area- many which are located near or within the Basalt Creek Canyon.   
 
 
Copies of all of the following documents were provided the Basalt Creek Staff during the beginning of the Concept Planning process, 
and should be available within your files: 
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Washington County in 2007 stated the existence of Significant Natural Resources within the Basalt Creek Area - Ordinance 671 
 
 


The Basalt Creek Canyon Area was clearly identified as a Significant Natural Resource by Washington County 
 


-  
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Metro has documented the existence of the highest valued Class 1 Riparian Habitat, and the highest valued Class A Upland 


Habitat within the Basalt Creek Area- Including a large portion of the Basalt Creek Canyon 
 


  
 


 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







Citizen Comments – G Lucini  P a g e  | 12 of 14 
– Basalt Creek Concept Planning -Information Packet Wilsonville Planning Commission 6-13-2018 


Metro has also provided data as to the significant sloops which are located within the Basalt Creek Area which in part creates the 
Basalt Creek Canyon.   


 
 
 
In 2004 Metro charged both Wilsonville and Tualatin with the requirement to protect the steep slopes found within what was 
referred to in Metro 04-2010B, as the “Tualatin Area” during concept Planning for the area. 


 
From the following two maps, it can be easily determined there are significant topographical changes within the Basalt Creek Area, 
which result in dramatically steep slopes.  
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Metro has also provided a map of the significant grade changes within the Basalt Creek Area in relationship to the wetlands 
 
 
 


 
 
 
As can be seen within these 2 maps- the rugged topography sheltered and protected the Basalt Canyon and its resources. 
There is a reason why this land has not been already been densely developed over the past years even though it is located close to 
many other attractive locations. 
 
Care and thoughtful planning have to take place to protect this local resource for the future.   
 
This fact was recognized when the governing tool (Metro 04-1040B) placed multiple requirements upon the cities of Wilsonville and 
Tualatin specifically addressing each city’s responsibility to protect during Concept Planning and after – the various natural resources 
within the Basalt Creek Area.    
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The Federal government has identified and included the wetlands within the Basalt Canyon within the Federal Wetland 


Inventories. 


 
 
 
 
 
The numerous plans for the construction of large expressways, arterials, collectors and local roads and, public trails within what is 
currently one confined natural area will now be permanently bisected at multiple locations-- causing fragmentation.  This 
fragmentation will permanently damage the health of the existing habitats and ecosystem. …. This issue cannot be emphasized 
enough. 
 
 
 
I remind the Basalt Creek Concept Area planners and their respective Councils of their responsibilities for the protection of the 
area’s natural resources.  It is hoped that short sighted economic goals to gain rapid development advantages will not cloud nor 
distort the need to protect fragile natural resources and ecosystems for future generations. 
 
 
 
 
Respectfully submitted,  
Grace Lucini 
 
 







attached.

Only the City of Tualatin has provided me a written response to a few of the issues I
presented in my 6-11-2018 communication.  I have not received substantial response to
many of the remaining issues on which I requested a response. 

The most recent iterations of the proposed Basalt Creek Concept Plan were only made
public this month which included significantly greater levels of information than previously
available from the previous revision- which was posted several months prior. 

Yet, with much more specific information contained within these recent versions of the Plan,
the BasaltCreek.com website does not indicate any Public Involvement Events scheduled to
receive feedback from the Public, or formal outreach to the affected property owners, prior
to the start of public hearings to adopt the Plan.
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CITIZEN COMMENTS -GRACE LUCINI  
6-22-2018 
TUALATIN CITY COUNCIL WORK SESSION 6-25-2018- Basalt Creek Concept Planning 
Please Include as part of public record- Basalt Creek Concept Planning 
 
On 6-25-2018, The Tualatin City Council Work Session has the Basalt Creek Concept Plan as an agenda item.  This 
will be the first public discussion by the Tualatin City Council, of the newly revised 6-13-2018 Draft of the Basalt 
Creek Concept Plan and implementation. 

 After 2 years without Concept Plan updates posted for public review, a draft revision of the document 
was posted for public access on 6-4-2018; with another revision posted 6-14-2018. 

The adoption of the Basalt Creek Concept Plan must be completed by both cities prior to the end of 
August 2018 to be incompliance with the IGA.   

The public, and particularly affected property owners have been given little time to respond to these 
revisions of the Concept Plan as we start to receive Notice of Public Hearings from the Cities to Adopt 
the Concept Plan.   

(Please see Attachments # 4A-B) 

I submitted written concerns to staff/s of both the City of Wilsonville and the City of Tualatin, to both Planning 
Commissions, and to both City Councils on 6-11-2018- requesting a response to my concerns. 

 (Please see separate copy attachment- Lucini Citizen Comments 6-11-2018) 
I also presented oral testimony to the Wilsonville Planning Commission on 6-13-2018 with additional material 

supporting my previously stated concerns.   

On 6-21-18 the City staff in Tualatin responded to some of the concerns I identified on pp.3-4 of my 6-11-18 
comments but provided no substantive response to my concerns on pp.6-7 & 9 of that same 
communication. 

(Please see Attachment 1A)  

Yet both cities continue preparing for the adoption of the Basalt Creek Concept Plan deadline in August 2018. 

I now request the Council to consider 3 issues as they review the most newly released draft of the Basalt Creek 
Concept. 

 

#1 Public Notice and Active Involvement of Affected Property Owners. 

 Historically throughout the entire concept planning process, and continuing to the present, Interested Persons 
have not consistently received proper Notice of Public Meetings regarding the Basalt Creek Concept Plan as per 
the Oregon Public Meetings Law, as restated in the Wilsonville Tualatin Partnering Agreement- Addendum of 
April 2014, and as included within the Public Involvement Plan Basalt Creek Concept Plan 2014.   

Various Public Meetings leading to the development of the Concept Plan, and Public Meetings including 
information/discussions leading to the implementation (i.e. Master Plan Updates to include Basalt Creek Area) 
of the Concept Plan have not been properly Noticed--- denying Interested Persons (many whom are affected 
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property owners) adequate access to understand how the decisions are being made which may directly affect 
them. Two of the more recent examples are provided as attachments. 
 (Please see Attachments #1 A-B) 

 
 Contrary to expressed comments of members of the Tualatin Council during Public Meetings- to include affected 

property owners within the development of the Concept Plan- the affected property owners have received 
minimal formal involvement other than that provided to the general public. 

 I REQUEST THE COUNCIL:  

A.    Remind staff of the need to comply with Oregon Public Meetings Law, to assist with transparency of 
process, for proper Notice to be provided to include (but not limited to) any Public Meeting involved with 
Updates to Comprehensive Plans, Master Plans, or other similar municipal documents being revised which 
incorporates any portion of the Basalt Creek Area  

B.    Direct their staff reach out throughout the remaining phases of the process to consistently seek open dialog 
and involvement of property owners within the Basalt Creek Concept Area as the Basalt Creek Concept Plan is 
being finalized, and strategies are being developed for implementation.  Formal efforts to work collaboratively 
with affected property owners has been noticeably absent to this point.  

 

#2   Inclusion of a Public Trails Map Specifically Siting the “Canyon” Public Pedestrian and Bike Trail – Without 
the of Appropriate Level of Due Diligence and Evaluation of Impact on Effected Property Owners 

A map indicating the location of a Public Pedestrian and Bike Trail on the west side of the Basalt Creek Canyon 
was only publicly distributed within the last 30 days as part of the Informational Packet to the Wilsonville 
Planning Commission Meeting on 6-13-2018. 

(Please see Attachments # 2 A-C-MAPS) 

 This new map includes a proposed Public Pedestrian and Bike Trail as a “Trail Opportunity” located North-
South centrally located referred to by staff as the “Canyon Trail”.  

(Pease see Attachment 2A) 

 Unlike the other “Trail Opportunity” delineated on the Trail Map ---the more eastern “Trail Opportunity” is 
sited on the ODOT ROW ---the potential “Canyon Trail” is sited through what appears to be almost entirely 
privately owned properties.   

o The location of the “Canyon Trail” has been drawn along the western edge of the lot lines of most 
property owners whose homes face SW Boones Ferry Road within the Basalt Creek Area.   

o Most of these properties include most of the Basalt Creek Canyon from SW Boones Ferry Road west 
including the Canyon and wetlands, and varying amounts of property west of the Canyon. 

On 6-11-2018, I presented written concerns about the placement of the “Canyon Trail” to Wilsonville’s City 
Basalt Creek staff, Council and their Planning Commission; and to Tualatin’s Basalt Creek staff, and their City 
Council, and Planning Commission.   My comments included concerns as to governance over a trail through 
multi-jurisdictional and privately owned land; construction constraints; environmental impact; development and 
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enforcement of unauthorized/ unintended trail use; lack of identified short and long term funding for-- trail 
maintenance; provision of monitoring and police services; and lack of visual and vehicular access for safety and 
emergencies.  I questioned the level of due diligence done on locating a public trail through known significant 
natural resources- when the governing document Metro 04-1040b required protections of these resources. 

In addition, I provided Public Testimony at the City of Wilsonville’s Planning Commission on 6-13-2018.  I 
substantiated my concerns by supplying the Commission information from the literature search published in 
2017 by Metro on the negative effects of recreational ecology by pedestrians and bikes on Natural Areas.  

During the Wilsonville Planning Commission Meeting on 6-13-2018, I listened to the staff and the Planning 
Commission discuss the location of the Canyon Trail and hear members reiterate their goal to provide the public 
visual and physical access into the natural area within the Canyon.  

I also listened to the Wilsonville Council Work Session on 6-17-2018 discuss the Basalt Creek Concept Plan and 
the discussion of the newly proposed “Canyon Trail”, with the Mayor asking how to preserve easements, or 
Right of Way access for the Trail - due to concerns expressed by property owners along Basalt Creek Canyon 
regarding the amenities of the bike or pedestrian Trail which the property owners might not be ready to accept 
or did not think appropriate.  After additional discussion on methods to protect the Trail easement and use of 
Master Plans, the Mayor then asked if Wilsonville “will become the Master Plan developer within the whole Plan 
Concept”.   

I have not yet received a written response from either City to many of the concerns presented in my email of 6-
11-2018 on which I specifically requested a reply-- including comments about the proposed “Canyon Trail”.  On 
6-21-18, the City of Tualatin responded to a few of my Citizen Comments- but not to all of my concerns . 

(Please see separate copy attachment- Lucini Citizen Comments 6-11-2018) 
(Please see Attachment 1A) 

The repeated discussion of providing and encouraging active/passive connection to the natural areas in and 
around the natural areas, and in the Canyon, does not address the impact on the natural areas.  Nor does it 
address the impact to affected property owners, or the expense to the Cities of trying to obtain right of way 
agreements, complete, maintain, and police a Trail, where most, if not all, of the Basalt Creek Canyon and the 
wetlands at issue are within privately owned properties.   

As mentioned previously, my property includes portions of the wetlands, the Canyon, and both ridges and sides 
of the Canyon.  My husband and I spend unmeasurable amounts of time working on the restoration of the 
wetlands on our property.  As has been discussed with staff of both Cities, and within my Citizen Comments of 6-
11-2018, our goal is to preserve the natural areas on our property for future generations to enjoy. 

While we try to be good stewards of our property, it is difficult to accept that the local governments are doing 
the same regarding the natural area and ecosystem within the Basalt Creek Area.  Metro, Washington County, 
Wilsonville and Tualatin all voted to bisect the Basalt Creek Canyon with the placement of a 5-6 lane Basalt 
Creek Parkway Extension East-West through the entire canyon with a bridge through the wetlands.  

The cities of Wilsonville and Tualatin as part of Concept Planning are also plotting additional north- south local 
roads; east-west local roads; and diagonal local roads--- with each one creating an additional linear bisection of 
what was once one cohesive ecosystem.  The addition of yet another linear bisection of a public trail (which is 
not located in proximity to a planned road), would cause even more fragmentation.  
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The current Location of the contemplated “Canyon Trail” bisects portions of the Canyon which contain: 

 Slopes in some places exceed 20% 
 Wetlands and creeks with water depth which changes with the season and as to topography of the canyon 

floor. 
 Highest valued riparian and upland habitats  
 
 

 

IF the canyon and wetland property are ultimately purchased into public ownership, THEN my husband and I 

would certainly strongly support a path to or through that area – IF it was properly sited and properly 

policed to protect both the wetlands and the neighbors.   

Until such time, the location of the proposed “Canyon Trail” has also been chosen so that it is on- or 

adjacent to -the entire western edge of my property, with the primary goal to encourage unlimited Public 

visual and/or physical access to of parts of the canyon and natural areas located on my property.  Such 

an approach would place an undue burden on me, and on my property. 

I am not a lawyer, but I wonder if the location of the proposed “Canyon Trail” might be viewed by some land 
owners as a veritable exaction, or as a cloud on their Title if they go to sell.  

 The location of the “Canyon Trail” as currently mapped, will potentially contribute to trespass on and 
damage to my property 

 Metro has identified multiple causes for degradation and damage to natural areas by creation of 
unauthorized trails, “Unauthorized trails may comprise more than half of the trails in a natural area” …. 
“Users frequently create unauthorized trails to access special features such as view, streams and wetlands of 
for secret activities such as bathroom break hideouts”. (Metro “Hiking, Mountain Biking and Equestrian Use 
in Natural Areas” A Recreation Ecology Literature Review,” September 2017) 

 In the same publication, Metro identified additional detrimental effects resulting from unauthorized trails by 
trampling- on vegetation; soil compaction; and erosion.   

These factors lead to the conclusion that the Concept Plan now includes a plan to provide the public visual 
and/or public access on to my property- which could cause both my property and the natural resources of the 
canyon that the City is required to protect, to be degraded and/or damaged.  

The location of the “Canyon Trail” on the western “ridge” of the canyon would also open safety and liability 
issues for adjacent property owners, and the City - especially in those areas with steep slopes or water on the 
property. 

Location of the “Canyon Trail” in its currently proposed route, would potentially decrease privacy and of 
use/enjoyment of my property and my home- which is located within the Canyon. 

All of these issues result in additional burdens and de-facto taking of my property, to which I object  



Citizen Comments- Grace Lucini      Tualatin City Council Work Session - Basalt Creek Concept Plan 6-25-2018        Page 5 of 21 
 

I REQUEST THE COUNCIL: 

A. Remove from the Trails Map any siting of the “Canyon Trail” until the location of the trail integrates natural 
areas and high valued natural resources into the placement of the trail. On 6-13-2018, during the discussion 
of the Basalt Creek Concept Plan and the location of the “Canyon Trail”, a member of the Wilsonville 
Planning Commission requested more extensive evaluation of the natural areas as to the types of animals 
etc. found within the natural area.  I do not see this action presented within the current Concept Plan 
narrative but obtaining this information would be of great assistance prior to proposing a public trail in to 
the area.   

B. Remove from the Trails Map any siting of the “Canyon Trail” until the purpose to the locating the trail and 
encouraging the public to use the trail to access views or other attributes located on private property can be 
more thoughtfully decided. 

C. Remove from the Trails Map any siting of the “Canyon Trail” until issues surrounding policing, maintenance 
and related issues are squarely evaluated and addressed. 

D. Remove from the Trails Map any siting of the “Canyon Trail” until funding and acquisition of the canyon and 
wetland property are in place for public ownership. 

E. Replace the Trails Map with a narrative within the Concept Plan, stating the desired goal of North-South 
Connectivity between the two cities and the goal of creating public access to natural areas in a way that 
does not harm either the natural area or adjoining land owners - without the inclusion of a map. 

 

#3. STORM DRAINAGE WITHIN BASALT CREEK CONCEPT AREA- IDENTIFIED FOR FUTURE INCLUSION INTO THE 
CITY OF TUALATIN 

 

(Slide 23 Tualatin Presentation 6-25-18 - Basalt Creek concept Plan) 

 

 

 

(Page 23 Basalt Creek Concept Plan Draft 6-13-2018) 
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In light of the information stated within the current draft of the Basalt Creek concept Plan (copied above), I am 
reminding the City of Tualatin, as they are finalizing their portion of the Storm Water Drainage portion of the Basalt 
Creek Concept Plan, and during all phases of implementation of the Concept Plan – of a storm water flooding event 
which occurred on my property on May 18, 2015.   

(Please see Attachment #3 Letter from Karl Anuta dated 10-23-2015). 

Unfortunately, this matter resulted in a law suit being filed against Washington County (among others).  That law 
suit ultimately resulted in  a settlement that required the County (as well as others) to pay a substantial amount.  As 
an outcome, we are in the process of implementing a project on our property to deal with the current peak storm 
water flows from the SW Boones Ferry Road Improvement Project Out Flow #5( a storm water system Outfall which 
discharges onto my property).  Please be aware that the remedy being designed will only buffer the current peak 
flow drainage on to my property, based upon the current design and construction of the SW Boones Ferry Road 
Improvement Project. If the City were to allow any further addition to that storm water system, it will potentially 
harm or take a portion of my property, which might lead to even more litigation.   

I REQUEST THE COUNCIL: 

A. Recognize formally that the storm water system as currently designed for Outflow #5,  will not be able to 
handle any additional storm water being added to the catchment area or any increase of volume or flow to 
Outflow #5 without possible negative results. 

B. Direct staff, that when the Basalt Creek Concept Plan is adopted, and the City updates its Storm Water 
Master plan to incorporate portions of the Basalt Creek Area, the City of Tualatin will prohibit any changes 
to the storm water system at Outflow #5 which might increase the volume or flow of water as development 
of the area begins- with specific concern as to the main catchment area for Outflow #5 which is east of SW 
Boones Ferry Road. 

C. Direct staff that I be promptly notified of any proposal, design plan or permit submitted to the City which 
may affect the catchment area for Outflow #5, or of any potential changes to the system as it currently 
stands. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Grace Lucini 
23677 SW Boones Ferry Road, Tualatin Oregon 97062 
ATTACHMENTS:  

(# 1 A-B)    Copies of Chain Emails 6-21-2018 City of Tualatin (3 pages); 4-6-2018 City of Wilsonville (5 pages) 

(# 2 A-C)    Maps of Basalt Creek Area- Proposed Trails; Natural Resources; Proposed Trail Over Laying Metro Natural     
Resources; Proposed Transit Framework 

(# 3)          10-25-2015 Letter Karl G. Anuta to City of Wilsonville and to City of Tualatin (2 Pages) 

(# 4 A-B)    Notice of Public Hearing on 7-11-2018 Wilsonville Planning Commission; Future Steps Toward Adoption of 
Basalt Creek Concept Plan (2 pages) 

SENT AS ATTACHMENT TO THIS EMAIL- 6-11-2018 Citizen Comments- Grace Lucini- Basalt Creek Concept Plan as posted 
6-4-2018 
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Attachment # 1 A  
Email Chain 2018 6-21   City of Tualatin -Lucini-Notice (3 Pages)
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Citizen Comments- Grace Lucini      Tualatin City Council Work Session - Basalt Creek Concept Plan 6-25-2018        Page 10 of 21 
 

Attachment # 1 B  
Email Chain 2018 4-6   City of Wilsonville -Lucini- Notice (5 Pages)
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Attachment # 2A    

6-13-2018 Basalt Creek Concept Plan – MAP Public Trails- Pedestrians & Bike 
- “Canyon” Public Trail – sited- North-South Green Arrow Center of Map- West Edge of Basalt Canyon 
 

 

6-13-2018 Basalt Creek Concept Plan – Natural Resources Map 

- Indicating Multiple significant Natural Resources along western edge of Basalt Canyon 
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Attachment # 2B    
The proposed location of the “Canyon Trail” when superimposed over a Metro Natural Resources Map- Proposed 

“Canyon Trail” bisects multiple known natural resources. 
Metro 04-1040B requires both cities to protect the natural resources (including slopes) within the Basalt Creek 

Area 
The location of the proposed “Canyon Trail” affects approximately 30 privately owned properties 
The northern half of the proposed “Canyon Trail” is within the future jurisdiction of the City of Tualatin
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Attachment # 2C    

6-13-2018 Map Basalt Creek Future Transit Framework 

The location of the “Canyon Trail” centrally located within the Basalt Creek Area, is not located along local North-
South Roads planned for the Basalt Creek Area. 

However, there are various North-South roads which are planned for the Basalt Creek area, which could easily 
accommodate the inclusion of a Pedestrian Bike Connection as part of the ROW land acquisition and 
design process, while also reducing additional linear bifurcation and impact upon the natural resources 
within the canyon area. 
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Attachment # 3 

10-25-2015 Letter Karl G. Anuta to City of Wilsonville and to City of Tualatin (2 Pages) 

Re: Basalt Creek Planning Area- Storm Water Run Off Issues  
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ATTACHMENT # 4A 

Notice from City of Wilsonville Planning Commission  

Public Hearing Adoption of Basalt Creek Concept Plan  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
June 20, 2018 
   
 
Greetings, 
 
On Wednesday, July 11, 2018, beginning at 6:00 p.m., the Wilsonville Planning Commission 

will hold a public hearing regarding adoption of the Basalt Creek Concept Plan (Case File 
#LP18-0005). The Planning Commission will consider whether to recommend adoption 
of the Plan to the City Council. No additional mailed notice will be sent to you unless you 
either: 

 

 Submit testimony or sign in at the Planning Commission hearing, or 
 Submit a request, in writing or by telephone, to the Planning Division. 

 
The Wilsonville City Council is scheduled to hold a public hearing on the Basalt Creek Concept 

Plan (Case File #LP18-0005) on August 6, 2018, at 7:00 p.m. after which it may make 
the final decision.  

 
The hearings will take place at Wilsonville City Hall, 29799 SW Town Center Loop East, 

Wilsonville, Oregon. A complete copy of the relevant file information, including the staff 
report, findings, and recommendations, will be available for viewing seven days prior to 
each public hearing at Wilsonville City Hall and at the Wilsonville Public Library. The draft 
plan is also available at the project website: www.Basaltcreek.com.   

 
Oral or written testimony may be presented at the public hearing. Written comment on the proposal to 
be submitted into the public hearing record is welcome prior to the public hearings. To have your written 
comments or testimony distributed to the Planning Commission before the meeting, it must be received 
by 2 pm on Tuesday, July 10, 2018. Direct written comments or testimony and any questions you have 
to: 
 

Miranda Bateschell, Planning Manager 
29799 SW Town Center Loop East, Wilsonville, Oregon, 97070 

bateschell@ci.wilsonville.or.us, (503) 682-4960 
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ATTACHMENT # 4B 
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6-11-2018 
 
Issues Regarding Information Provided Within  

Wilsonville Planning Commission 6-13-2018 -Basalt Creek Concept Planning Update Informational Packet 
 

Aquilla Hurd-Ravich and Karen Fox- City of Tualatin, Tualatin Planning Commission  
Nancy Karushaar and Miranda Bateschell- City of Wilsonville, Wilsonville Planning Commission, 
Cc:  Wilsonville City Council, and members 

Tualatin City Council, and members 
 
There are several references within the 6-13-18 Wilsonville Planning Commission Informational Packet on the actions being taken by 
one- or both-  cities regarding the Basalt Creek Concept Plans, which I am requesting your comments, and/or response. 
 

1. BACKGROUND 

 
At the current time, my property is within the Basalt Creek concept Area, but is not within the City limits of either city, and is outside 
the jurisdiction of either city.  It is located on the western side of SW Boones Ferry Road and east of the Canyon and is one of many 
other single- family homes which were built prior to the adoption of Metro 04-1040b. 
 

My property extends west of the wetlands and past the western edge of the Canyon -including both sides of the canyon, with 
additional land extending west of the canyon. 
 

My husband and I spend many hours personally studying and working to restore the wetlands and surrounding area.  It is my goal to 
leave for many generations to come---a healthy ecosystem which will support the various types of wild life which use the area to 
forage and for shelter. 
 
Property owners and residents within the Basalt Creek Concept Area will most directly feel the effects of this concept planning.  Yet 
we were not provided an elected representative to routinely represent us during Public discussions as part of the decision-making 
process being made by the City Councils of Tualatin and Wilsonville. 
 
The Cities of Tualatin and Wilsonville have orchestrated most aspects as to how Basalt Creek Concept Planning would be 
determined, planned and implemented.   
 
Formal Public Involvement has been minimal, and non- existent for over 2 years- after which time concept planning continued.  
 
No formal Public Involvement Event has been held specifically for affected property owners (who as mentioned, had no elected 
representation within the Basalt Creek Joint Cities Governing Body).  As Concept Planning details progressed with time, affected 
groups of property owners requested formal meetings with staff and/or Council but were rebuffed. 
 
The property owners and residents within the Basalt Creek Concept Area were only allowed 3 minutes (as are all citizens) during the 
Citizens Comment Sections of Council Meetings, to present very complex and multi-faceted issues/concerns which were created by 
and during the concept planning process.   
 
The determination of the future city limits of either city within the Basalt Creek Area has not yet come to fruition within the legal 
process.   
 
It is unknown when this process will finally be completed, as an Appeal has been filed regarding the Concept Plan which has not yet 
been heard.  
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2.  INFORMATIONAL PACKET BEING PROVIDED TO THE WILSONVILLE PLANNING COMMISSION 

 
I understand the complexity many of the issues which need to be resolved.  I appreciate the attempts of the staff to present many 
issues within the Informational Packet which were taken into consideration when developing this concept plan. 
  
It is my understanding that the property owners within the Basalt Creek Area, will not be automatically be annexed into either of the 
two cities, but may request to be annexed in the future or-- may elect to forgo any annexation into their identified city.   
 
I request a response to this question: I do not see any information within the Informational Packet which addresses possible impacts 
to the implementation of the Concept Plan, should one or more property owners within the Basalt Creek Area decline to annex their 
property into the City Limits--- What affect this may have upon the implementation of concept plans which include use of un annexed 
properties? 
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3. IDENTIFICATION OF RECREATIONAL NEEDS/GOALS TO BE IMPLIEMENTED WITHIN THE BASALT CREEK CONCEPT AREA 

 
Many pages within the Informational Packet relate to plans for public recreational use of the land within the Basalt Creek Area.   
The Informational Packet includes the following statement:  
 

At the time of this writing, Tualatin is going through a Park and Recreation Master Plan update.  This update has considered 
the Basalt Creek area in the types of services and facilities that will be needed to serve residents and business in this area.   

 
I request a response to these issues:  
  Is the City of Tualatin in the process of updating the Park and Recreation Master Plan- and including portions of the Basalt 

Creek Concept Planning area within the update-as stated within the Information Packet? 
o If so, what type of recent outreach has the City taken to contact property owners within the Basalt Creek Concept 

Planning area to seek their involvement, or discuss potential impacts any proposed changes to the Parks and 
Recreation Master Plan might generate? 

 
 Have there been any Public Meetings on any update changes to the Tualatin Park and Recreation Master Plan where Basalt 

Creek Concept Planning - or its inclusion into the Master Plan Update were an identified topic? 
o I have not seen any General Notice postings on the BasaltCreek.com regarding Public Meetings on updating the 

Tualatin Park and Recreation Master Plan which included the topic of the Basalt Creek Concept Area. 
 

 As an Identified Interested Person who has provided numerous written requests to both cities, requesting to be Noticed on any 
Public Meeting relating to the Basalt Creek Concept Planning Area--- have I not received any communication or Actual Notice 
that several hundred acers within the Basalt Creek Concept Planning Area (including my property), were being actively included 
into an update to a City Recreation and Parks Master Plan.   

o Please provide me information as to the status of the Tualatin Parks and Recreation Master Plan Update, and when 
the next Public Meeting will be held regarding this. 

 
 The Basalt Creek Concept Planning Partnering Agreement was amended to reaffirm a commitment to abide by Oregon Public 

Meetings Law to promote transparency of the process. 
o Historically throughout this entire concept process, there has been many instances where proper Notice has not been 

provided to the public, and/or to Interested Persons who have provided written request to be provided Notice on 
Public Meetings related to Basalt Creek Concept Planning. 

o The outcome of Basalt Creek Planning involves hundreds of acers, and directly affects hundreds of citizens, and is of 
importance to the general public. 

o The Basalt Creek Area is not yet within the jurisdiction of either city. Finalization of the Concept Plan has not been 
completed and is now under appeal. 

o Even after finalization and adoption, Individual Property owners may not wish to annex into a city.  This may affect or 
influence Master Planning needs.  

o Consequently, the adoption of an Update to any of either city’s various Master Plans to include any portion of the 
Basalt Creek Area seems premature at this time. 

o Any update to either city’s Master Plans which to include portions of the Basalt Creek Area, can reasonably be 
assumed to be a component of (or implementation of) Basalt Creek Concept Planning which should had triggered 
Notice be given on Public Meetings regarding either city’s Update to Master Plans to include portions of the Basalt 
Creek Area. 

It is therefore requested that in effort to promote transparency and uphold the only amendment to the Basalt Creek 
Concept Planning Partnering Agreement and Oregon Public Meeting Laws (ORS 192.610 to 192.710), efforts be 
redoubled to provide proper Notice on ALL Public Meetings regarding Basalt Creek Concept Planning, including city 
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Master Plan Updates -or any other actions which may involve current or future implementation of any portion of the 
Basalt Creek Concept Planning. 
o This should include, but not be limited to: 

 Posting these meetings in a timely manner on the identified website: BasaltCreek.com 
 Providing proper timely Actual Notice to identified Interested Persons- electronically and/or mail. 
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4. IDENTIFICATION AND SPECIFIC LOCATION/ PLACEMENT OF DESIRED PUBLIC TRAILS ON PROPERTY CURRENTLY OWNED BY 
PRIVATE CITIZENS. 

 
The narrative within the Informational Packet states a goal of the planners is to develop pedestrian and bike connectivity between 

the two cities. 
 
The Informational Packet also provided the following statements: 

 “bike/pedestrian facilities will be integrated into new and updated road projects in accordance with State, County and 
City standards, 

 
 “Identifying specific locations of parks and outdoor recreation was beyond the Scope of the Concept Plan.”  

 

 
 
 
What is referred to within the Informational Packet as the Canyon Trail- currently placed North-South along the western side of the 
Canyon - runs entire western boundary of my property- and along the properties of approximately 29 other property owners. 
 
I have not provided any indication of having interest in the locating Public Trails along or through my property.  In fact, I have 
previously provided written objections to similar proposed takings of my property for Public Trails---I can provide upon request 
copies of these written communications –copies of which should also be available within your files.   
 
It was therefore disconcerting to me to see another new document being disseminated to the Public in which the document labels a 
portion of my property being identified and listed as a “Public Trail Opportunity”.   
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I have not been approached by any staff member regarding this proposed new taking of my property.  I have never received any 
indication if and how much I might be reimbursed for my property, if any funding is available, or when this proposed action might 
happen.  
 
Yet as a direct consequence of the inclusion of this map with a specific Trail identified across privately-owned properties-
immediately places a cloud over all of these properties, causing the owners immediately economic and legal impact. 
 
 
My previous objections to providing Public Trails within the Basalt Creek Canyon and/or through my property centered around the 
protection of the natural resources within the area, and concerns of damage to the wetlands and other natural areas which I and my 
husband have been working to restore. 
 
I also expressed concern as to the need for thoughtful planning of the location of any public pedestrian corridor due to the well 
documented news reports regarding a very similar Public Trail created for pedestrians and bikes to connect two cities- the 
Springwater Corridor.  Unfortunately, the Springwater Corridor has developed into an unsafe public health and safety issue; has 
caused damage to previously identified sensitive natural areas; and requires routine monitoring for unplanned/anticipated types of 
public use.  
 
The following statements are also included within the Informational Packet: 
 

“Parks and Open Space One of the guiding principles of the Basalt Creek Concept Plan is to protect key natural resources 
and sensitive areas while making recreational opportunities accessible by integrating new parkland, open spaces, natural 
areas and trails in the planning area and connecting to existing regional networks.   

 

 
 
If the planners truly believe in the statements they have included within the Informational Packet on upholding their goal to protect 
these natural resources, it would be noticeable in their efforts to reduce the number times and locations this natural area is being 
bisected and encroached upon by multiple roads; proposed over or under crossings, various utilities, and now in addition-- Public 
Trails not integrated along other proposed transportation routes.    
 
I request a response to these issues: There are numerous governing documents stating requirements to protect identified 
elements found within the Canyon Area including the protections of slopes, and other natural resources--- 
Would you explain why on the Public Trails Map above---the “Canyon Trail” does not run in proximity to local roads (which are 
also in concept planning), but instead--has been placed in a completely separate location -deeper into the natural areas which 
results in even a greater number of bifurcations of the natural areas, and increasing fragmentation of the existing habitats? 
 
I request a response to these issues:  
 Are both cities in agreement with the information provided within the Public Trails map? 
 Who authored/ generated the Public Trails indicating Public Trail “Opportunities” over multiple properties which are privately 

owned near the Basalt Creek Canyon? 
 Which agency or government will be providing and funding for ongoing routine maintenance; police services; or emergency 

services to the “Canyon Trail”-a trail which runs through multiple jurisdictions, and possibly though islands of unannexed 
properties?  

 And what provisions are being made to secure continuous sources of funding for these services over the entire length of the 
Trail? 
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I question how much due diligence was done prior to creating a Public Document which indicates only one location for the Public 
Trail within the Basalt Creek Canyon- without any alternative locations provided during its first public issuance, and without prior 
discussion with affected property owners. 
 
 Just a minimal amount of research would show that the location of the proposed Public Trail within the Canyon is hampered by 

significant topographical constraints.  The impact of these constraint seemed to be minimized within the Informational Packet.   
(Please see additional information provided in Section #5 regarding known significant natural constraints and limitations within 
the Basalt Creek Area which were authored and memorialized by various governments).  The proposed location of the Canyon 
Trail encroaches through these natural resources. 

 Construction and ongoing use of a Public Trail – open all day/year-round will create yet another bifurcation and fragmentation 
of the local eco system- which will directly and negatively affect the high valued riparian and upland habitats currently found in 
the area.  These actions would be in direct conflict with the stated goals of protecting the existing natural resources within the 
area and within the canyon. 

 Due to the current topographical location of the Public Canyon Trail, the land along the trail will most likely require leveling of 
the proposed pathway to be compliant with Federal ADA guidelines. This type of alteration of the area increases negative 
impact to surrounding habitats. 

 The leveling of the trail would require high cost expenditures to minimize significant grade changes found along the proposed 
trail. 

 Geological formations of Basalt rock along the proposed trail may require extensive construction equipment or blasting which 
increases negative impact to surrounding habitats and increases costs. 

 The Public Trail runs along privately-owned land, with very little access to roads for construction of the path, which will also 
increase construction costs. 

 It is also not clear how or what safety protections can be provided to a Public Trail which with very limited vehicular access, nor 
how the Trail would be monitored in the future to ensure appropriate use of the Trail or provide timely response to 
emergencies either police or medical.  

 The stated location of the Trail along the Canyon is in direct conflict with another stated goal of maximizing assessed property 
value.  The Trail on this map bisects and isolates buildable acreage located on the eastern side of the trail (on the western 
border of “SW Boones Ferry Rd” properties).   

 
 
The inclusion of this detailed Trail map is in very sharp contrast to how information was presented for another much more 
significant and complex land acquisition-- future public school site locations within the Basalt Creek Area.  The location of potential 
school sites require large acreage, complex and are highly constrained site-specific needs.   
 
Whereas the staff elected to include a map with site specific land acquisition “locks” for the Public Trails in the Basalt Creek Area, the 
staff specifically stated a map which would identify potential school sites would not be included within the Information Packet- thus 
eliminating any land “locks” which might improve land acquisition for future school sites in the area at this time.   
 
It is also unclear why Public Trial paths were so exactly identified as to site location within the Informational Packet at this phase of 
the concept planning process.  A narrative of need, functional goals and general location should have been sufficient, as there are 
several other locations within the same area, which will provide the same connectivity; at less cost; more easily constructed; more 
accessible to emergency and safety and maintenance vehicles; can be more easily visually monitored; and significantly less negative 
impact upon the Natural Areas, - as well as being closer to the local roads which are also still in the concept stage of planning.   
 
The Informational Packet states “identifying specific locations of parks and outdoor recreation was beyond the Scope of the Concept 
Plan.” If the Canyon Trail is considered a recreational use, then the planners have gone beyond the scope of the Concept Plan and 
exceeded their mandate. 
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If the Canyon Public Trail is considered a means of transportation, it would then seem appropriate the Public Trail would be more 
closely aligned with the proposed local roads, located on a more direct North South route between the two cities, with significant 
considerations given to costs relating to excessive numbers of land acquisition negotiations with approximately 30 individual 
property owners (over and above all other negotiations needed for road and other infrastructure negotiations), land acquisition 
costs, constructions costs, and ADA compliance issues.   
 
 
Since we are still in the conceptual stages of this process- planners have the most flexibility to be able to incorporate the design of a 
Public Trail along separate paths--- but within proximity to the location of local roads (which are also being planned) --- and be able 
to also provide pleasant visual surroundings within the design.   

 
In light of the extensive number of factors listed about, the only rational I can determine which justifies the recommendation of the 
Canyon Public Trail at its current location is that the staff wanted to ensure they could implement a goal stated numerous times 
during Wilsonville Council Meetings.  
 
During multiple Wilsonville Council meetings statements were made as to the desire to increase the marketability of their nearby 
future industrial area, by including unique enticements to potential developers/employers --such as providing access to the natural 
areas within the Canyon so that “employees will have somewhere to walk during lunch.”  If this is the case---this one-sided self-
serving goal with short term benefits, should not outweigh all the other considerations previously identified and the numerous 
governmental requirements to protect the natural resources of the area.  
 
This supposition is supported by the statement within the Wilsonville Summary portion of the Information Packet (Attachment B 
page 4 of 6) … “Locate north to south trails near the Basalt Creek Canyon and provide bicycle connections that would connect to 
other cities and trail systems, serving as an asset for both residents and employees in the area.” 
 
 
Unfortunately, all of the comments listed within Sections #3 and #4 are just an example of the lack of concern, consideration and 
respect the Basalt Creek Concept planners have shown to the existing property owners and the natural resources within area.   
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5. REQUESTING FUTURE INFORMATION BE PROVIDED TO THE PUBLIC AND TO THE APPROPRIATE DECISION MAKERS--- TO GIVE 
CLEAR, REPRESENATIVE, AND ACCURATE INFORMATION REGARDING THE EXISTING SIGNIFICANT NATURAL RESOURCES 
WHICH ARE LOCATED WITHIN THE BASALT CREEK AREA- AND SPECIFICALLY THE BASALT CREEK CANYON. 

 
 
 
It is unclear to me why the following statement was included within the Informational Packet: 
 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
The inclusion of this statement within the Informational Packet seems to only muddy information which has previously been 
documented and substantiated by multiple governmental bodies - including Washington County-which have clearly identified 
Significant Natural Resources within the Basalt Creek Concept Area. 
 
 
 
There have been multiple documents provided to the Basalt Creek staff which details the unique resources located within the entire 
Basalt Creek Area- many which are located near or within the Basalt Creek Canyon.   
 
 
Copies of all of the following documents were provided the Basalt Creek Staff during the beginning of the Concept Planning process, 
and should be available within your files: 
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Washington County in 2007 stated the existence of Significant Natural Resources within the Basalt Creek Area - Ordinance 671 
 
 

The Basalt Creek Canyon Area was clearly identified as a Significant Natural Resource by Washington County 
 

-  
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Metro has documented the existence of the highest valued Class 1 Riparian Habitat, and the highest valued Class A Upland 

Habitat within the Basalt Creek Area- Including a large portion of the Basalt Creek Canyon 
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Metro has also provided data as to the significant sloops which are located within the Basalt Creek Area which in part creates the 
Basalt Creek Canyon.   

 
 
 
In 2004 Metro charged both Wilsonville and Tualatin with the requirement to protect the steep slopes found within what was 
referred to in Metro 04-2010B, as the “Tualatin Area” during concept Planning for the area. 

 
From the following two maps, it can be easily determined there are significant topographical changes within the Basalt Creek Area, 
which result in dramatically steep slopes.  
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Metro has also provided a map of the significant grade changes within the Basalt Creek Area in relationship to the wetlands 
 
 
 

 
 
 
As can be seen within these 2 maps- the rugged topography sheltered and protected the Basalt Canyon and its resources. 
There is a reason why this land has not been already been densely developed over the past years even though it is located close to 
many other attractive locations. 
 
Care and thoughtful planning have to take place to protect this local resource for the future.   
 
This fact was recognized when the governing tool (Metro 04-1040B) placed multiple requirements upon the cities of Wilsonville and 
Tualatin specifically addressing each city’s responsibility to protect during Concept Planning and after – the various natural resources 
within the Basalt Creek Area.    
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The Federal government has identified and included the wetlands within the Basalt Canyon within the Federal Wetland 

Inventories. 

 
 
 
 
 
The numerous plans for the construction of large expressways, arterials, collectors and local roads and, public trails within what is 
currently one confined natural area will now be permanently bisected at multiple locations-- causing fragmentation.  This 
fragmentation will permanently damage the health of the existing habitats and ecosystem. …. This issue cannot be emphasized 
enough. 
 
 
 
I remind the Basalt Creek Concept Area planners and their respective Councils of their responsibilities for the protection of the 
area’s natural resources.  It is hoped that short sighted economic goals to gain rapid development advantages will not cloud nor 
distort the need to protect fragile natural resources and ecosystems for future generations. 
 
 
 
 
Respectfully submitted,  
Grace Lucini 
 
 













From: Kraushaar, Nancy
To: Cosgrove, Bryan
Cc: Neamtzu, Chris; Bateschell, Miranda
Subject: FW: Basalt
Date: Tuesday, June 06, 2017 12:36:11 PM
Attachments: 3273_CESNW_KPFF..pdf

Otak CES.pdf

From: Herb Koss [mailto:herb@kossred.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, June 06, 2017 12:26 PM
To: Kraushaar, Nancy
Subject: FW: Basalt

FYI

From: Herb Koss 
Sent: Tuesday, June 6, 2017 12:24 PM
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@kossred.com; 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

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
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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. 
 







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
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
 

mailto:herb@kossred.com
mailto:herb@kossred.com
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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. 
 



From: Kraushaar, Nancy
To: Neamtzu, Chris; Bateschell, Miranda; Cosgrove, Bryan
Subject: FW: Basalt site development costs. CESNW letter.
Date: Friday, May 19, 2017 5:13:07 PM
Attachments: CESNW Letter.pdf

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

From: Herb Koss [mailto:herb@kossred.com] 
Sent: Friday, May 19, 2017 5:09 PM
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, Nancy; Gordon Root (gordonroot@aol.com) (gordonroot@aol.com);
roger.alfred@oregonmetro.gov; Councilor Charlotte Lehan; Councilor Kristin Akervall; Mayor; Scott Starr;
Councilor Susie Stevens; 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.

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

mailto:/O=CIY OF WILSONVILLE/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=KRAUSHAAR, NANCY2D7
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mailto:bateschell@ci.wilsonville.or.us
mailto:cosgrove@ci.wilsonville.or.us
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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. 
 







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
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 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. 



From: Councilor Kristin Akervall
To: Kraushaar, Nancy
Cc: Cosgrove, Bryan; Bateschell, Miranda
Subject: Fwd: Attachment which is pertinent to Basalt Creek for Work Session.
Date: Tuesday, April 18, 2017 11:03:03 PM
Attachments: KeyPagesofMetroOrdinance04-1040B.pdf

ATT00001.htm

Sent from my iPad

Begin forwarded message:

From: "GORDONROOT@aol.com" <GORDONROOT@aol.com>
To: "herb@kossred.com" <herb@kossred.com>, "don.hanson@otak.com"
<don.hanson@otak.com>, "Councilor Charlotte Lehan"
<lehan@ci.wilsonville.or.us>, "Councilor Kristin Akervall"
<akervall@ci.wilsonville.or.us>, "Mayor" <Mayor@ci.wilsonville.or.us>,
"scottstarr97070@gmail.com" <scottstarr97070@gmail.com>, "Councilor Susie
Stevens" <stevens@ci.wilsonville.or.us>, "Acannon@ci.tualatin.or.us"
<Acannon@ci.tualatin.or.us>, "AHURD-RAVICH@ci.tualatin.or.us" <AHURD-
RAVICH@ci.tualatin.or.us>, "fbubenik@ci.tualatin.or.us"
<fbubenik@ci.tualatin.or.us>, "jdehaan@tualatin.gov" <jdehaan@tualatin.gov>,
"jdavis@ci.tualatin.or.us" <jdavis@ci.tualatin.or.us>, "logden@ci.tualatin.or.us"
<logden@ci.tualatin.or.us>, "lou@louogden.com" <lou@louogden.com>,
"ngrimes@ci.tualatin.or.us" <ngrimes@ci.tualatin.or.us>,
"pmorrison@tualatin.gov" <pmorrison@tualatin.gov>, "rkellogg@tualatin.gov"
<rkellogg@tualatin.gov>, "SLOMBOS@ci.tualatin.or.us"
<SLOMBOS@ci.tualatin.or.us>
Cc: "Peter.Watts@jordanramis.com" <Peter.Watts@jordanramis.com>,
"Ed.Trompke@jordanramis.com" <Ed.Trompke@jordanramis.com>
Subject: Attachment which is pertinent to Basalt Creek for Work Session.

Hello All:

 

I have watched in amazement through many meetings where the subject matter and intent

of the Metro Ordinance 04-1040B, has been discussed, but it has become quite clear to me

that many of those discussing the Ordinance have never read the Ordinance, which has led

to it being mis-quoted and mis-interpreted, so much so, that the actual intent has all but

been lost or confounded by many.

 

Yes, the lands now referred to as the "Basalt Creek Concept Planning Area", were brought

in to the UGB were a part of the Industrial Lands expansion, BUT there is a specific carve

out permitting, (or as some would argue requiring), the land that is north of the I-5/99

Connector, now the "Basalt Creek Parkway", which is to become part of Tualatin, "shall be

designated "Outer Neighborhood" residential.  

 

Therefore, I have attached 2 items:

 

A.  The entire Metro Ordinance #04-1040B, as adopted.  This is the Metro Ordinance that
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brought the Basalt Creek lands into the UGB, which was adopted on June 24, 2004, and for

easy reference

 

B.  The Key Pages, which are pages to the Ordinance, which state that:

1. Washington County or, upon annexation to the Cities of Tualatin or Wilsonville,
the cities, in conjunction with Metro, shall complete Title 11 planning within two years
following the selection of the right-of-way alignment for the I-5/99W Connector, or within
seven years of the effective date of Ordinance No. 04-1040, whichever occurs earlier. 
(Page 3 - Exhibit F to Ordinance No. 04-1040B)

2. Title 11 planning shall incorporate the general location of the projected right of
way alignment for the I-5/99W connector and the Tonquin Trail as
shown on the 2004 Regional Transportation Plan. If the selected right-of-way for
the connector follows the approximate course of the “South Alignment,” as
shown on the Region 2040 Growth Concept Map, as amended by Ordinance
No. 03-1014, October 15, 2003, the portion of the Tualatin Area that lies north of
the right-of-way shall be designated “Outer Neighborhood” on the Growth
Concept Map; the portion that lies south shall be designated “Industrial.” (Page 4 Exhibit F)
3. The governments responsible for Title 11 planning shall consider using the I-
5/99W connector as a boundary between the city limits of the City of Tualatin
and the City of Wilsonville in this area.The Timeline for for the Title 11 Planning was to be
complete "within two years following the selection of the right of way alignement for the I-
5/99W Connector, or within seven years of the effective date of the Ordinance No. 04-1040,
whichever occurs earlier; (Page 4 Exhibit F)
 

Furthermore, on page 17  and 18 of Exhibit G it states:

 

The City of Tualatin and many residents of the area expressed concern about compatibility
between
industrial use and residential neighborhoods at the south end of the city. They have also
worried about
preserving an opportunity to choose an alignment between Tualatin and Wilsonville for the
I-5/99W
Connector; the south alignment for this facility passes through the northern portion of the
Tualatin Study
Area.

In response to these concerns, the Council placed several conditions upon addition of this
area to the
UGB. First, the Council extended the normal time for Title 11 planning for the area: two
years following the
identification of a final alignment for the Connector, or seven years after the effective date
of Ordinance No.
04-1040B, whichever comes sooner. This allows Title 11 planning by Washington County,
the cities of
Tualatin and Wilsonville and Metro to accommodate planning for the Connector alignment.
Second, the
(Page 18 - Exhibit G to Ordinance No. 04-1040B)

Council states that, so long as the alignment for the Connector falls close to the South
Alignment shown on
the 2040 Growth Concept Map, it will serve as the buffer between residential development
to the north (the
portion least suitable for industrial uses) and industrial development to the south (the
portion of the area most suitable for industrial use)
 



Therefore, it is clear that the Ordinance bringing these land into the UGB anticipated a mix

of residential and industrial uses, with the residential uses being those lands to the north of

the connector being brought into the City of Tualatin, and those lands to the south

becoming Wilsonville and Industrial in nature.

 

The Tualatin City Council had the benefit of this information in coming to their decision as to

applying a residential zoning to select lands within their jurisdictional boundary, which is

clearly within the scope of Metro's expectations.

 

Thank you,

 

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.  
 
In a message dated 4/17/2017 1:44:36 P.M. Pacific Daylight Time, herb@kossred.com writes:

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.

 

http://www.staffordlandcompany.com/
tel:503.720.0914
mailto:gordon@staffordlandcompany.com
mailto:herb@kossred.com


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

 

otakHG_sigLogo

 

Don Hanson  |  Principal

808 SW Third Ave., Suite 300  |  Portland, OR 97204

v. 503.415.2317  |  f. 503.415.2304

www.otak.com
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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.

 











From: Kraushaar, Nancy
To: Neamtzu, Chris; Bateschell, Miranda; Cosgrove, Bryan
Cc: Jacobson, Barbara
Subject: FW: Basalt Creek - Traffic analysis
Date: Sunday, April 16, 2017 4:57:12 PM
Attachments: 17713A_Memo_BasaltCreekPlanningArea_04.14.17.pdf

FYI. -Nancy
 

From: Herb Koss [mailto:herb@kossred.com] 
Sent: Saturday, April 15, 2017 10:26 AM
To: Mayor; scottstarr97070@gmail.com; Councilor Susie Stevens; Councilor Charlotte Lehan; Councilor
Kristin Akervall; Lou Ogden; Kraushaar, Nancy; 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
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
 
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

mailto:/O=CIY OF WILSONVILLE/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=KRAUSHAAR, NANCY2D7
mailto:neamtzu@ci.wilsonville.or.us
mailto:bateschell@ci.wilsonville.or.us
mailto:cosgrove@ci.wilsonville.or.us
mailto:jacobson@ci.wilsonville.or.us



Memorandum 


\\Lkoae01\proj\Project\17700\17713A\Planning\17713A_Memo_BasaltCreekPlanningArea_04.14.17.docx 


808 SW 3rd Avenue 
Suite 300 


Portland, OR 97204 
Phone (503) 287-6825 


Fax (503) 415-2304 
 


 
 


 
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 
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Subject: Basalt Creek Planning Area Projected Traffic 
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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 







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.
 
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 
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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.  
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Scenario B 

Developable Acres                      41                       41                       41  

Households                      46                     436                     290  
Jobs                    678                        -                          -    
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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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From: Councilor Kristin Akervall
To: Kraushaar, Nancy
Cc: Cosgrove, Bryan; Bateschell, Miranda
Subject: Fwd: Testimony for Monday"s Work Session
Date: Tuesday, April 18, 2017 10:57:28 PM
Attachments: Attachments 1-3.pdf

ATT00001.htm
Attachment 4-10.pdf
ATT00002.htm

Sent from my iPad

Begin forwarded message:

From: Herb Koss <herb@kossred.com>
Date: April 11, 2017 at 10:08:28 AM PDT
To: "mayor@ci.wilsonville.or.us" <mayor@ci.wilsonville.or.us>,
"scottstarr97070@gmail.com" <scottstarr97070@gmail.com>,
"stevens@ci.wilsonville.or.us" <stevens@ci.wilsonville.or.us>,
"lehan@ci.wilsonville.or.us" <lehan@ci.wilsonville.or.us>,
"akervall@ci.wilsonville.or.us" <akervall@ci.wilsonville.or.us>
Cc: Lou Ogden <lou@louogden.com>, Peter Watts
<Peter.Watts@jordanramis.com>, "Ed Trompke
(Ed.Trompke@jordanramis.com)" <Ed.Trompke@jordanramis.com>, Sherman
Leitgeb <sherman@equityoregon.com>, "JOHN FREGONESE
(john@frego.com)" <john@frego.com>, Don Hanson <don.hanson@otak.com>
Subject: FW: Testimony for Monday's Work Session

Mayor Knapp and  Wilsonville City Councilors
 
For some reason it was pointed out to me that the attachments mentioned  in my
Email yesterday did not go out with email that is sent yesterday.
 
I have attached them and feel it is very important that you have them.  
 
Sincerely
Herb Koss 
 

From: Tony Weller [mailto:tweller@cesnw.com] 
Sent: Thursday, March 23, 2017 8:55 AM
To: Nancy Kraushaar (kraushaar@ci.wilsonville.or.us)
Cc: Herb Koss; Don Hanson
Subject: FW: Testimony for Monday's Work Session
 
Hi Nancy –
 
Herb Koss asked me to send you a quick email regarding the Basalt Creek planning area
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808 sw third avenue, suite 300 ' portland, oregon 972M
503.287-6825 ' fax 503.415-2304


www.otak.com


BASALT CREEK/TUALATIN CONCEPT PLAN
Amendment Request to the Concept Plan


Tualatin, Oregon
August 23,2016, Revl'sed November 21,2016


lntroduction


Otak Inc. (Otak) represents The Sherwood Grahams Fery Investots T T.C, headed by Herb
Koss, who hold 10 acres in the 41 acre nottheast quadtant of the ovetall disttict. The propetty
is located near the northeast comer of Gtahams Ferry Road and extends over to the Basalt


Creek Canyon along the proposed ne\ñ/ eâst-west artedal toad. This surnmary of concerns and


the amended concept pian lay out ouf intended ditsçtie¡ moving fotward.


Project Concerns


. Otak's coricem is that the northeast quâdrant atea isnot well suited to industtial zor.rrng ot
empioyment transition ptoposed by the concept plan'


o Topography. Much of the site contains slopes in excess of 10 petcent (10þ and 25 perceflt


Qsr/ù. The site wouid be exttemeþ diffi.cult to flatten out to accornmodate industrial or


employnaent transition site development tequitements. Attached is a topogtaphic map of the


South Center ptoject ptovided to City of Tualatin (City) staff. Otak desþed this flex-space


project. The topography is half as severe as portions of the 47 acrcs site. The site wor{d be


exttemely difficuit to develop given today's Amedcan with Disabilities ,\ct (,\DA) K*
requirements.


o Access. Vehicular access wili be limited to Gøhams Ferry Road and extending Tonquin


Loop into the site. No access will be permitted on the ptoposed new east-west artetial road.


o Basalt Creek Canyon. The industrial land abuts the Basalt Cteek Canyon with no üansition'


o This is not a big change but øthet a refinement to the concept plan. It is a defined site atea


that makes qr about 3 to 5 percent Q-sn of the total Basalt Creek Study Area. Also there


ate currently-329 acres of r¡ndeveloped industtial land v/ithin a one mile tadius of the study


atea,


Land Use Context


The following shows a compadson of Metto's initial goal fot the district, the City's cuffent


plan, and the ptoposed amended plan'


o


Metro


City Plan


,\mended Plan


2500 Jobs


4500Jobs


4070 Jobs


1200 Households


600 Households


1194 Households







Bas alt Cteek/Tualatin Coacept PIan
Amendment Request to tlte Conceþt Plan


Page 2


August 23,2016
Reaised Nouember 21 , 2016


The amended plan proposes a more balanced approach that is well within the intended mix
proposed by Metto when the land came into the Urban Gtourth Boundary (uGB)


A group of mayors in our rcgion have gone to Meüo and asked Metro fot flexibility related to
UGB expansions. They have asked Metro to look at lands and apptoptiate zoning designations


on a sub-regronal basis. They have asked that Metro considet factots such as sþe, and


proximity to inftastructure, to help avoid situation like Dam¿scus. We are asking you to do the


same. We recognize that the region anticipated that the Basalt Creek atea would primarily be


zoned employment uses.


It is certainly anticþated that the vast majotity of the land v¡ill be used for that puqpose. But,
u/iúin the Basalt Cteek Planning r\rea, there ate sub-areas that cannot teasonably be


developed as employment land because of topogtaphic and othet issues. The 41 actes that we


have asked the City to zone for residential pqposes is one of those sub-areas. There is land to
the west and south of this land that is zoned employment, that land is flatter than the subject


47 actes,and it is closer to üansportation inftastructure t"han the subject 47 actes. Neither
PacTtust Pacific Realty Âssociates, LP nor Bdan Cþton Excavating believed that an


employment desþation was possible given the slope and soil quality. Instead of designating


the property with a designation that will result in it nevet developing, we ask that you give it a


desþation that will make development feasible. If you do not do so, it will sit \racarrt;


counting as deveþable employment land, just as Damascus has sat vacaît, counting as


available housing stock. Its designation will prevent firrthet necessary expansions.


There is a housing ctisis in our region and the latest modeling has demonsftated the
importance of having residential land and employment land in close ptoximity. This is an


oppotunity to provide housing, on land which caffiot be feasibly developed as employment
land.


Amended Plan Options


The attached concept plan option süilnarizes the tequested amendment fot proposed land
uses that fit the site and its unique conditions.


The plan anticipates building Tonquin Loop as an act:*aTloop with two ¿ccess points on
Grahams Fery Road. This road extension will ptovide complete access to the properties and
also access to property o\ü/ners east of the site.


Three densities of residential are shown as transition to the neighborhood to the notth and


canyon to the east and also along the new east-west artenaT,which is down 25 vertical feet


from the site atea. A center cote area of potential lstail, high densrty tesidential, and open
space could serve ¿s a walkable destination in the neighborhood. Also secondary âccess can be


provided to the developable lands to the east above the canyon.


Property uses can be molded to ût acnral site conditions and ptovide a mix of housing
(induding workforce housing) close to jobs anticipated to the south and west.


The programmed development will "be ttip cap neutral" compared to the cufient city concept
plun.


o


a


a


a


a







Bas alt Cteek/Tualatia Concept PIan
Amendment Request to the Concept Plan


Benefits


Àttachments:


Page 3


Aøgast 23,2016
Revised Noaenber 2l, 20'1 6


a


a


,\ v¡atkable neighbothood with apptopdate transitions and destinations


Land uses that are adaptable to actual site conditions. The mix of uses will act âs a catalyst to
create activity in the district. The high-density tesidential (FIDR) land ptovides the best


opportunity for workforce housing next to employment lands. Residents wort't need a cat to


commute.
A plan that rneets Metro's initial objectives when the land was brought into the UGB.


A mote complete quâlity neighbothood for the City of Tualatin.


Basalt Creek Site Topo
Basalt Creek Slope Änalysis
Souttr Center Site Topo (Compadson)
Bas¿lt Creek Land Use Concept
Letter ftom PacTrust Pacific Realty Associates, L.P.


Letter from Bri¿n Cþton Excavating
Letter from Micheal Diamond, Real Estate Investment Group
Basalt Cteek nearbyJob Lands MaP
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a
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PO Box 509


Wilsonville, 0R 97CI70


P:503-682-0¿120


F:503-570-3235


www. cloptonexcavating.com
íI.li! jr{.rt {l.{.t' i,-. f*
EXGA\fATüNG


November 18, 2016


Dear Mr. Koss


You have asked rne to visit the 41 acre site located in the Basalt Creek Planning area. Your


question was the feasibility of grading this site for employment land vs. a residential zone.


For your information my company has just purchased another four acres next to our Clay Street


property. With this acquisition we now have 16 acres of land on Clay Street. I arn very familiar


with this area and as you know my company has rnass graded many sites in the Portland Metro


Area. I have been asked many times to inspect potentlal projects in order to determine
problems that may be associated with a developer's site plans --- slopes, access and feasibility.


Thank you for providing rne with topography of the site. lt was very helpful and to be honest


the slopes on the site were mûre severe then I first thought. The otl'ler big issue is the amount


of rock that would be encountered with any grading necessary to accornrnodate any


development on this site. This site is far better suited for Residential use since grading for this


does not require the sarne topographic grading in comparison to employment uses. The Basalt


Creek area does feature other land that is suited for employment; however the 4L acres you


have asked me to visit is not in that category. I was also surprised by the 18 to 20 foot cut in


order to accornmodate the extension of Basalt Creek Parkway.


lf you require any add¡tional inforrnation please let me know.


Sincerely


Brian Clopton


PresidentlOwner







FacíIhus¡T 1535CI S.W Sequoio PkwY., Suibe 3OO


Portland,Ûregon 97PÊ4
50316P4-63OO . Fassirnile: 503/6€4-7755Facific FlBalty Assoc¡ates, L.P.


Noveinber 14,2016


VTA EMAIL


Herb Koss
2643 South Shore Boulevard
Lake Oswego,0R 97034


Dear Herb,


At the request of,Peter Bechen, I tou¡cd your sitc north of the future Basalt Creek Parkway last


week. PacTrust is developing an industrial park several rniles north at I l5th Avenue and


Tualatin-sherwood Road in Tualatin known as Koch Corporate Center. lVe are interested in
locating n site to develop in the Coffee Creek area for light industrial r¡ses. Unfortunately, the


topography of your site makcs development of industrial or flex buildings unçconomic' We


believe housing would bc a more appropriate use for the site. The srnaller floor plates f,or


housing enabls it to work with slope conditions present on your property. Industrial/employment


land requires sites to be much more flat due to drarnatically larger fioor plates, parking


requirernents, loading a¡eas for trucks and ingress/egress conç€ms for trucks. Thore are several


sites in the arca that are mor€ åppropriate for indusilial/employment development.


Let me know if you would tike to discuss this further.


Yows very truly,


P TY ASSOCI,ATES, L.P.


Sporre
Vice President
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November 2I,20tb


Herb Koss
2643 South Shore Blvd.
Lake Oswego, Or 97034


WA: EMAIL


RE: 4L-acre Basalt Creek southern boarder23960 SW Grahams Ferry Rd.


Dear Herb,


I visited the site and spent a considerable amount of time driving the area. It is an exciting
development area especially when the Basalt Creek Parkway is completed.


The topography of the site is such that developing an industrial project would be very
difficult and if done would be at best marginal and very inefficient. Industrial, flex buildings
require large foot prints, large drive areas for loading and turning radius. There are better
sites in the area for this type of use.


I also looked at the site for office park use and concluded that due to the steep topography
of the site it could have a negative impact on the proximity of the parking that may pose an


issue with ADA requirements. I also believe that the extraordinary site cost and small


office footprints would not be cost effective and competitive in the office market
Furthermore, the location does not readily lend itself to that use


This site lends itself to smaller foot print buildings such as housing and multifamily that
can be planned around the steep grades and terraced into the topography.


It is my opinion that the highest and best use for this site are single family homes buffered


along the frontage with multifamily housing'


Our office has forty years of experience in commercial real estate and have procured sites


for commercial developers such as Gramor, Holland Development LLC andWest Hills


Let me know if you have any questions.


Michael N Diamond
Principal Broker


2S3gSoUTHwESTSECoNDAvgNUE*PoRtLR¡to,OREcoN97201 tPHONE503222-1655tFAX503-274-6510







Peter Watts


From:
Sent:
lo:
Subject:


Thanks Herb Koss
Begin forwarded message:


Herb Koss <herb@kossred.com>


Saturday, February LL,20L7 5:56 PM


Peter Watts
FW: Basalt Creek Renus


From: Renus Kelfke ns <Renus-Kelfkens@co.washirlgtqn'or'us>


Date: February t,20t7 atL2:O2:54 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 1g-FT to 20-FT cut. This will be ínvestigated 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 I Project Manager


503-846-7808 renus kelfkens@co'washington'or'us


From¡ Herb Koss [mailto: herb@kossred.com]
Sent¡ Friday, January 27,20L7 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 assumptíons 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 transportat¡on 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


1







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
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Peter Watts


From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:


Herb Koss < herb@kossred.com>
Saturday, February LL,20L7 5:49 PM


Peter Watts
FW: Proposal - Basalt Creek McKenzie


PRO-Koss Real Estate-Scope and Fee-170209.pdf


From: Todd Johnson [mailto:TJohnson@mcknze,com]
Sent: Friday, February L0,20t7 12:04 PM


To: Herb Koss
Cc: Dennis Woods; Gabriela Frask


Subject: FW: Proposal - Basalt Creek McKenzie


Hi Herb-


l've been in meetíngs all morning. Sorry for the delay in getting this to you.


Attached is a scope and budget letter to further develop the work we did previously for Washington County. As we


discussed, the letter report we prepared for Washington County relied on data available at the time we prepared the


letter, and also relied on regional mapping, not site specific mapping for resource lands, geotechnical conditions, and


topography. This scope includes developing site specific data to allow cost feasibility analysis to our previous study. By


improving the accuracy of the data we have through onsite study and mapping, we will be able to determine if the site is


economically viable for employment use, or also look at residential uses as alternates for economic viability.


It,s my understanding that you have new information for the road connections and locations that we did not use in our


previous report. That type of data would be collected as part of our work and would be incorporated into the scope we


propose in the attached scope and budget letter.


Let me know if you have any questions about the attached scope, or if you would like us to change the proposal in any


way. lf the scope we outlined in the attached letter is satisfactory, l'd suggest we have a meeting with you and the


project team to refine the tasks we identify prior to us commencíng work.


Thanks for the opportunity to present this scope of work. l'll call you to discuss it.


Todd Johnson
Senior Associate I Director of Planning


Architecture' Interiors' Engineering' Planning


P 503.224.9560 W mcknze.com C vcard


RiverEast Center, 1515 SE Water Ave', Suite 100, Portland A&972t4


îhis email is confidential, may be legally privileged, and is ìrrtended solely for tlre addressee. If you are not the intended recipient,


access ls prohibited. As email can be altered, its integrity is not guaranteed'
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CES NW


February LO,2OL7


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:


ln 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:


L. 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 north erlV L/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


cEsNw,INC,
13190 sw 6grH pARKwAy. srE. 150. TIGARD, op.97223
503.968.6655 TEL 503.968.2595 FAX www.cEsNw.coM







Mr. Herb Koss


BASATT CREEK CONCEPT PIAN - (CENTRAI AREAI


Page 2 of 2


Road Loop). The plateau area is almost completely surrounded by steeply sloped land. The slopes


range from over LO%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. ln addition as these roads are raised to provide


accesstothe plateau area, the accessto land on eitherside 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 port¡on of the property. Residential uses are more


flexible with access grades and smaller footpr¡nts however the site will still be difficult to
development without access to the south.


ln 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


(almosthalf)ofthenortherlyareaforresidentialtobuffertheVictor¡aGardenslots. Thesoutherly


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 willend up being one of the last parcels developed and the quality of that
development is usually below expectations. lf you have any questions in regards to our analysis,


please don't hesitate to contact us.


Sincerely,


úJd/*
Anthony R


President


P
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Corctruction, Inc.
P.0. Box 489 . ilS S l2th Ave o Corneltuç Orcgon 97113 o (503) 357-2193 o FAX (503) 357'3649


2lt0lt7


Subject The Land South of Victoria Gardens to Basalt Creek Parkway


Dear Mayor Ogden and Tualatin City Councilors:


I am the owner of Ken Leahy Construction Inc., our firm specializes in all aspects of site preparation


projects including full site development that require erosíon control, clearíng grubbing, stripping,


earthwork, cement soilstabilization, storm water detention facilities, bio swales, underground utilities


(storm sewer, sanítary sewer, water distribution and franchise utilities), sanitary sewer lift stations and


force mains. Our firm is celebrating its 50th year in the business and has been invotved in many


developments in the Portland Metro area.


At the reguest of Herb Koss and I toured the site on L|LA/L7 , to give him an idea of the feasibility of full


site development for employment use. I also was given topography site maps detailing the slopes and


grades on the property.


I personally have developed sites that contain large volumes of rock. Based on my personalexperience


I estimate that the cost of land preparation for the land described above would surpass the 55.00 per


foot range.


I looked at s¡te access, and am basing my opinion about access on the understanding that no access will


be allowed onto Basalt Creek Parkway. lf there is no access from Basalt Creek Parkway, traffic will have


to come from the intersection of Tonquin Road and Grahams Ferry Road. There ís approximately 50


feet of elevation rise, from that access point, which creates major issues for truck traffic.


Limited access, topography, and the large quantity of basalt rock are all major issues. A single one of


them might not prevent the síte from being developed as employment land, but the combination of all


three cannot be overcome. Mass grading of Basalt Rock is not financially feasible.


A diversí,fted øccavation, ut¡l¡ty, street and síte development company







¡


fiaontlçþÞål Pârtner


808 swthird avenue, suite 300 . poftland, oregon 972O4
503.287-6825 . fax 503.415-2304


www.otak.com


The following surrìmarizes Don Hanson's testimony for the City Council meeting on
Monday, Febtuary 1,3, 201,7.


Comments on MacKenz¡e Study


Items/information not made available to MacKenzie
o Residential transition land at north end.


o Correct location for the future Basalt Creek Parkway road.
o No road connection/access onto the future Basalt Creek Parkway road.
o No access is shown to properties to the southeast.


Plan Comments


" The comments on slope suitability are well stated for employment uses. Less than 570


slopes are best, 5-1,0o/o present challenges, and greater than 1,0o/o slopes are not feasible.


o Sites A, B and C ate somewhat feasible but would need a second access for emergency


vehicles.


o Sites D, E and F are not feasible for employment.
o Sites G and H are in the proposed residential zone.


" Sites L and I( are workable.
o There are about 18-20 acres of feasible land for employment development, but v¡ithout


good access a successful employment development is not feasible.


o No considetation for costs of grading the site.


o ìØhat about ADrt?
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for the property around Herbs.  Here is an email below from Peter Watts that pretty
much outlines their position on the property. 
 
We were brought into the discussion late to review what had been done and to get our
thoughts regarding development potential of the property as employment land.  A
copy of our letter is in the above attachments from Peter (the 4-10 group). 
 
The key issue we saw was access.  The County is not going to allow any connections to
the Parkway from this property.  The County’s preliminary profile for the Parkway
extension also shows an 18-foot cut along the property boundary.  With the steep
slopes and wetlands surrounding the upper terrace area we couldn’t see a way to get
good access to the upper area and no way to get secondary access.
 
Residential development allow for steeper road grades so access is improved but still
would  be difficult.  If you have any questions or would like to discuss my review of this
area further, I would be happy to do so.
 
Take care – 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: Peter Watts 
Sent: Sunday, February 12, 2017 12:42 PM
To: 'council@ci.tualatin.or.us'; 'council@tualatin.gov'
Cc: 'slombos@ci.tualatin.or.us'
Subject: Testimony for Monday's Work Session
 
Dear Mayor Ogden, Members of the Tualatin City Council, and City Staff,
 
                I, along with others, own land North of the planned Basalt Creek Parkway, and
East of Grahams Ferry Drive.  I am writing this letter solely on my own behalf,
specifically to provide background information, address the report provided to
Washington County by McKenzie, and also provide information from local experts who
have walked the site, so that you can make the best possible determination regarding
the most appropriate designation of the land. 

file:///F:/Outlook/blocked::mailto:tweller@cesnw.com
http://www.cesnw.com/
mailto:council@ci.tualatin.or.us
mailto:council@tualatin.gov
mailto:slombos@ci.tualatin.or.us


 
Executive Summary
 
                Don Hanson of OTAK, and Tony Weller of CES NW, have both provided letters
stating significant reservations with the feasibility of developing this site as
employment land, and provided detailed analysis of topographic and access limitations
associated with the site, for your review.  The letter from Tony Weller succinctly
describes the issues with the McKenzie Report and the site in two pages.
 

Ken Leahy of Ken Leahy Construction, and Brian Clopton of Brian Clopton
Excavating, both who have significant experience providing site preparation in the
region, have walked the property, and believe that site preparation for the large
building footprints required by employment designations, will be cost prohibitive due
to the site slope and basalt rock soil.

 
Eric Sporre of PacTrust believes that there is an inability to develop industrial or

flex buildings based on the site topography and soil conditions.  Mike Diamond of the
Real Estate Investment Group opined that the site was unlikely to develop as industrial
of flex space because of the inability to provide large drive access for truck loading and
turning radius.  He also determined that office park use was not feasible, because the
steep topography would have a negative impact on the proximity of parking and could
pose an issue with American’s Disabilities Act requirements. In short, all of the experts,
were in agreement that there were significant issues with ever developing the property
as employment land.
 
                Although, McKenzie provided a report to Washington County, that the land
could be feasibly developed as employment land, that report was based on a series of
assumptions regarding site access, road construction, and zoning on the northern
portion of the property, that will not occur under the current plan.  Washington County
staff has confirmed that the access off Basalt Creek Parkway, and the north south
Kinsman road, will not be built.  Both, Don Hanson and Tony Weller, have provided
letters based on the most recent Washington County data, that contradict the
conclusions reached in the McKenzie report.
 
                Despite that the Basalt Creek planning area was brought into the UGB for the
primary purpose of providing employment land, Metro has confirmed that there is no
prohibition in the findings for non-employment designations.  John Fregonese has
confirmed that even if the subject property was zoned residential, the employment
capacity for the planning area, will still far exceed Metro’s estimates by 1,000, or more.
 
Background Information And Why We Are Here Today
 
                Although, I have significant experience representing both jurisdictions and
developers in land use matters, I have never previously experienced the process from
the perspective of a land owner, so this has been an eye opening experience.  At the



time that I decided to invest as a part owner in one of the subject properties, I did due
diligence by looking at satellite images, reviewing the plans prepared by the cities and
John Fregonese, and driving to the site.  I didn’t, however, walk the site, because of
extremely bad weather. 
 

I believed based on my review of the planning materials that the site would
develop as employment land, and am very familiar with the regional needs analysis.  In
short, I did what everyone else did which was look at it from a bird’s eye view, instead
of on the ground.
 

At the time of my ownership, the most pressing issue was the boundary
between the two cities.  There seemed to be a logical boundary between Tualatin and
Wilsonville, at Basalt Creek Parkway.  I met with staff from Wilsonville to discuss the
boundary, as well as Wilsonville’s vision for  mirror image zoning, which I believed, at
the time, was feasible, and would work. 
 

It was only when winter turned to summer, that I actually walked the property. 
What was not obvious from satellite imagery, or from the road, was immediately
apparent, when I was on the ground.  There are significant slope issues with the
property and the adjacent properties, and there was very little topsoil, and a lot of
rock.  I am familiar with the impact of topography and soil conditions through my past
representation of the former city of Damascus, and this property did not seem well
suited for the large footprints necessary for an employment designation.   
 
                After discussions with Herb Koss, we contacted adjacent property owners, and
received their permission to have experts look at the parcels of property as a whole, to
help determine feasibility.  At that time, concerned whether there was a prohibition on
non-employment land zoning, I had preliminary discussions with Metro staff regarding
whether there had been a requirement that the land be zoned employment, when it
was brought into the UGB. 
 

Metro’s land use attorney, Roger Alfred, and I, both reviewed the findings and
determined that although there was a strong desire for employment land, an orderly
transition from residential to employment was contemplated at all times during the
process.  There is nothing in the findings that prevents a residential designation.  This is
particularly true if the factors on the ground do not support an employment
designation.  With that information and the consent of adjacent land owners we moved
forward with the process of bringing in experts for site suitability analysis.
 
Preliminary Analysis From Experts And Washington County’s Letter Opinion From
McKenzie
 
                Herb Koss arranged for Don Hanson from OTAK to analyze the site for slope
issues and potential zoning, and he has previously submitted materials regarding his
findings.  (See attachment 1) Brian Clopton, of Brian Clopton Excavating submitted a



letter on November 18, 2016 regarding the soil conditions and topography.  (See
attachment 2) Eric Sporre of PacTrust submitted a letter on November 14, 2016
regarding the inability to develop industrial or flex buildings based on the
topography. (See attachment 3)
 

Mike Diamond of the Real Estate Investment Group submitted a letter on
November 21, 2016 opining that the site was unlikely to develop as industrial of flex
space because of the inability to provide large drive access for truck loading and
turning radius. (See attachment 4)  He also determined that office park use was not
feasible because the steep topography would have a negative impact on the proximity
of parking and could pose an issue with American’s Disabilities Act requirements. In
short, all of the experts, were in agreement that there were significant issues with ever
developing the property as employment land.

 
Don Hanson shared Mike Diamond’s concerns regarding compliance with ADA

standards.  He noted that the site that Washington County used as a comp, South
Center, which was designed by OTAK had half the slope of the subject site, and could
not be built under current ADA standards. (See page 1 of attachment 1)
 

At the same time, Mayor Ogden, and staff, asked John Fregonese for his
opinion.  He expressed reservations regarding the employment designation, and
believed that it would be better suited as residential land.  This, and other data,
prompted Washington County to hire McKenzie to provide a letter opinion.
 
                Upon receiving a copy of the McKenzie Letter, I had significant concerns that
their report regarding feasibility was predicated on four inaccurate assumptions. 
Specifically:
 

<!--[if !supportLists]-->1.       <!--[endif]-->The McKenzie letter contemplated
access off of Basalt Creek Parkway, and did not take into account the 18-20
foot curb cut off of Basalt Creek Parkway (Washington County Project
Manager, Renus Kelfkens, confirmed via email on 2/1/17 that the only
access onto Basalt Creek Rd., will be from Grahams Ferry Rd., and Boones
Ferry Rd., and that there will likely be an 18-20 foot curb cut); (See
Attachment 5)

<!--[if !supportLists]-->2.       <!--[endif]-->The McKenzie letter contemplated
Kingsman Rd., as a North South connector, allowing truck access to the
southern portion of the site (Washington County Planner Erin Wardell
confirmed via a phone call to Herb Koss on 2/9/17 that this road had been
deleted over a year ago);

<!--[if !supportLists]-->3.       <!--[endif]-->The McKenzie letter contemplated an
Employment designation in the northern quadrant of the property, despite
the fact that it has been designated by the city as residential transition;

<!--[if !supportLists]-->4.       <!--[endif]-->The McKenzie letter did not rely on site
specific geotechnical conditions or topography, relying on regional mapping



instead (Todd Johnson confirmed that they had not used site specific data
via email on 2/10/17) (See Attachment 6)

 
I have had discussions with Gabriela Frask, who prepared the McKenzie report,

and learned that she was not provided with the site transportation access information,
nor was she aware that the northern portion of the property, which is relatively flat,
was planned as residential transition. She was also unaware that Kinsman Rd., was
deleted from the area planning approximately a year ago. Additionally, Washington
County did not authorized a site visit, within her scope of work, which I believe
negatively impacted her ability consider other factors impacting feasibility.  Regardless
of the skill of an individual planner or agency, their work can only be as accurate as the
information that they rely upon, and in this case I believe that Gabriela and McKenzie
did not receive sufficiently detailed information to assess the property as accurately as
possible.
 
Expert Opinions and Assessment of the McKenzie Letter
 
                We asked Tony Weller of CES NW, to consider the Tualatin staff reports,
McKenzie Study, email from Washington Co., regarding access, the DKS preliminary
profile of  the extension of Basalt Creek Parkway, and the OTAK Basalt Creek Concept
Plan.  In a comprehensive letter dated February 10, 2017, he opined that while the
northerly third of the site is very developable as employment land, almost half of that
property is reserved for residential use.  And, that the deletion of the planned Kinsman
Road, eliminates the only at grade potential access coming from the southerly portion
of the site.  The plateau portion of the property is surrounded by sleep slopes of over
10% and over 20%.  He further opined that neither access point can provide a
secondary access to the plateau area which is a negative for both traffic flows and
emergency access. (See Attachment 7)
 

Ken Leahy of Ken Leahy Construction Inc., was asked to provide a more
comprehensive look at site preparation costs. He provided his opinion, in a letter dated
February 10, 2017 that the cost of site preparation will exceed $5.00 per foot.  (See
Attachment 8)

 
Don Hanson, of OTAK has provided a letter, and marked-up the McKenzie map

based on the actual location of Basalt Creek Parkway, the lack of access off of Basalt
Creek, the elimination of Kinsman road, and the residential designation at the top of
the property.  The result of those additional facts, eliminates a significant portion of the
property that McKenzie deemed developable. (See Attachment 9)

 
Additionally, I have included a map that combines the McKenzie Plan with the

residential zone and topographic map. (See Attachment 10)
 
Their letters are attached for your review.

 



A Summary of Relevant Data
 
                With so many different letters from various experts, and communications
from owners, neighbors, and other jurisdictions, over the last six months, it can be hard
to keep track of the relevant information.  So, I would offer the following:
 

1.       Metro’s own benchmark for employment land contemplates a slope of less
than 10%, with less than 5% preferred.  This site has slope in excess of 20%
throughout;

2.       PacTrust has provided a written opinion that the topography and basalt soil of
the site mean it can’t be feasibly developed for employment purposes;

3.       OTAK has indicated in writing that the comparable property that Washington
County used in their analysis, had half as much slope as this site, and could not
be built under current American’s with Disabilities Act rules/regulations;

4.       Site preparation specialists in the area confirm the high cost of site
preparation, due to soil conditions.  The amount of blasting that can occur on
this site is compromised by the high capacity power lines that bisect the site;

5.       There is no access off of Basalt Creek road, and the deletion of Kinsman Road
directly, and negatively impacts truck circulation on the southern portion of the
site;

6.       The northern portion of the site, adjacent to the existing neighborhood is
currently planned to be zoned residential, contrary to what McKenzie’s
renderings show, and that designation has a major impact on the large
footprint, employment, buildings that can/cannot be constructed.  OTAK
believes that only 11% of the site can be feasibly constructed as employment;

7.       A residential designation and orderly transition to employment/industrial was
always contemplated adjacent to the existing residential neighborhood, and is
allowed under the findings that brought the Basalt Creek area into the UGB.

8.       The county believes that an 18-20 foot curb cut, will be necessary on Basalt
Creek Parkway.  That curb cut means that the mirror image view that
Wilsonville contemplated cannot occur.  The view will either be of a graded
slope or a 20 foot retaining wall.

 
Conclusion
 
                Although, the primary purpose of the Basalt Creek UGB expansion was to
bring in employment land, the on ground conditions on this property don’t support
that designation.  During the thirteen year period since this land was brought into the
UGB, there has been a trend of locating workforce housing close to employment lands
to lessen commute time to work, and there are other lands in the Basalt Creek Planning
Area that are zoned residential. 
 
                John Fregonese was asked if this property was needed for employment
capacity.  His response was that if the subject property was zoned residential, the
employment capacity for the planning area, will still far exceed Metro’s estimates by



1,000, or more. In short, this land does not need to be zoned employment in order for
the planning area as a whole to exceed Metro’s employment capacity estimates.
 
                Thank you for your time and consideration.
 
Peter
 
 
 
Peter O. Watts |
Jordan Ramis PC  |  Attorneys at Law
Direct:  503-598-5547   Main:  503-598-7070
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808 sw third avenue, suite 300 ' portland, oregon 972M
503.287-6825 ' fax 503.415-2304

www.otak.com

BASALT CREEK/TUALATIN CONCEPT PLAN
Amendment Request to the Concept Plan

Tualatin, Oregon
August 23,2016, Revl'sed November 21,2016

lntroduction

Otak Inc. (Otak) represents The Sherwood Grahams Fery Investots T T.C, headed by Herb
Koss, who hold 10 acres in the 41 acre nottheast quadtant of the ovetall disttict. The propetty
is located near the northeast comer of Gtahams Ferry Road and extends over to the Basalt

Creek Canyon along the proposed ne\ñ/ eâst-west artedal toad. This surnmary of concerns and

the amended concept pian lay out ouf intended ditsçtie¡ moving fotward.

Project Concerns

. Otak's coricem is that the northeast quâdrant atea isnot well suited to industtial zor.rrng ot
empioyment transition ptoposed by the concept plan'

o Topography. Much of the site contains slopes in excess of 10 petcent (10þ and 25 perceflt

Qsr/ù. The site wouid be exttemeþ diffi.cult to flatten out to accornmodate industrial or

employnaent transition site development tequitements. Attached is a topogtaphic map of the

South Center ptoject ptovided to City of Tualatin (City) staff. Otak desþed this flex-space

project. The topography is half as severe as portions of the 47 acrcs site. The site wor{d be

exttemely difficuit to develop given today's Amedcan with Disabilities ,\ct (,\DA) K*
requirements.

o Access. Vehicular access wili be limited to Gøhams Ferry Road and extending Tonquin

Loop into the site. No access will be permitted on the ptoposed new east-west artetial road.

o Basalt Creek Canyon. The industrial land abuts the Basalt Cteek Canyon with no üansition'

o This is not a big change but øthet a refinement to the concept plan. It is a defined site atea

that makes qr about 3 to 5 percent Q-sn of the total Basalt Creek Study Area. Also there

ate currently-329 acres of r¡ndeveloped industtial land v/ithin a one mile tadius of the study

atea,

Land Use Context

The following shows a compadson of Metto's initial goal fot the district, the City's cuffent

plan, and the ptoposed amended plan'

o

Metro

City Plan

,\mended Plan

2500 Jobs

4500Jobs

4070 Jobs

1200 Households

600 Households

1194 Households



Bas alt Cteek/Tualatin Coacept PIan
Amendment Request to tlte Conceþt Plan

Page 2

August 23,2016
Reaised Nouember 21 , 2016

The amended plan proposes a more balanced approach that is well within the intended mix
proposed by Metto when the land came into the Urban Gtourth Boundary (uGB)

A group of mayors in our rcgion have gone to Meüo and asked Metro fot flexibility related to
UGB expansions. They have asked Metro to look at lands and apptoptiate zoning designations

on a sub-regronal basis. They have asked that Metro considet factots such as sþe, and

proximity to inftastructure, to help avoid situation like Dam¿scus. We are asking you to do the

same. We recognize that the region anticipated that the Basalt Creek atea would primarily be

zoned employment uses.

It is certainly anticþated that the vast majotity of the land v¡ill be used for that puqpose. But,
u/iúin the Basalt Cteek Planning r\rea, there ate sub-areas that cannot teasonably be

developed as employment land because of topogtaphic and othet issues. The 41 actes that we

have asked the City to zone for residential pqposes is one of those sub-areas. There is land to
the west and south of this land that is zoned employment, that land is flatter than the subject

47 actes,and it is closer to üansportation inftastructure t"han the subject 47 actes. Neither
PacTtust Pacific Realty Âssociates, LP nor Bdan Cþton Excavating believed that an

employment desþation was possible given the slope and soil quality. Instead of designating

the property with a designation that will result in it nevet developing, we ask that you give it a

desþation that will make development feasible. If you do not do so, it will sit \racarrt;

counting as deveþable employment land, just as Damascus has sat vacaît, counting as

available housing stock. Its designation will prevent firrthet necessary expansions.

There is a housing ctisis in our region and the latest modeling has demonsftated the
importance of having residential land and employment land in close ptoximity. This is an

oppotunity to provide housing, on land which caffiot be feasibly developed as employment
land.

Amended Plan Options

The attached concept plan option süilnarizes the tequested amendment fot proposed land
uses that fit the site and its unique conditions.

The plan anticipates building Tonquin Loop as an act:*aTloop with two ¿ccess points on
Grahams Fery Road. This road extension will ptovide complete access to the properties and
also access to property o\ü/ners east of the site.

Three densities of residential are shown as transition to the neighborhood to the notth and

canyon to the east and also along the new east-west artenaT,which is down 25 vertical feet

from the site atea. A center cote area of potential lstail, high densrty tesidential, and open
space could serve ¿s a walkable destination in the neighborhood. Also secondary âccess can be

provided to the developable lands to the east above the canyon.

Property uses can be molded to ût acnral site conditions and ptovide a mix of housing
(induding workforce housing) close to jobs anticipated to the south and west.

The programmed development will "be ttip cap neutral" compared to the cufient city concept
plun.

o

a

a

a

a



Bas alt Cteek/Tualatia Concept PIan
Amendment Request to the Concept Plan

Benefits

Àttachments:

Page 3

Aøgast 23,2016
Revised Noaenber 2l, 20'1 6

a

a

,\ v¡atkable neighbothood with apptopdate transitions and destinations

Land uses that are adaptable to actual site conditions. The mix of uses will act âs a catalyst to
create activity in the district. The high-density tesidential (FIDR) land ptovides the best

opportunity for workforce housing next to employment lands. Residents wort't need a cat to

commute.
A plan that rneets Metro's initial objectives when the land was brought into the UGB.

A mote complete quâlity neighbothood for the City of Tualatin.

Basalt Creek Site Topo
Basalt Creek Slope Änalysis
Souttr Center Site Topo (Compadson)
Bas¿lt Creek Land Use Concept
Letter ftom PacTrust Pacific Realty Associates, L.P.

Letter from Bri¿n Cþton Excavating
Letter from Micheal Diamond, Real Estate Investment Group
Basalt Cteek nearbyJob Lands MaP

a

a
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PO Box 509

Wilsonville, 0R 97CI70

P:503-682-0¿120

F:503-570-3235

www. cloptonexcavating.com
íI.li! jr{.rt {l.{.t' i,-. f*
EXGA\fATüNG

November 18, 2016

Dear Mr. Koss

You have asked rne to visit the 41 acre site located in the Basalt Creek Planning area. Your

question was the feasibility of grading this site for employment land vs. a residential zone.

For your information my company has just purchased another four acres next to our Clay Street

property. With this acquisition we now have 16 acres of land on Clay Street. I arn very familiar

with this area and as you know my company has rnass graded many sites in the Portland Metro

Area. I have been asked many times to inspect potentlal projects in order to determine
problems that may be associated with a developer's site plans --- slopes, access and feasibility.

Thank you for providing rne with topography of the site. lt was very helpful and to be honest

the slopes on the site were mûre severe then I first thought. The otl'ler big issue is the amount

of rock that would be encountered with any grading necessary to accornrnodate any

development on this site. This site is far better suited for Residential use since grading for this

does not require the sarne topographic grading in comparison to employment uses. The Basalt

Creek area does feature other land that is suited for employment; however the 4L acres you

have asked me to visit is not in that category. I was also surprised by the 18 to 20 foot cut in

order to accornmodate the extension of Basalt Creek Parkway.

lf you require any add¡tional inforrnation please let me know.

Sincerely

Brian Clopton

PresidentlOwner



FacíIhus¡T 1535CI S.W Sequoio PkwY., Suibe 3OO

Portland,Ûregon 97PÊ4
50316P4-63OO . Fassirnile: 503/6€4-7755Facific FlBalty Assoc¡ates, L.P.

Noveinber 14,2016

VTA EMAIL

Herb Koss
2643 South Shore Boulevard
Lake Oswego,0R 97034

Dear Herb,

At the request of,Peter Bechen, I tou¡cd your sitc north of the future Basalt Creek Parkway last

week. PacTrust is developing an industrial park several rniles north at I l5th Avenue and

Tualatin-sherwood Road in Tualatin known as Koch Corporate Center. lVe are interested in
locating n site to develop in the Coffee Creek area for light industrial r¡ses. Unfortunately, the

topography of your site makcs development of industrial or flex buildings unçconomic' We

believe housing would bc a more appropriate use for the site. The srnaller floor plates f,or

housing enabls it to work with slope conditions present on your property. Industrial/employment

land requires sites to be much more flat due to drarnatically larger fioor plates, parking

requirernents, loading a¡eas for trucks and ingress/egress conç€ms for trucks. Thore are several

sites in the arca that are mor€ åppropriate for indusilial/employment development.

Let me know if you would tike to discuss this further.

Yows very truly,

P TY ASSOCI,ATES, L.P.

Sporre
Vice President
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REAL ESTATE
INVESTMENT
GROUP

November 2I,20tb

Herb Koss
2643 South Shore Blvd.
Lake Oswego, Or 97034

WA: EMAIL

RE: 4L-acre Basalt Creek southern boarder23960 SW Grahams Ferry Rd.

Dear Herb,

I visited the site and spent a considerable amount of time driving the area. It is an exciting
development area especially when the Basalt Creek Parkway is completed.

The topography of the site is such that developing an industrial project would be very
difficult and if done would be at best marginal and very inefficient. Industrial, flex buildings
require large foot prints, large drive areas for loading and turning radius. There are better
sites in the area for this type of use.

I also looked at the site for office park use and concluded that due to the steep topography
of the site it could have a negative impact on the proximity of the parking that may pose an

issue with ADA requirements. I also believe that the extraordinary site cost and small

office footprints would not be cost effective and competitive in the office market
Furthermore, the location does not readily lend itself to that use

This site lends itself to smaller foot print buildings such as housing and multifamily that
can be planned around the steep grades and terraced into the topography.

It is my opinion that the highest and best use for this site are single family homes buffered

along the frontage with multifamily housing'

Our office has forty years of experience in commercial real estate and have procured sites

for commercial developers such as Gramor, Holland Development LLC andWest Hills

Let me know if you have any questions.

Michael N Diamond
Principal Broker

2S3gSoUTHwESTSECoNDAvgNUE*PoRtLR¡to,OREcoN97201 tPHONE503222-1655tFAX503-274-6510



Peter Watts

From:
Sent:
lo:
Subject:

Thanks Herb Koss
Begin forwarded message:

Herb Koss <herb@kossred.com>

Saturday, February LL,20L7 5:56 PM

Peter Watts
FW: Basalt Creek Renus

From: Renus Kelfke ns <Renus-Kelfkens@co.washirlgtqn'or'us>

Date: February t,20t7 atL2:O2:54 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 1g-FT to 20-FT cut. This will be ínvestigated 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 I Project Manager

503-846-7808 renus kelfkens@co'washington'or'us

From¡ Herb Koss [mailto: herb@kossred.com]
Sent¡ Friday, January 27,20L7 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 assumptíons 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 transportat¡on 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

1



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

2



Peter Watts

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Herb Koss < herb@kossred.com>
Saturday, February LL,20L7 5:49 PM

Peter Watts
FW: Proposal - Basalt Creek McKenzie

PRO-Koss Real Estate-Scope and Fee-170209.pdf

From: Todd Johnson [mailto:TJohnson@mcknze,com]
Sent: Friday, February L0,20t7 12:04 PM

To: Herb Koss
Cc: Dennis Woods; Gabriela Frask

Subject: FW: Proposal - Basalt Creek McKenzie

Hi Herb-

l've been in meetíngs all morning. Sorry for the delay in getting this to you.

Attached is a scope and budget letter to further develop the work we did previously for Washington County. As we

discussed, the letter report we prepared for Washington County relied on data available at the time we prepared the

letter, and also relied on regional mapping, not site specific mapping for resource lands, geotechnical conditions, and

topography. This scope includes developing site specific data to allow cost feasibility analysis to our previous study. By

improving the accuracy of the data we have through onsite study and mapping, we will be able to determine if the site is

economically viable for employment use, or also look at residential uses as alternates for economic viability.

It,s my understanding that you have new information for the road connections and locations that we did not use in our

previous report. That type of data would be collected as part of our work and would be incorporated into the scope we

propose in the attached scope and budget letter.

Let me know if you have any questions about the attached scope, or if you would like us to change the proposal in any

way. lf the scope we outlined in the attached letter is satisfactory, l'd suggest we have a meeting with you and the

project team to refine the tasks we identify prior to us commencíng work.

Thanks for the opportunity to present this scope of work. l'll call you to discuss it.

Todd Johnson
Senior Associate I Director of Planning

Architecture' Interiors' Engineering' Planning

P 503.224.9560 W mcknze.com C vcard

RiverEast Center, 1515 SE Water Ave', Suite 100, Portland A&972t4

îhis email is confidential, may be legally privileged, and is ìrrtended solely for tlre addressee. If you are not the intended recipient,

access ls prohibited. As email can be altered, its integrity is not guaranteed'

1



CES NW

February LO,2OL7

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:

ln 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:

L. 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 north erlV L/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

cEsNw,INC,
13190 sw 6grH pARKwAy. srE. 150. TIGARD, op.97223
503.968.6655 TEL 503.968.2595 FAX www.cEsNw.coM



Mr. Herb Koss

BASATT CREEK CONCEPT PIAN - (CENTRAI AREAI

Page 2 of 2

Road Loop). The plateau area is almost completely surrounded by steeply sloped land. The slopes

range from over LO%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. ln addition as these roads are raised to provide

accesstothe plateau area, the accessto land on eitherside 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 port¡on of the property. Residential uses are more

flexible with access grades and smaller footpr¡nts however the site will still be difficult to
development without access to the south.

ln 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

(almosthalf)ofthenortherlyareaforresidentialtobuffertheVictor¡aGardenslots. Thesoutherly

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 willend up being one of the last parcels developed and the quality of that
development is usually below expectations. lf you have any questions in regards to our analysis,

please don't hesitate to contact us.

Sincerely,

úJd/*
Anthony R

President

P

\3273_CESNW_ltr

I, L.S



Corctruction, Inc.
P.0. Box 489 . ilS S l2th Ave o Corneltuç Orcgon 97113 o (503) 357-2193 o FAX (503) 357'3649

2lt0lt7

Subject The Land South of Victoria Gardens to Basalt Creek Parkway

Dear Mayor Ogden and Tualatin City Councilors:

I am the owner of Ken Leahy Construction Inc., our firm specializes in all aspects of site preparation

projects including full site development that require erosíon control, clearíng grubbing, stripping,

earthwork, cement soilstabilization, storm water detention facilities, bio swales, underground utilities

(storm sewer, sanítary sewer, water distribution and franchise utilities), sanitary sewer lift stations and

force mains. Our firm is celebrating its 50th year in the business and has been invotved in many

developments in the Portland Metro area.

At the reguest of Herb Koss and I toured the site on L|LA/L7 , to give him an idea of the feasibility of full

site development for employment use. I also was given topography site maps detailing the slopes and

grades on the property.

I personally have developed sites that contain large volumes of rock. Based on my personalexperience

I estimate that the cost of land preparation for the land described above would surpass the 55.00 per

foot range.

I looked at s¡te access, and am basing my opinion about access on the understanding that no access will

be allowed onto Basalt Creek Parkway. lf there is no access from Basalt Creek Parkway, traffic will have

to come from the intersection of Tonquin Road and Grahams Ferry Road. There ís approximately 50

feet of elevation rise, from that access point, which creates major issues for truck traffic.

Limited access, topography, and the large quantity of basalt rock are all major issues. A single one of

them might not prevent the síte from being developed as employment land, but the combination of all

three cannot be overcome. Mass grading of Basalt Rock is not financially feasible.

A diversí,fted øccavation, ut¡l¡ty, street and síte development company



¡

fiaontlçþÞål Pârtner

808 swthird avenue, suite 300 . poftland, oregon 972O4
503.287-6825 . fax 503.415-2304

www.otak.com

The following surrìmarizes Don Hanson's testimony for the City Council meeting on
Monday, Febtuary 1,3, 201,7.

Comments on MacKenz¡e Study

Items/information not made available to MacKenzie
o Residential transition land at north end.

o Correct location for the future Basalt Creek Parkway road.
o No road connection/access onto the future Basalt Creek Parkway road.
o No access is shown to properties to the southeast.

Plan Comments

" The comments on slope suitability are well stated for employment uses. Less than 570

slopes are best, 5-1,0o/o present challenges, and greater than 1,0o/o slopes are not feasible.

o Sites A, B and C ate somewhat feasible but would need a second access for emergency

vehicles.

o Sites D, E and F are not feasible for employment.
o Sites G and H are in the proposed residential zone.

" Sites L and I( are workable.
o There are about 18-20 acres of feasible land for employment development, but v¡ithout

good access a successful employment development is not feasible.

o No considetation for costs of grading the site.

o ìØhat about ADrt?

a
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From: Ottenad, Mark
To: Kraushaar, Nancy; Bateschell, Miranda
Cc: Neamtzu, Chris
Subject: FW: Landowner Koss - Basalt Creek land assessments
Date: Thursday, March 16, 2017 4:40:32 PM
Attachments: Attachments 1-3.pdf

Attachment 4-10.pdf

For you all from the attorney representing Herb Koss.
 

From: Peter Watts [mailto:Peter.Watts@jordanramis.com] 
Sent: Thursday, March 16, 2017 4:14 PM
To: Ottenad, Mark
Subject: FW: Testimony for Monday's Work Session
 
Hi Mark-
 
                I previously submitted the memo, below, along with attachments to the Tualatin City
Council.  I believe it was one of the reasons for their decision to direct staff to move forward with
certain properties zoned residential.  I wanted to send it your way in case there are questions, from
the Wilsonville Mayor and Council.  Hope all is going well for you, and that the legislature is not
keeping you too busy.
 
Peter
 
Peter O. Watts | Attorney
Jordan Ramis PC  |  Attorneys at Law
Direct:  503-598-5547   Main:  503-598-7070
 
 

From: Peter Watts 
Sent: Sunday, February 12, 2017 12:42 PM
To: 'council@ci.tualatin.or.us'; 'council@tualatin.gov'
Cc: 'slombos@ci.tualatin.or.us'
Subject: Testimony for Monday's Work Session
 
Dear Mayor Ogden, Members of the Tualatin City Council, and City Staff,
 
                I, along with others, own land North of the planned Basalt Creek Parkway, and East of
Grahams Ferry Drive.  I am writing this letter solely on my own behalf, specifically to provide
background information, address the report provided to Washington County by McKenzie, and also
provide information from local experts who have walked the site, so that you can make the best
possible determination regarding the most appropriate designation of the land. 
 
Executive Summary
 
                Don Hanson of OTAK, and Tony Weller of CES NW, have both provided letters stating
significant reservations with the feasibility of developing this site as employment land, and provided
detailed analysis of topographic and access limitations associated with the site, for your review.  The

mailto:/O=CIY OF WILSONVILLE/OU=CITY/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=OTTENAD
mailto:kraushaar@ci.wilsonville.or.us
mailto:bateschell@ci.wilsonville.or.us
mailto:neamtzu@ci.wilsonville.or.us
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llüÍic$alR¡Ítner


808 sw third avenue, suite 300 ' portland, oregon 972M
503.287-6825 ' fax 503.415-2304


www.otak.com


BASALT CREEK/TUALATIN CONCEPT PLAN
Amendment Request to the Concept Plan


Tualatin, Oregon
August 23,2016, Revl'sed November 21,2016


lntroduction


Otak Inc. (Otak) represents The Sherwood Grahams Fery Investots T T.C, headed by Herb
Koss, who hold 10 acres in the 41 acre nottheast quadtant of the ovetall disttict. The propetty
is located near the northeast comer of Gtahams Ferry Road and extends over to the Basalt


Creek Canyon along the proposed ne\ñ/ eâst-west artedal toad. This surnmary of concerns and


the amended concept pian lay out ouf intended ditsçtie¡ moving fotward.


Project Concerns


. Otak's coricem is that the northeast quâdrant atea isnot well suited to industtial zor.rrng ot
empioyment transition ptoposed by the concept plan'


o Topography. Much of the site contains slopes in excess of 10 petcent (10þ and 25 perceflt


Qsr/ù. The site wouid be exttemeþ diffi.cult to flatten out to accornmodate industrial or


employnaent transition site development tequitements. Attached is a topogtaphic map of the


South Center ptoject ptovided to City of Tualatin (City) staff. Otak desþed this flex-space


project. The topography is half as severe as portions of the 47 acrcs site. The site wor{d be


exttemely difficuit to develop given today's Amedcan with Disabilities ,\ct (,\DA) K*
requirements.


o Access. Vehicular access wili be limited to Gøhams Ferry Road and extending Tonquin


Loop into the site. No access will be permitted on the ptoposed new east-west artetial road.


o Basalt Creek Canyon. The industrial land abuts the Basalt Cteek Canyon with no üansition'


o This is not a big change but øthet a refinement to the concept plan. It is a defined site atea


that makes qr about 3 to 5 percent Q-sn of the total Basalt Creek Study Area. Also there


ate currently-329 acres of r¡ndeveloped industtial land v/ithin a one mile tadius of the study


atea,


Land Use Context


The following shows a compadson of Metto's initial goal fot the district, the City's cuffent


plan, and the ptoposed amended plan'


o


Metro


City Plan


,\mended Plan


2500 Jobs


4500Jobs


4070 Jobs


1200 Households


600 Households


1194 Households







Bas alt Cteek/Tualatin Coacept PIan
Amendment Request to tlte Conceþt Plan


Page 2


August 23,2016
Reaised Nouember 21 , 2016


The amended plan proposes a more balanced approach that is well within the intended mix
proposed by Metto when the land came into the Urban Gtourth Boundary (uGB)


A group of mayors in our rcgion have gone to Meüo and asked Metro fot flexibility related to
UGB expansions. They have asked Metro to look at lands and apptoptiate zoning designations


on a sub-regronal basis. They have asked that Metro considet factots such as sþe, and


proximity to inftastructure, to help avoid situation like Dam¿scus. We are asking you to do the


same. We recognize that the region anticipated that the Basalt Creek atea would primarily be


zoned employment uses.


It is certainly anticþated that the vast majotity of the land v¡ill be used for that puqpose. But,
u/iúin the Basalt Cteek Planning r\rea, there ate sub-areas that cannot teasonably be


developed as employment land because of topogtaphic and othet issues. The 41 actes that we


have asked the City to zone for residential pqposes is one of those sub-areas. There is land to
the west and south of this land that is zoned employment, that land is flatter than the subject


47 actes,and it is closer to üansportation inftastructure t"han the subject 47 actes. Neither
PacTtust Pacific Realty Âssociates, LP nor Bdan Cþton Excavating believed that an


employment desþation was possible given the slope and soil quality. Instead of designating


the property with a designation that will result in it nevet developing, we ask that you give it a


desþation that will make development feasible. If you do not do so, it will sit \racarrt;


counting as deveþable employment land, just as Damascus has sat vacaît, counting as


available housing stock. Its designation will prevent firrthet necessary expansions.


There is a housing ctisis in our region and the latest modeling has demonsftated the
importance of having residential land and employment land in close ptoximity. This is an


oppotunity to provide housing, on land which caffiot be feasibly developed as employment
land.


Amended Plan Options


The attached concept plan option süilnarizes the tequested amendment fot proposed land
uses that fit the site and its unique conditions.


The plan anticipates building Tonquin Loop as an act:*aTloop with two ¿ccess points on
Grahams Fery Road. This road extension will ptovide complete access to the properties and
also access to property o\ü/ners east of the site.


Three densities of residential are shown as transition to the neighborhood to the notth and


canyon to the east and also along the new east-west artenaT,which is down 25 vertical feet


from the site atea. A center cote area of potential lstail, high densrty tesidential, and open
space could serve ¿s a walkable destination in the neighborhood. Also secondary âccess can be


provided to the developable lands to the east above the canyon.


Property uses can be molded to ût acnral site conditions and ptovide a mix of housing
(induding workforce housing) close to jobs anticipated to the south and west.


The programmed development will "be ttip cap neutral" compared to the cufient city concept
plun.


o


a


a


a


a







Bas alt Cteek/Tualatia Concept PIan
Amendment Request to the Concept Plan


Benefits


Àttachments:


Page 3


Aøgast 23,2016
Revised Noaenber 2l, 20'1 6


a


a


,\ v¡atkable neighbothood with apptopdate transitions and destinations


Land uses that are adaptable to actual site conditions. The mix of uses will act âs a catalyst to
create activity in the district. The high-density tesidential (FIDR) land ptovides the best


opportunity for workforce housing next to employment lands. Residents wort't need a cat to


commute.
A plan that rneets Metro's initial objectives when the land was brought into the UGB.


A mote complete quâlity neighbothood for the City of Tualatin.


Basalt Creek Site Topo
Basalt Creek Slope Änalysis
Souttr Center Site Topo (Compadson)
Bas¿lt Creek Land Use Concept
Letter ftom PacTrust Pacific Realty Associates, L.P.


Letter from Bri¿n Cþton Excavating
Letter from Micheal Diamond, Real Estate Investment Group
Basalt Cteek nearbyJob Lands MaP
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a







r\


7 1-7 6-2A I 6


- 
II I ^AI


-^/t 1s0 304
{


Slapps Ttbl€


Nmber t¡flnhcwì Stop€ lloxlnun StoPe Cotor


t 0,002 10,002


2 l0.0oil r5,{F¿ ¡
3 15.gtu a0,0ûil I
4 e8,00Ï e5002 I


5 2á.OO7. 337,¿37t I


BASALT CREEK SLOPES ANALYSIS







77-76-2016


I II H ô
-z\z0 750 300


SOUTH CENTER SITE TOPO







l"ri:i-ÊFJtus s'l:
,fis


wi.jt'fil¡3AtìK Ll.l'


T;M


Subdistrict
Land Use
Diagran


I.EGE]VD


Micl t\,:nsitv
Resldentlal
Hioh D.ensitv
ReÉidentiali


I¡¡w [Þnsttv
Residential


@en space


NOTES


s


MDR -,Access provided for
landowners to East


-Local conmerciaf node
focal:ed across Graham' s
Ferry Roadt-ì t-ìf¡l


s$8OUäl-lg


Ho
U


ACCESS


LDR


HDR


I
ß
|--,
F..
J
(D


ù)


LDR


,a:,.


Gradlng tnpacts


nT
'!-
77-27-2016


- 
-.


- 


I
0 150 300 7\z


PAF'K
HTLL


T,DR


HEF.


"2


ßasa-Lt Creek ConcePt .PJan







7 7-1 6-201 6


I II 
-


ô
-AZ0 750 300


BASALT CREEK SITE TOPO







PO Box 509


Wilsonville, 0R 97CI70


P:503-682-0¿120


F:503-570-3235


www. cloptonexcavating.com
íI.li! jr{.rt {l.{.t' i,-. f*
EXGA\fATüNG


November 18, 2016


Dear Mr. Koss


You have asked rne to visit the 41 acre site located in the Basalt Creek Planning area. Your


question was the feasibility of grading this site for employment land vs. a residential zone.


For your information my company has just purchased another four acres next to our Clay Street


property. With this acquisition we now have 16 acres of land on Clay Street. I arn very familiar


with this area and as you know my company has rnass graded many sites in the Portland Metro


Area. I have been asked many times to inspect potentlal projects in order to determine
problems that may be associated with a developer's site plans --- slopes, access and feasibility.


Thank you for providing rne with topography of the site. lt was very helpful and to be honest


the slopes on the site were mûre severe then I first thought. The otl'ler big issue is the amount


of rock that would be encountered with any grading necessary to accornrnodate any


development on this site. This site is far better suited for Residential use since grading for this


does not require the sarne topographic grading in comparison to employment uses. The Basalt


Creek area does feature other land that is suited for employment; however the 4L acres you


have asked me to visit is not in that category. I was also surprised by the 18 to 20 foot cut in


order to accornmodate the extension of Basalt Creek Parkway.


lf you require any add¡tional inforrnation please let me know.


Sincerely


Brian Clopton


PresidentlOwner







FacíIhus¡T 1535CI S.W Sequoio PkwY., Suibe 3OO


Portland,Ûregon 97PÊ4
50316P4-63OO . Fassirnile: 503/6€4-7755Facific FlBalty Assoc¡ates, L.P.


Noveinber 14,2016


VTA EMAIL


Herb Koss
2643 South Shore Boulevard
Lake Oswego,0R 97034


Dear Herb,


At the request of,Peter Bechen, I tou¡cd your sitc north of the future Basalt Creek Parkway last


week. PacTrust is developing an industrial park several rniles north at I l5th Avenue and


Tualatin-sherwood Road in Tualatin known as Koch Corporate Center. lVe are interested in
locating n site to develop in the Coffee Creek area for light industrial r¡ses. Unfortunately, the


topography of your site makcs development of industrial or flex buildings unçconomic' We


believe housing would bc a more appropriate use for the site. The srnaller floor plates f,or


housing enabls it to work with slope conditions present on your property. Industrial/employment


land requires sites to be much more flat due to drarnatically larger fioor plates, parking


requirernents, loading a¡eas for trucks and ingress/egress conç€ms for trucks. Thore are several


sites in the arca that are mor€ åppropriate for indusilial/employment development.


Let me know if you would tike to discuss this further.


Yows very truly,


P TY ASSOCI,ATES, L.P.


Sporre
Vice President
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REAL ESTATE
INVESTMENT
GROUP


November 2I,20tb


Herb Koss
2643 South Shore Blvd.
Lake Oswego, Or 97034


WA: EMAIL


RE: 4L-acre Basalt Creek southern boarder23960 SW Grahams Ferry Rd.


Dear Herb,


I visited the site and spent a considerable amount of time driving the area. It is an exciting
development area especially when the Basalt Creek Parkway is completed.


The topography of the site is such that developing an industrial project would be very
difficult and if done would be at best marginal and very inefficient. Industrial, flex buildings
require large foot prints, large drive areas for loading and turning radius. There are better
sites in the area for this type of use.


I also looked at the site for office park use and concluded that due to the steep topography
of the site it could have a negative impact on the proximity of the parking that may pose an


issue with ADA requirements. I also believe that the extraordinary site cost and small


office footprints would not be cost effective and competitive in the office market
Furthermore, the location does not readily lend itself to that use


This site lends itself to smaller foot print buildings such as housing and multifamily that
can be planned around the steep grades and terraced into the topography.


It is my opinion that the highest and best use for this site are single family homes buffered


along the frontage with multifamily housing'


Our office has forty years of experience in commercial real estate and have procured sites


for commercial developers such as Gramor, Holland Development LLC andWest Hills


Let me know if you have any questions.


Michael N Diamond
Principal Broker


2S3gSoUTHwESTSECoNDAvgNUE*PoRtLR¡to,OREcoN97201 tPHONE503222-1655tFAX503-274-6510







Peter Watts


From:
Sent:
lo:
Subject:


Thanks Herb Koss
Begin forwarded message:


Herb Koss <herb@kossred.com>


Saturday, February LL,20L7 5:56 PM


Peter Watts
FW: Basalt Creek Renus


From: Renus Kelfke ns <Renus-Kelfkens@co.washirlgtqn'or'us>


Date: February t,20t7 atL2:O2:54 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 1g-FT to 20-FT cut. This will be ínvestigated 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 I Project Manager


503-846-7808 renus kelfkens@co'washington'or'us


From¡ Herb Koss [mailto: herb@kossred.com]
Sent¡ Friday, January 27,20L7 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 assumptíons 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 transportat¡on 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


1







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


2







Peter Watts


From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:


Herb Koss < herb@kossred.com>
Saturday, February LL,20L7 5:49 PM


Peter Watts
FW: Proposal - Basalt Creek McKenzie


PRO-Koss Real Estate-Scope and Fee-170209.pdf


From: Todd Johnson [mailto:TJohnson@mcknze,com]
Sent: Friday, February L0,20t7 12:04 PM


To: Herb Koss
Cc: Dennis Woods; Gabriela Frask


Subject: FW: Proposal - Basalt Creek McKenzie


Hi Herb-


l've been in meetíngs all morning. Sorry for the delay in getting this to you.


Attached is a scope and budget letter to further develop the work we did previously for Washington County. As we


discussed, the letter report we prepared for Washington County relied on data available at the time we prepared the


letter, and also relied on regional mapping, not site specific mapping for resource lands, geotechnical conditions, and


topography. This scope includes developing site specific data to allow cost feasibility analysis to our previous study. By


improving the accuracy of the data we have through onsite study and mapping, we will be able to determine if the site is


economically viable for employment use, or also look at residential uses as alternates for economic viability.


It,s my understanding that you have new information for the road connections and locations that we did not use in our


previous report. That type of data would be collected as part of our work and would be incorporated into the scope we


propose in the attached scope and budget letter.


Let me know if you have any questions about the attached scope, or if you would like us to change the proposal in any


way. lf the scope we outlined in the attached letter is satisfactory, l'd suggest we have a meeting with you and the


project team to refine the tasks we identify prior to us commencíng work.


Thanks for the opportunity to present this scope of work. l'll call you to discuss it.


Todd Johnson
Senior Associate I Director of Planning


Architecture' Interiors' Engineering' Planning


P 503.224.9560 W mcknze.com C vcard


RiverEast Center, 1515 SE Water Ave', Suite 100, Portland A&972t4


îhis email is confidential, may be legally privileged, and is ìrrtended solely for tlre addressee. If you are not the intended recipient,


access ls prohibited. As email can be altered, its integrity is not guaranteed'


1







CES NW


February LO,2OL7


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:


ln 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:


L. 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 north erlV L/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


cEsNw,INC,
13190 sw 6grH pARKwAy. srE. 150. TIGARD, op.97223
503.968.6655 TEL 503.968.2595 FAX www.cEsNw.coM







Mr. Herb Koss


BASATT CREEK CONCEPT PIAN - (CENTRAI AREAI


Page 2 of 2


Road Loop). The plateau area is almost completely surrounded by steeply sloped land. The slopes


range from over LO%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. ln addition as these roads are raised to provide


accesstothe plateau area, the accessto land on eitherside 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 port¡on of the property. Residential uses are more


flexible with access grades and smaller footpr¡nts however the site will still be difficult to
development without access to the south.


ln 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


(almosthalf)ofthenortherlyareaforresidentialtobuffertheVictor¡aGardenslots. Thesoutherly


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 willend up being one of the last parcels developed and the quality of that
development is usually below expectations. lf you have any questions in regards to our analysis,


please don't hesitate to contact us.


Sincerely,


úJd/*
Anthony R


President


P


\3273_CESNW_ltr


I, L.S







Corctruction, Inc.
P.0. Box 489 . ilS S l2th Ave o Corneltuç Orcgon 97113 o (503) 357-2193 o FAX (503) 357'3649


2lt0lt7


Subject The Land South of Victoria Gardens to Basalt Creek Parkway


Dear Mayor Ogden and Tualatin City Councilors:


I am the owner of Ken Leahy Construction Inc., our firm specializes in all aspects of site preparation


projects including full site development that require erosíon control, clearíng grubbing, stripping,


earthwork, cement soilstabilization, storm water detention facilities, bio swales, underground utilities


(storm sewer, sanítary sewer, water distribution and franchise utilities), sanitary sewer lift stations and


force mains. Our firm is celebrating its 50th year in the business and has been invotved in many


developments in the Portland Metro area.


At the reguest of Herb Koss and I toured the site on L|LA/L7 , to give him an idea of the feasibility of full


site development for employment use. I also was given topography site maps detailing the slopes and


grades on the property.


I personally have developed sites that contain large volumes of rock. Based on my personalexperience


I estimate that the cost of land preparation for the land described above would surpass the 55.00 per


foot range.


I looked at s¡te access, and am basing my opinion about access on the understanding that no access will


be allowed onto Basalt Creek Parkway. lf there is no access from Basalt Creek Parkway, traffic will have


to come from the intersection of Tonquin Road and Grahams Ferry Road. There ís approximately 50


feet of elevation rise, from that access point, which creates major issues for truck traffic.


Limited access, topography, and the large quantity of basalt rock are all major issues. A single one of


them might not prevent the síte from being developed as employment land, but the combination of all


three cannot be overcome. Mass grading of Basalt Rock is not financially feasible.


A diversí,fted øccavation, ut¡l¡ty, street and síte development company
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fiaontlçþÞål Pârtner


808 swthird avenue, suite 300 . poftland, oregon 972O4
503.287-6825 . fax 503.415-2304


www.otak.com


The following surrìmarizes Don Hanson's testimony for the City Council meeting on
Monday, Febtuary 1,3, 201,7.


Comments on MacKenz¡e Study


Items/information not made available to MacKenzie
o Residential transition land at north end.


o Correct location for the future Basalt Creek Parkway road.
o No road connection/access onto the future Basalt Creek Parkway road.
o No access is shown to properties to the southeast.


Plan Comments


" The comments on slope suitability are well stated for employment uses. Less than 570


slopes are best, 5-1,0o/o present challenges, and greater than 1,0o/o slopes are not feasible.


o Sites A, B and C ate somewhat feasible but would need a second access for emergency


vehicles.


o Sites D, E and F are not feasible for employment.
o Sites G and H are in the proposed residential zone.


" Sites L and I( are workable.
o There are about 18-20 acres of feasible land for employment development, but v¡ithout


good access a successful employment development is not feasible.


o No considetation for costs of grading the site.


o ìØhat about ADrt?
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letter from Tony Weller succinctly describes the issues with the McKenzie Report and the site in two
pages.
 

Ken Leahy of Ken Leahy Construction, and Brian Clopton of Brian Clopton Excavating, both
who have significant experience providing site preparation in the region, have walked the property,
and believe that site preparation for the large building footprints required by employment
designations, will be cost prohibitive due to the site slope and basalt rock soil.

 
Eric Sporre of PacTrust believes that there is an inability to develop industrial or flex

buildings based on the site topography and soil conditions.  Mike Diamond of the Real Estate
Investment Group opined that the site was unlikely to develop as industrial of flex space because of
the inability to provide large drive access for truck loading and turning radius.  He also determined
that office park use was not feasible, because the steep topography would have a negative impact
on the proximity of parking and could pose an issue with American’s Disabilities Act requirements. In
short, all of the experts, were in agreement that there were significant issues with ever developing
the property as employment land.
 
                Although, McKenzie provided a report to Washington County, that the land could be
feasibly developed as employment land, that report was based on a series of assumptions regarding
site access, road construction, and zoning on the northern portion of the property, that will not
occur under the current plan.  Washington County staff has confirmed that the access off Basalt
Creek Parkway, and the north south Kinsman road, will not be built.  Both, Don Hanson and Tony
Weller, have provided letters based on the most recent Washington County data, that contradict the
conclusions reached in the McKenzie report.
 
                Despite that the Basalt Creek planning area was brought into the UGB for the primary
purpose of providing employment land, Metro has confirmed that there is no prohibition in the
findings for non-employment designations.  John Fregonese has confirmed that even if the subject
property was zoned residential, the employment capacity for the planning area, will still far exceed
Metro’s estimates by 1,000, or more.
 
Background Information And Why We Are Here Today
 
                Although, I have significant experience representing both jurisdictions and developers in
land use matters, I have never previously experienced the process from the perspective of a land
owner, so this has been an eye opening experience.  At the time that I decided to invest as a part
owner in one of the subject properties, I did due diligence by looking at satellite images, reviewing
the plans prepared by the cities and John Fregonese, and driving to the site.  I didn’t, however, walk
the site, because of extremely bad weather. 
 

I believed based on my review of the planning materials that the site would develop as
employment land, and am very familiar with the regional needs analysis.  In short, I did what
everyone else did which was look at it from a bird’s eye view, instead of on the ground.
 

At the time of my ownership, the most pressing issue was the boundary between the two



cities.  There seemed to be a logical boundary between Tualatin and Wilsonville, at Basalt Creek
Parkway.  I met with staff from Wilsonville to discuss the boundary, as well as Wilsonville’s vision for 
mirror image zoning, which I believed, at the time, was feasible, and would work. 
 

It was only when winter turned to summer, that I actually walked the property.  What was
not obvious from satellite imagery, or from the road, was immediately apparent, when I was on the
ground.  There are significant slope issues with the property and the adjacent properties, and there
was very little topsoil, and a lot of rock.  I am familiar with the impact of topography and soil
conditions through my past representation of the former city of Damascus, and this property did not
seem well suited for the large footprints necessary for an employment designation.   
 
                After discussions with Herb Koss, we contacted adjacent property owners, and received
their permission to have experts look at the parcels of property as a whole, to help determine
feasibility.  At that time, concerned whether there was a prohibition on non-employment land
zoning, I had preliminary discussions with Metro staff regarding whether there had been a
requirement that the land be zoned employment, when it was brought into the UGB. 
 

Metro’s land use attorney, Roger Alfred, and I, both reviewed the findings and determined
that although there was a strong desire for employment land, an orderly transition from residential
to employment was contemplated at all times during the process.  There is nothing in the findings
that prevents a residential designation.  This is particularly true if the factors on the ground do not
support an employment designation.  With that information and the consent of adjacent land
owners we moved forward with the process of bringing in experts for site suitability analysis.
 
Preliminary Analysis From Experts And Washington County’s Letter Opinion From McKenzie
 
                Herb Koss arranged for Don Hanson from OTAK to analyze the site for slope issues and
potential zoning, and he has previously submitted materials regarding his findings.  (See attachment
1) Brian Clopton, of Brian Clopton Excavating submitted a letter on November 18, 2016 regarding
the soil conditions and topography.  (See attachment 2) Eric Sporre of PacTrust submitted a letter on
November 14, 2016 regarding the inability to develop industrial or flex buildings based on the
topography. (See attachment 3)
 

Mike Diamond of the Real Estate Investment Group submitted a letter on November 21,
2016 opining that the site was unlikely to develop as industrial of flex space because of the inability
to provide large drive access for truck loading and turning radius. (See attachment 4)  He also
determined that office park use was not feasible because the steep topography would have a
negative impact on the proximity of parking and could pose an issue with American’s Disabilities Act
requirements. In short, all of the experts, were in agreement that there were significant issues with
ever developing the property as employment land.

 
Don Hanson shared Mike Diamond’s concerns regarding compliance with ADA standards.  He

noted that the site that Washington County used as a comp, South Center, which was designed by
OTAK had half the slope of the subject site, and could not be built under current ADA standards. (See
page 1 of attachment 1)



 
At the same time, Mayor Ogden, and staff, asked John Fregonese for his opinion.  He

expressed reservations regarding the employment designation, and believed that it would be better
suited as residential land.  This, and other data, prompted Washington County to hire McKenzie to
provide a letter opinion.
 
                Upon receiving a copy of the McKenzie Letter, I had significant concerns that their report
regarding feasibility was predicated on four inaccurate assumptions.  Specifically:
 

1.      The McKenzie letter contemplated access off of Basalt Creek Parkway, and did not take
into account the 18-20 foot curb cut off of Basalt Creek Parkway (Washington County
Project Manager, Renus Kelfkens, confirmed via email on 2/1/17 that the only access
onto Basalt Creek Rd., will be from Grahams Ferry Rd., and Boones Ferry Rd., and that
there will likely be an 18-20 foot curb cut); (See Attachment 5)

2.      The McKenzie letter contemplated Kingsman Rd., as a North South connector, allowing
truck access to the southern portion of the site (Washington County Planner Erin
Wardell confirmed via a phone call to Herb Koss on 2/9/17 that this road had been
deleted over a year ago);

3.      The McKenzie letter contemplated an Employment designation in the northern quadrant
of the property, despite the fact that it has been designated by the city as residential
transition;

4.      The McKenzie letter did not rely on site specific geotechnical conditions or topography,
relying on regional mapping instead (Todd Johnson confirmed that they had not used
site specific data via email on 2/10/17) (See Attachment 6)

 
I have had discussions with Gabriela Frask, who prepared the McKenzie report, and learned

that she was not provided with the site transportation access information, nor was she aware that
the northern portion of the property, which is relatively flat, was planned as residential transition.
She was also unaware that Kinsman Rd., was deleted from the area planning approximately a year
ago. Additionally, Washington County did not authorized a site visit, within her scope of work, which
I believe negatively impacted her ability consider other factors impacting feasibility.  Regardless of
the skill of an individual planner or agency, their work can only be as accurate as the information
that they rely upon, and in this case I believe that Gabriela and McKenzie did not receive sufficiently
detailed information to assess the property as accurately as possible.
 
Expert Opinions and Assessment of the McKenzie Letter
 
                We asked Tony Weller of CES NW, to consider the Tualatin staff reports, McKenzie Study,
email from Washington Co., regarding access, the DKS preliminary profile of  the extension of Basalt
Creek Parkway, and the OTAK Basalt Creek Concept Plan.  In a comprehensive letter dated February
10, 2017, he opined that while the northerly third of the site is very developable as employment
land, almost half of that property is reserved for residential use.  And, that the deletion of the
planned Kinsman Road, eliminates the only at grade potential access coming from the southerly
portion of the site.  The plateau portion of the property is surrounded by sleep slopes of over 10%
and over 20%.  He further opined that neither access point can provide a secondary access to the



plateau area which is a negative for both traffic flows and emergency access. (See Attachment 7)
 

Ken Leahy of Ken Leahy Construction Inc., was asked to provide a more comprehensive look
at site preparation costs. He provided his opinion, in a letter dated February 10, 2017 that the cost
of site preparation will exceed $5.00 per foot.  (See Attachment 8)

 
Don Hanson, of OTAK has provided a letter, and marked-up the McKenzie map based on the

actual location of Basalt Creek Parkway, the lack of access off of Basalt Creek, the elimination of
Kinsman road, and the residential designation at the top of the property.  The result of those
additional facts, eliminates a significant portion of the property that McKenzie deemed developable.
(See Attachment 9)

 
Additionally, I have included a map that combines the McKenzie Plan with the residential

zone and topographic map. (See Attachment 10)
 
Their letters are attached for your review.

 
A Summary of Relevant Data
 
                With so many different letters from various experts, and communications from owners,
neighbors, and other jurisdictions, over the last six months, it can be hard to keep track of the
relevant information.  So, I would offer the following:
 

1.       Metro’s own benchmark for employment land contemplates a slope of less than 10%, with
less than 5% preferred.  This site has slope in excess of 20% throughout;

2.       PacTrust has provided a written opinion that the topography and basalt soil of the site mean
it can’t be feasibly developed for employment purposes;

3.       OTAK has indicated in writing that the comparable property that Washington County used in
their analysis, had half as much slope as this site, and could not be built under current
American’s with Disabilities Act rules/regulations;

4.       Site preparation specialists in the area confirm the high cost of site preparation, due to soil
conditions.  The amount of blasting that can occur on this site is compromised by the high
capacity power lines that bisect the site;

5.       There is no access off of Basalt Creek road, and the deletion of Kinsman Road directly, and
negatively impacts truck circulation on the southern portion of the site;

6.       The northern portion of the site, adjacent to the existing neighborhood is currently planned
to be zoned residential, contrary to what McKenzie’s renderings show, and that designation
has a major impact on the large footprint, employment, buildings that can/cannot be
constructed.  OTAK believes that only 11% of the site can be feasibly constructed as
employment;

7.       A residential designation and orderly transition to employment/industrial was always
contemplated adjacent to the existing residential neighborhood, and is allowed under the
findings that brought the Basalt Creek area into the UGB.

8.       The county believes that an 18-20 foot curb cut, will be necessary on Basalt Creek Parkway. 
That curb cut means that the mirror image view that Wilsonville contemplated cannot



occur.  The view will either be of a graded slope or a 20 foot retaining wall.
 
Conclusion
 
                Although, the primary purpose of the Basalt Creek UGB expansion was to bring in
employment land, the on ground conditions on this property don’t support that designation.  During
the thirteen year period since this land was brought into the UGB, there has been a trend of locating
workforce housing close to employment lands to lessen commute time to work, and there are other
lands in the Basalt Creek Planning Area that are zoned residential. 
 
                John Fregonese was asked if this property was needed for employment capacity.  His
response was that if the subject property was zoned residential, the employment capacity for the
planning area, will still far exceed Metro’s estimates by 1,000, or more. In short, this land does not
need to be zoned employment in order for the planning area as a whole to exceed Metro’s
employment capacity estimates.
 
                Thank you for your time and consideration.
 
Peter
 
 
 
Peter O. Watts |
Jordan Ramis PC  |  Attorneys at Law
Direct:  503-598-5547   Main:  503-598-7070
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BASALT CREEK/TUALATIN CONCEPT PLAN
Amendment Request to the Concept Plan

Tualatin, Oregon
August 23,2016, Revl'sed November 21,2016

lntroduction

Otak Inc. (Otak) represents The Sherwood Grahams Fery Investots T T.C, headed by Herb
Koss, who hold 10 acres in the 41 acre nottheast quadtant of the ovetall disttict. The propetty
is located near the northeast comer of Gtahams Ferry Road and extends over to the Basalt

Creek Canyon along the proposed ne\ñ/ eâst-west artedal toad. This surnmary of concerns and

the amended concept pian lay out ouf intended ditsçtie¡ moving fotward.

Project Concerns

. Otak's coricem is that the northeast quâdrant atea isnot well suited to industtial zor.rrng ot
empioyment transition ptoposed by the concept plan'

o Topography. Much of the site contains slopes in excess of 10 petcent (10þ and 25 perceflt

Qsr/ù. The site wouid be exttemeþ diffi.cult to flatten out to accornmodate industrial or

employnaent transition site development tequitements. Attached is a topogtaphic map of the

South Center ptoject ptovided to City of Tualatin (City) staff. Otak desþed this flex-space

project. The topography is half as severe as portions of the 47 acrcs site. The site wor{d be

exttemely difficuit to develop given today's Amedcan with Disabilities ,\ct (,\DA) K*
requirements.

o Access. Vehicular access wili be limited to Gøhams Ferry Road and extending Tonquin

Loop into the site. No access will be permitted on the ptoposed new east-west artetial road.

o Basalt Creek Canyon. The industrial land abuts the Basalt Cteek Canyon with no üansition'

o This is not a big change but øthet a refinement to the concept plan. It is a defined site atea

that makes qr about 3 to 5 percent Q-sn of the total Basalt Creek Study Area. Also there

ate currently-329 acres of r¡ndeveloped industtial land v/ithin a one mile tadius of the study

atea,

Land Use Context

The following shows a compadson of Metto's initial goal fot the district, the City's cuffent

plan, and the ptoposed amended plan'

o

Metro

City Plan

,\mended Plan

2500 Jobs

4500Jobs

4070 Jobs

1200 Households

600 Households

1194 Households



Bas alt Cteek/Tualatin Coacept PIan
Amendment Request to tlte Conceþt Plan

Page 2

August 23,2016
Reaised Nouember 21 , 2016

The amended plan proposes a more balanced approach that is well within the intended mix
proposed by Metto when the land came into the Urban Gtourth Boundary (uGB)

A group of mayors in our rcgion have gone to Meüo and asked Metro fot flexibility related to
UGB expansions. They have asked Metro to look at lands and apptoptiate zoning designations

on a sub-regronal basis. They have asked that Metro considet factots such as sþe, and

proximity to inftastructure, to help avoid situation like Dam¿scus. We are asking you to do the

same. We recognize that the region anticipated that the Basalt Creek atea would primarily be

zoned employment uses.

It is certainly anticþated that the vast majotity of the land v¡ill be used for that puqpose. But,
u/iúin the Basalt Cteek Planning r\rea, there ate sub-areas that cannot teasonably be

developed as employment land because of topogtaphic and othet issues. The 41 actes that we

have asked the City to zone for residential pqposes is one of those sub-areas. There is land to
the west and south of this land that is zoned employment, that land is flatter than the subject

47 actes,and it is closer to üansportation inftastructure t"han the subject 47 actes. Neither
PacTtust Pacific Realty Âssociates, LP nor Bdan Cþton Excavating believed that an

employment desþation was possible given the slope and soil quality. Instead of designating

the property with a designation that will result in it nevet developing, we ask that you give it a

desþation that will make development feasible. If you do not do so, it will sit \racarrt;

counting as deveþable employment land, just as Damascus has sat vacaît, counting as

available housing stock. Its designation will prevent firrthet necessary expansions.

There is a housing ctisis in our region and the latest modeling has demonsftated the
importance of having residential land and employment land in close ptoximity. This is an

oppotunity to provide housing, on land which caffiot be feasibly developed as employment
land.

Amended Plan Options

The attached concept plan option süilnarizes the tequested amendment fot proposed land
uses that fit the site and its unique conditions.

The plan anticipates building Tonquin Loop as an act:*aTloop with two ¿ccess points on
Grahams Fery Road. This road extension will ptovide complete access to the properties and
also access to property o\ü/ners east of the site.

Three densities of residential are shown as transition to the neighborhood to the notth and

canyon to the east and also along the new east-west artenaT,which is down 25 vertical feet

from the site atea. A center cote area of potential lstail, high densrty tesidential, and open
space could serve ¿s a walkable destination in the neighborhood. Also secondary âccess can be

provided to the developable lands to the east above the canyon.

Property uses can be molded to ût acnral site conditions and ptovide a mix of housing
(induding workforce housing) close to jobs anticipated to the south and west.

The programmed development will "be ttip cap neutral" compared to the cufient city concept
plun.

o

a

a

a
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Bas alt Cteek/Tualatia Concept PIan
Amendment Request to the Concept Plan

Benefits

Àttachments:

Page 3

Aøgast 23,2016
Revised Noaenber 2l, 20'1 6

a

a

,\ v¡atkable neighbothood with apptopdate transitions and destinations

Land uses that are adaptable to actual site conditions. The mix of uses will act âs a catalyst to
create activity in the district. The high-density tesidential (FIDR) land ptovides the best

opportunity for workforce housing next to employment lands. Residents wort't need a cat to

commute.
A plan that rneets Metro's initial objectives when the land was brought into the UGB.

A mote complete quâlity neighbothood for the City of Tualatin.

Basalt Creek Site Topo
Basalt Creek Slope Änalysis
Souttr Center Site Topo (Compadson)
Bas¿lt Creek Land Use Concept
Letter ftom PacTrust Pacific Realty Associates, L.P.

Letter from Bri¿n Cþton Excavating
Letter from Micheal Diamond, Real Estate Investment Group
Basalt Cteek nearbyJob Lands MaP

a
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PO Box 509

Wilsonville, 0R 97CI70

P:503-682-0¿120

F:503-570-3235

www. cloptonexcavating.com
íI.li! jr{.rt {l.{.t' i,-. f*
EXGA\fATüNG

November 18, 2016

Dear Mr. Koss

You have asked rne to visit the 41 acre site located in the Basalt Creek Planning area. Your

question was the feasibility of grading this site for employment land vs. a residential zone.

For your information my company has just purchased another four acres next to our Clay Street

property. With this acquisition we now have 16 acres of land on Clay Street. I arn very familiar

with this area and as you know my company has rnass graded many sites in the Portland Metro

Area. I have been asked many times to inspect potentlal projects in order to determine
problems that may be associated with a developer's site plans --- slopes, access and feasibility.

Thank you for providing rne with topography of the site. lt was very helpful and to be honest

the slopes on the site were mûre severe then I first thought. The otl'ler big issue is the amount

of rock that would be encountered with any grading necessary to accornrnodate any

development on this site. This site is far better suited for Residential use since grading for this

does not require the sarne topographic grading in comparison to employment uses. The Basalt

Creek area does feature other land that is suited for employment; however the 4L acres you

have asked me to visit is not in that category. I was also surprised by the 18 to 20 foot cut in

order to accornmodate the extension of Basalt Creek Parkway.

lf you require any add¡tional inforrnation please let me know.

Sincerely

Brian Clopton

PresidentlOwner



FacíIhus¡T 1535CI S.W Sequoio PkwY., Suibe 3OO

Portland,Ûregon 97PÊ4
50316P4-63OO . Fassirnile: 503/6€4-7755Facific FlBalty Assoc¡ates, L.P.

Noveinber 14,2016

VTA EMAIL

Herb Koss
2643 South Shore Boulevard
Lake Oswego,0R 97034

Dear Herb,

At the request of,Peter Bechen, I tou¡cd your sitc north of the future Basalt Creek Parkway last

week. PacTrust is developing an industrial park several rniles north at I l5th Avenue and

Tualatin-sherwood Road in Tualatin known as Koch Corporate Center. lVe are interested in
locating n site to develop in the Coffee Creek area for light industrial r¡ses. Unfortunately, the

topography of your site makcs development of industrial or flex buildings unçconomic' We

believe housing would bc a more appropriate use for the site. The srnaller floor plates f,or

housing enabls it to work with slope conditions present on your property. Industrial/employment

land requires sites to be much more flat due to drarnatically larger fioor plates, parking

requirernents, loading a¡eas for trucks and ingress/egress conç€ms for trucks. Thore are several

sites in the arca that are mor€ åppropriate for indusilial/employment development.

Let me know if you would tike to discuss this further.

Yows very truly,

P TY ASSOCI,ATES, L.P.

Sporre
Vice President
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November 2I,20tb

Herb Koss
2643 South Shore Blvd.
Lake Oswego, Or 97034

WA: EMAIL

RE: 4L-acre Basalt Creek southern boarder23960 SW Grahams Ferry Rd.

Dear Herb,

I visited the site and spent a considerable amount of time driving the area. It is an exciting
development area especially when the Basalt Creek Parkway is completed.

The topography of the site is such that developing an industrial project would be very
difficult and if done would be at best marginal and very inefficient. Industrial, flex buildings
require large foot prints, large drive areas for loading and turning radius. There are better
sites in the area for this type of use.

I also looked at the site for office park use and concluded that due to the steep topography
of the site it could have a negative impact on the proximity of the parking that may pose an

issue with ADA requirements. I also believe that the extraordinary site cost and small

office footprints would not be cost effective and competitive in the office market
Furthermore, the location does not readily lend itself to that use

This site lends itself to smaller foot print buildings such as housing and multifamily that
can be planned around the steep grades and terraced into the topography.

It is my opinion that the highest and best use for this site are single family homes buffered

along the frontage with multifamily housing'

Our office has forty years of experience in commercial real estate and have procured sites

for commercial developers such as Gramor, Holland Development LLC andWest Hills

Let me know if you have any questions.

Michael N Diamond
Principal Broker

2S3gSoUTHwESTSECoNDAvgNUE*PoRtLR¡to,OREcoN97201 tPHONE503222-1655tFAX503-274-6510



Peter Watts

From:
Sent:
lo:
Subject:

Thanks Herb Koss
Begin forwarded message:

Herb Koss <herb@kossred.com>

Saturday, February LL,20L7 5:56 PM

Peter Watts
FW: Basalt Creek Renus

From: Renus Kelfke ns <Renus-Kelfkens@co.washirlgtqn'or'us>

Date: February t,20t7 atL2:O2:54 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 1g-FT to 20-FT cut. This will be ínvestigated 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 I Project Manager

503-846-7808 renus kelfkens@co'washington'or'us

From¡ Herb Koss [mailto: herb@kossred.com]
Sent¡ Friday, January 27,20L7 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 assumptíons 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 transportat¡on 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

1



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

2



Peter Watts

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Herb Koss < herb@kossred.com>
Saturday, February LL,20L7 5:49 PM

Peter Watts
FW: Proposal - Basalt Creek McKenzie

PRO-Koss Real Estate-Scope and Fee-170209.pdf

From: Todd Johnson [mailto:TJohnson@mcknze,com]
Sent: Friday, February L0,20t7 12:04 PM

To: Herb Koss
Cc: Dennis Woods; Gabriela Frask

Subject: FW: Proposal - Basalt Creek McKenzie

Hi Herb-

l've been in meetíngs all morning. Sorry for the delay in getting this to you.

Attached is a scope and budget letter to further develop the work we did previously for Washington County. As we

discussed, the letter report we prepared for Washington County relied on data available at the time we prepared the

letter, and also relied on regional mapping, not site specific mapping for resource lands, geotechnical conditions, and

topography. This scope includes developing site specific data to allow cost feasibility analysis to our previous study. By

improving the accuracy of the data we have through onsite study and mapping, we will be able to determine if the site is

economically viable for employment use, or also look at residential uses as alternates for economic viability.

It,s my understanding that you have new information for the road connections and locations that we did not use in our

previous report. That type of data would be collected as part of our work and would be incorporated into the scope we

propose in the attached scope and budget letter.

Let me know if you have any questions about the attached scope, or if you would like us to change the proposal in any

way. lf the scope we outlined in the attached letter is satisfactory, l'd suggest we have a meeting with you and the

project team to refine the tasks we identify prior to us commencíng work.

Thanks for the opportunity to present this scope of work. l'll call you to discuss it.

Todd Johnson
Senior Associate I Director of Planning

Architecture' Interiors' Engineering' Planning

P 503.224.9560 W mcknze.com C vcard

RiverEast Center, 1515 SE Water Ave', Suite 100, Portland A&972t4

îhis email is confidential, may be legally privileged, and is ìrrtended solely for tlre addressee. If you are not the intended recipient,

access ls prohibited. As email can be altered, its integrity is not guaranteed'

1



CES NW

February LO,2OL7

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:

ln 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:

L. 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 north erlV L/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

cEsNw,INC,
13190 sw 6grH pARKwAy. srE. 150. TIGARD, op.97223
503.968.6655 TEL 503.968.2595 FAX www.cEsNw.coM



Mr. Herb Koss

BASATT CREEK CONCEPT PIAN - (CENTRAI AREAI

Page 2 of 2

Road Loop). The plateau area is almost completely surrounded by steeply sloped land. The slopes

range from over LO%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. ln addition as these roads are raised to provide

accesstothe plateau area, the accessto land on eitherside 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 port¡on of the property. Residential uses are more

flexible with access grades and smaller footpr¡nts however the site will still be difficult to
development without access to the south.

ln 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

(almosthalf)ofthenortherlyareaforresidentialtobuffertheVictor¡aGardenslots. Thesoutherly

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 willend up being one of the last parcels developed and the quality of that
development is usually below expectations. lf you have any questions in regards to our analysis,

please don't hesitate to contact us.

Sincerely,

úJd/*
Anthony R

President

P

\3273_CESNW_ltr

I, L.S



Corctruction, Inc.
P.0. Box 489 . ilS S l2th Ave o Corneltuç Orcgon 97113 o (503) 357-2193 o FAX (503) 357'3649

2lt0lt7

Subject The Land South of Victoria Gardens to Basalt Creek Parkway

Dear Mayor Ogden and Tualatin City Councilors:

I am the owner of Ken Leahy Construction Inc., our firm specializes in all aspects of site preparation

projects including full site development that require erosíon control, clearíng grubbing, stripping,

earthwork, cement soilstabilization, storm water detention facilities, bio swales, underground utilities

(storm sewer, sanítary sewer, water distribution and franchise utilities), sanitary sewer lift stations and

force mains. Our firm is celebrating its 50th year in the business and has been invotved in many

developments in the Portland Metro area.

At the reguest of Herb Koss and I toured the site on L|LA/L7 , to give him an idea of the feasibility of full

site development for employment use. I also was given topography site maps detailing the slopes and

grades on the property.

I personally have developed sites that contain large volumes of rock. Based on my personalexperience

I estimate that the cost of land preparation for the land described above would surpass the 55.00 per

foot range.

I looked at s¡te access, and am basing my opinion about access on the understanding that no access will

be allowed onto Basalt Creek Parkway. lf there is no access from Basalt Creek Parkway, traffic will have

to come from the intersection of Tonquin Road and Grahams Ferry Road. There ís approximately 50

feet of elevation rise, from that access point, which creates major issues for truck traffic.

Limited access, topography, and the large quantity of basalt rock are all major issues. A single one of

them might not prevent the síte from being developed as employment land, but the combination of all

three cannot be overcome. Mass grading of Basalt Rock is not financially feasible.

A diversí,fted øccavation, ut¡l¡ty, street and síte development company



¡

fiaontlçþÞål Pârtner

808 swthird avenue, suite 300 . poftland, oregon 972O4
503.287-6825 . fax 503.415-2304

www.otak.com

The following surrìmarizes Don Hanson's testimony for the City Council meeting on
Monday, Febtuary 1,3, 201,7.

Comments on MacKenz¡e Study

Items/information not made available to MacKenzie
o Residential transition land at north end.

o Correct location for the future Basalt Creek Parkway road.
o No road connection/access onto the future Basalt Creek Parkway road.
o No access is shown to properties to the southeast.

Plan Comments

" The comments on slope suitability are well stated for employment uses. Less than 570

slopes are best, 5-1,0o/o present challenges, and greater than 1,0o/o slopes are not feasible.

o Sites A, B and C ate somewhat feasible but would need a second access for emergency

vehicles.

o Sites D, E and F are not feasible for employment.
o Sites G and H are in the proposed residential zone.

" Sites L and I( are workable.
o There are about 18-20 acres of feasible land for employment development, but v¡ithout

good access a successful employment development is not feasible.

o No considetation for costs of grading the site.

o ìØhat about ADrt?

a
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From: G Lucini <grluci@gmail.com> 
Date: September 19, 2016 at 1:57:13 PM PDT 
To: "'Bateschell, Miranda'" <bateschell@ci.wilsonville.or.us>, "'Cosgrove, Bryan'" 
<cosgrove@ci.wilsonville.or.us> 
Cc: <scottstarr97070@gmail.com>, "'Jacobson, Barbara'" <jacobson@ci.wilsonville.or.us>, "'Neamtzu, 
Chris'" <neamtzu@ci.wilsonville.or.us>, "'Kraushaar, Nancy'" <kraushaar@ci.wilsonville.or.us>, "'Aquilla 
Hurd-Ravich'" <AHURD-RAVICH@ci.tualatin.or.us> 
Subject: RE: Basalt Creek 
 
Hi Miranda, 
I appreciate the fact you took time to respond to my concern regarding transparency within the Basalt 
Creek Concept Planning process.  I know you are also working on concept planning for Frog Pond, so 
your efforts did not go unnoticed. 
 
The Concept Planning for the Basalt Creek Area is solely the responsibility of the cities of Wilsonville and 
Tualatin, with Tualatin assuming the administrative and fiduciary duties. 
 
However, both cities are responsible and accountable for work towards a common goal.  The original 
agreement between the two cities provided for completion of the concept plans within a 5-year period, 
ending this year.  It is appropriate to have an accounting of the process and why the planning was not 
completed prior to the end of the grant and the terms of the current IGA- prior to a vote to renew an 
agreement of this large of scope and expense. 
 
The vote on the IGA renewal directly affects the viability and therefore outcome of jurisdictional, zoning, 
transportation and infrastructure of over 800 acers- directly affecting large numbers of property owners 
and citizens on a project which has already had significant cost to taxpayers through various 
governmental funds. 

Open discussion of ramifications related to renewal of the agreement is necessary for Councilors to 
make a truly informed decision to renew the IGA prior to voting. 

 

Information which needs to be exchanged---should include: 
• Any additional expenses related to extending the IGA----including but not limited to contractors 

or sub-contractor costs; additional staff time; or costs for the acquisition of additional funding 
to replace the funding of the current grant. 

• A list of factors which caused delays in the current IGA; how these factors might impact the 
proposed renewal and how they will be addressed. 

• A discussion on actions which can be taken to help ensure the completion of the project within 
the terms of the renewal. 

I agree the Basalt Creek Concept Planning needs to be continued and completed in a timely manner. 
 

At the same time, the inability of the two cities to reach an accord within the 5 year term of the current 
IGA, does not constitute an unknown deadline or an emergency situation.  Expediency for times sake 
should not negate the need for transparency when there should be an accounting for the failure of 
completion of the first agreement; an understanding of any additional costs/ ramifications relating to 
the proposed renewal; and discussion of factors necessary for successful completion within terms and 
timeframe of the proposed renewal---- in a public forum. 

 

mailto:grluci@gmail.com
mailto:bateschell@ci.wilsonville.or.us
mailto:cosgrove@ci.wilsonville.or.us
mailto:scottstarr97070@gmail.com
mailto:jacobson@ci.wilsonville.or.us
mailto:neamtzu@ci.wilsonville.or.us
mailto:kraushaar@ci.wilsonville.or.us
mailto:AHURD-RAVICH@ci.tualatin.or.us


The transparency of the process in a Public Meeting is particularly important- especially when there are 
the governments of two city involved in the process; and the property owners directly affected by the 
concept planning do not have elected representation within the process. 

 
A modification to the Partnering Agreement for this IGA was specifically included to convey the intent of 
both cities to comply with the Oregon Public Meetings Law. I do not see a reason this information 
exchange should not be carried out in a Public Meeting ----prior to a vote by an informed City Council. 

Grace 
 



From: G Lucini [mailto:grluci@gmail.com] 
Sent: Friday, June 03, 2016 8:40 PM 
To: Mayor Tim Knapp; 'Councilor Starr Scott'; Councilor Susie Stevens; Councilor Julie Fitzgerald; 
Councilor Charlotte Lehan 
Cc: Bateschell, Miranda; Kraushaar, Nancy; Rappold, Kerry; King, Sandy 
Subject: Citizen Comments for Wilsonville City Council Work Session 6-6-2016 - Item E Basalt Creek 
Update 
 

Wilsonville City Council Meeting 
Jun 6, 2016 
AGENDA ITEM- 

PRE COUNCIL WORK SESSION---- ITEM E ---BASALT CREEK UPDATE 
 

CITIZEN COMMENTS – Please include in the minutes for the Wilsonville City Council Work Session 
for 6-6-2016 and within the Basalt Creek Concept Planning file. 
 
I am a resident of unincorporated Washington County within the Basalt Creek Concept Planning 
Area. 

Since 2011, I have attended or viewed almost all of the public meetings held on the Basalt Creek 
Transportation Refinement Planning by Washington County, the City of Wilsonville, and the City of 

Tualatin.  I have done the same for the Basalt Creek Concept Planning meetings by the City of 
 

Wilsonville and the City of Tualatin. 
 

On several occasions, I have extended an invitation to the Wilsonville City Council to visit my 
property to gain first-hand information as to this unique area on which they will determine its 
eventual fate.  The ravine and wetlands which compose a significant portion of the Basalt Creek area 
are extremely difficult to see from either Grahams Ferry Road or from Boones Ferry Road.  As of yet, 
no members of the Wilsonville City Council have accepted my invitation to see the wetlands and the 
surrounding area deemed by Metro to contain both Class 1 Riparian and also Class A Upland Habitat. 

Within this same area there are many people who have long standing existing homes.  One 
development/ neighborhood with very nice homes – homes which would make any city proud- was 
built before many of the neighborhoods in Wilsonville including the entire Villebois development, or 
other neighborhoods such as Arbor Crossing. 

1. When our homes were built-- they were appropriately zoned for residential use at that time. 
 

2. Many of us have lived in these homes for 10 or 20+ years. 
 

3. I take a very high interest in my home and the property it sits on.  I am working to restore the 
wetlands on my property. 

4. We have the attributes of a neighborhood, but have not been given the same consideration or 
protections from negative impacts or requirements for “buffering” from the Basalt Creek 
Transportation plans or Concept Planning. 

5. Yet- with the construction of the Grahams Ferry Road- Boones Ferry Connector- a majority of 
this neighborhood -will be demolished or significantly and negatively impacted with the building 

mailto:grluci@gmail.com


of the connector bridge.  This neighborhood was not given the same considerations as 
neighborhoods in Tualatin. 

My neighbors and I have no elected representation within the concept planning process- no one to 
advocate for our homes or our property rights. 

 
After attending the Basalt Creek Concept Planning Open House on April 28, 2016, and reading the 
“10 CONSIDERATIONS FOR SUCCESS FOR THE BASALT CREEK CONCEPT PLAN”, I request the 
Wilsonville City Council consider the following issues. 

 
CONSIDERATION NUMBER 2 -STORM WATER DRAINAGE 

 
1. The area within the natural area west of Boones Ferry Road is within the Willamette 

Watershed. 

i. Maps presented at the Open House indicate water runoff from east of Boones 
Ferry Road will be diverted to drain west or south west. 

ii. How will contaminated water from streets and sediment which flows into the 
ravine on the west side of Boones Ferry Road be treated prior to flowing to the 

Willamette? 

2. After viewing the storm water map presented at the Basalt Creek Open House, I have 
concerns as to where the storm water flow will be directed east of my property on the 
east side of SW Boones Ferry Road.  The map presented at the Open House indicated 
the flow would be west- towards my property. 

3. As project staff may remember during an onsite visit, we discussed the fact we 
experienced high peak water flow from this area.  Our property was flooded from the 
flow of water from the discharge outlet under SW Boones Ferry Road in May 2015. 

4. At the Open House, I did not see any areas within the storm water map set aside for 
areas designated for 

i. upstream and on-site retention with reabsorption, or 

ii. for water runoff treatment prior to discharge west ---towards the wetlands on the 
west side of SW Boones Ferry Road. 

iii. Planned on site reabsorption which will assist in refilling our local aquifers and 
also reduce the need for handling of water run off by municipalities prior to 
discharge into the wetlands and eventually the Willamette River. 

5. These elements should be required as part of the concept planning especially when 
large tracks of currently undeveloped land are being blocked out for zoning and 
development. 

6. The size and scope of proposed developments will require incrementally larger areas set 
aside for storm water management and by their size may influence how parcels of land 
can be utilized. 

 
CONSIDERATIONS 4,5, 6, 7, and 8 -- TRANSPORTATION ISSUES 

 
1. Grahams Ferry- Boones Ferry Connector 

a. A major premise of the Basalt Creek Concept Planning-- is based upon the location of 
the future connector between Grahams Ferry Road and Boones Ferry Road 

 



b. At what point in time will geo technical testing be done on the “basalt 100’ island” in 
the middle of the wetland which is the planned footing for the connector bridge?  This 
island is the primary basis upon which WA County determined the location of the 
future connector bridge. 

c. It is my understanding that basalt rock and basalt rock formations have varying degrees 
of density and strength- and not all basalt rock used from nearby quarries can be used 
in road construction due to internal strength issues. 

d. What happens should the testing of the basalt island prove to be less than suitable for 
use as the footing for the bridge?  If the bridge cannot be built with reasonable cost at 
the proposed (untested) location – what impact will this have on all aspects of the 
concept planning? 

2. Kinsman Road Extension 
a. At the last Basalt Creek Joint Cities Meeting of both Tualatin and Wilsonville City 

Councils Meeting- it was discussed and agreed upon that the Kinsman extension north 

of Day Road would be tabled. 
 

b. Why is the extension still on the April 28th Open House maps? 

c. If there are still plans for the extension- how will the extension cross the Grahams Ferry 
-Boones Ferry Connector? 

 
i. Proposed design for the connector will require a significantly large V cut into 

the ridge running north to south. 

ii. The width of the “V” cut would be wide enough to accommodate a 5-6 lane 
expressway with bike and pedestrian lanes with all of the supportive 
infrastructure. 

iii. The Kinsman extension would have to cross the entire 5-6 lane expressway V 
cut- either above or below- at a significant cost. 

d. To facilitate better understanding of the impact of proposed roads and the ability to 
actually implement- I have previously requested the staff provide a topographical 
overlay in their presentations.  I again request this additional topographical information 
be provided during presentations so that informed decisions can be made with respect 
to future road locations and other infrastructure changes within the Basalt Creek Area. 

2. Access to I-5 at Exit 286- Day Road & Boones Ferry Road Intersection 
a. The intersection and interchange is already congested at peak hours. 

 
b. During a WA County presentation to the Tualatin City Council in 2012, (on the WA 

County recommended location for the Grahams Ferry Road/ Boones Ferry Rd 
Connector) the project engineer acknowledged the anticipated volume of traffic at the 
Day Road- Boones Ferry intersection, will be 2 ½ times the volume currently seen on 



the Tualatin Sherwood Highway when the proposed Grahams Ferry-Boones Ferry 
Connector is built.  

 

i. During the April 28th Open House, when there were multiple questions asked 
about the existing and anticipated congestion at this intersection- the 
comment that we have to get use to waiting for more than one signal 
change does not seem to understand the importance of local knowledge 
and the magnitude of the current problem. 

ii. Waiting more than one signal rotation is not a generally accepted standard by 
most municipalities 

iii. Does the City of Wilsonville accept waiting more than one signal rotation at 
an intersection as an acceptable standard now, and/or in future planning 
decisions? 

CONSIDERATION 9 -BASALT CREEK CANYON 
 

“The Cities recognize the Basalt Creek Canyon natural resource value 
and will work together to reach agreement on joint management practices for the canyon. 
The Cities also recognize the benefits of locating north to south trails near the Basalt Creek 
Canyon and bicycle connections that would connect the cities and other trail systems and be 
an asset for both residents and employees in the area.” 

 
1. Please keep in mind- the canyon and the wetlands between Grahams Ferry Road and Boones 

Ferry Road are privately owned by several different property owners. 

2. The current tax lots are long and narrow-running east – west.  The canyon and wetlands run 
north and south and are located within the middle of the tax lots. 

3. The map presented at the April 28th Open House indicates a public trail along the western 
edge of my property. 

a. This location is not adjacent to the wetlands, nor on the same level as the wetlands. 
 

b. In light of the recent news articles regarding the Spring Water Trail, I am not extremely 
interested in creating a similar situation on or along my property unless actions and 
funding would be provided to monitor the trail at all times of the day- 7 days a week. 

4. The wetlands are in the middle of my property- with useable property on the east and west 
sides of the wetlands. 

a. If a walking trail is envisioned along the wetlands – it will require the public acquisition 
of privately owned land from many different property owners. 

b. If the trails are planned along the wetlands, the trail would cut my property in half, 
infringe upon my backyard and reduce the private use and enjoyment of my property. 

c. As I am actively working to restore the wetlands on my property, how would the 
restored area be protected from misuse or residual pollution from public access? 



5. While it might be a desirable marketing tool, providing unlimited public access and trails into 
sensitive wetlands may not be in the best interest of this significant natural resource. 

 

Please keep in mind, while some of the area being discussed within the Basalt Creek Area is 
undeveloped land, there are many preexisting homes already established within the area being 
discussed. 

 
While broad stroke conceptual planning is necessary to plan for future development, consideration 
should also be given as to how these plans may impact the existing home owners. 

 
I appreciate your consideration of the issues I have presented as you listen to the Basalt Creek 
Concept Planning Update. 

Many of these issues have been presented to the project staff on multiple occasions- and yet the 
issues remain without resolution. 
Respectfully submitted, 

Grace Lucini 
23677 SW Boones Ferry Road 
Tualatin, Oregon 97062 
 



From: Herb Koss
To: Louogden; council@ci.tualatin.or.us; Cindy Hahn; Sherilyn Lombos; Alice Cannon; Aquilla Hurd-Ravich;

Bateschell, Miranda; Mayor
Cc: John Fregonese; Don & Barb Hanson (don.hanson@otak.com)
Subject: FW: BASALT CREEK PLANING DISTRICT
Date: Friday, September 11, 2015 2:59:42 PM
Attachments: 17713 - Basalt Creek Parkway - Cross Section.pdf

17713 - South Tualatin Neighborhood -Option 4_09-09-15.pdf
17713 - South Tualatin Neighborhood -Option 4_09-09-15.pdf
17713 - Basalt Creek Parkway - Cross Section.pdf

I apologize for a misspelling on the first line --- I meant  If you--- not I you.
Herb Koss
 
_____________________________________________
From: Herb Koss 
Sent: Friday, September 11, 2015 2:47 PM
To: Louogden; council@ci.tualatin.or.us; chahn@ci.tualatin.or.us; ahurd-ravich@ci.tualatin.or.us;
Sherilyn Lombos; Bateschell, Miranda (bateschell@ci.wilsonville.or.us); 'mayor@ci.wilsonville.or.us'
Cc: 'John Fregonese'
Subject: FW: BASALT CREEK PLANING DISTRICT
 
 
If you feel that I have missed anyone that this should be forwarded to I would appreciate
your assistance.  I believe that I have copied all of the council members.  I also did not
know who I should forward to in Wilsonville.   I did send this to Miranda Bateschell and
Mayor Knapp
 
PLEASE LET ME KNOW IF THE ATTACHMENTS DO NOT OPEN

Subject: FW: BASALT CREEK PLANING DISTRICT
 
 
 
 
Dear Mayor Ogden, Council Members and Tualatin Staff:
 
Please find attached a modified plan that was prepared by Mr. Don Hanson a senior planner
with Otak.   After several site visits I decided that I would retain the services of a professional
planner to help prepare a 4th option for the Basalt Creek planning area.   I realize that
the plan that Otak has prepared is a step above the general planning done on most of the
Basalt Creek area, but we felt the opportunity to create a great neighborhood was an important
element to show on the plan and how it fits into the remainder of the planning area.
 
I am the managing  member of the LLC that owns  the land on the Northeast Corner
of Grahams Ferry and the proposed Basalt Creek Parkway.  One of the attachments with this
email illustrates the potential transition between the light industrial use and a residential
zone.   Other buffers including setbacks and landscaping are often used, but in this case
the parkway is a great buffer and transition between land uses.
 

mailto:herb@kossred.com
mailto:lou@louogden.com
mailto:council@ci.tualatin.or.us
mailto:CHAHN@ci.tualatin.or.us
mailto:SLOMBOS@ci.tualatin.or.us
mailto:Acannon@ci.tualatin.or.us
mailto:AHURD-RAVICH@ci.tualatin.or.us
mailto:bateschell@ci.wilsonville.or.us
mailto:Mayor@ci.wilsonville.or.us
mailto:john@frego.com
mailto:don.hanson@otak.com
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The option 4, which we call  South Tualatin Neighborhood shows the ability to create a great
neighborhood.  The plan demonstrates how housing densities can transition from the lower
densities that match existing neighborhoods to the north to higher densities at the south end
where there is an interface with employment lands.
 
The topography of the site illustrated by the Otak plan utilizes the sloped topography.  A
visit to the Basalt Creek  Planning area and viewing the land from Tonquin Road from West to the
East
clearly shows that a housing zone is a much better use of the land.   Residential land uses are shown
on the Otak plan where there is more varied topography because a residential use can be
easily adapted to the slopes.   Employment/Light Industrial Land uses require fairly level ground
to accommodate large flat buildings and site improvements that can accommodate truck loading
and circulation.
 
Two retail pockets are shown in locations that are easy to walk to for both residents and workers
in the district.
 
The power line happens to be an amenity for pedestrians and bikers and is connected to the
Basalt Creek Canyon, which will include bike and pedestrian trails.
 
I believe that the city boundaries shown are logical--- along collector streets with a clear
delineation.   Both cities get a fair balance of land.   Wilsonville benefits from the High Tech
Zoning and Tualatin benefits from a modest increase in Light Industrial Zoning to Tonquin
Road.
 
I sincerely hope that the plan is modified to include what I consider to be an opportunity
to create a great neighborhood as illustrated by the attached plan.
 
Sincerely
 
Herb Koss
Managing Member of Sherwood Grahams Ferry LLC
503 730 2431
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From: Aquilla Hurd-Ravich
To: Bateschell, Miranda; Neamtzu, Chris
Cc: Alice Cannon; Kraushaar, Nancy
Subject: FW: Basalt Creek
Date: Thursday, August 20, 2015 10:10:57 AM
Attachments: 17713 - South Tualatin Neighborhood Diagram_08-18.pdf

17713 - Basalt Creek Parkway - Cross Section.pdf

Aquilla Hurd-Ravich, AICP
Planning Manager
City of Tualatin | Community Development Department
503.691.3028 | www.tualatinoregon.gov.  

From: Herb Koss [mailto:herb@kossred.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, August 19, 2015 4:40 PM
To: Aquilla Hurd-Ravich; Cindy Hahn; LouOgden; Lou.ogden@juno.com; John Fregonese
Cc: Don & Barb Hanson (don.hanson@otak.com)
Subject: RE: Basalt Creek

Good Afternoon Aquilla, Cindy, Lou and John

After our meeting I decided to hire Otak to draw up a plan that I had described to tie into

the Tualatin existing residential housing from 124th North.

Note that the power line corridor is now a lineal parkway that links to the existing
proposed open space.   This land is far better suited for housing since there is
considerable slopes on some of the land that do not make light industrial very
feasible.

I know this maybe a bit ahead of the zoning process, but I wanted to send this to you
now so you had a better idea of my suggested plan.

The Multifamily is a good use across from the light industrial use shown south of

124th.

Please let me know if you have any questions or suggestions.

Sincerely
Herb Koss

PS:  Otak may be making some small changes to the plan, but I wanted to get this
to you asap.

mailto:AHURD-RAVICH@ci.tualatin.or.us
mailto:bateschell@ci.wilsonville.or.us
mailto:neamtzu@ci.wilsonville.or.us
mailto:Acannon@ci.tualatin.or.us
mailto:kraushaar@ci.wilsonville.or.us
http://www.tualatinoregon.gov/
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From: Herb Koss 
Sent: Wednesday, July 08, 2015 7:38 AM
To: 'ahurd-ravich@ci.tualatin.or.us'; chahn@ci.tualatin.or.us; Louogden; Lou.ogden@juno.com
Subject: FW: Basalt Creek
 
 
Dear Cindy and Aquilla
 
Thank you for taking your time to meet with me today.   First of all I sincerely hope that the
land that my LLC owns is annexed into Tualatin vs Wilsonville.   As I pointed out the 10 acres that

our LLC owns is the corner of 124th and Grahams Ferry  ( the north east corner ).  I have
highlighted it on the attached map.   My preference would be a boundary a shown on Option
1 or a boundary that I would call option 3.
 

I have always thought that a natural boundary line would be 124th, however I have not taken
into consideration the sewer service that may alter that desire.    
 
I did drive by the proposed commercial site and looked at the grades.   If the commercial was
located on our property it would necessitate a cut .   The one site next to Tonquin Road would
need to be filled. 
 
My personal desire is to have most of our land designated residential with the potential of
our corner being commercial although a  commercial designation is not important to me.
 

As we discussed I believe that with a parkway road ( 124th ) a higher density residential zone

would be a good transition from 124th and allow for a lower density as development occurs to
the North.    The commercial activity to the south of our land can be buffered with appropriate
landscaping.  
 
Is their time for me to have a planner draw up some more detailed plans for
our 10 acres and how it would work in concert with the property to our north.  I would be
happy to do so if time permits.
 
Again thanks for meeting with me on such a short notice.
 
Sincerely
Herb Koss
 
Herb Koss | Owner & Broker
Koss Real Estate Development and Investment Co.
22400 Salamo Rd. Suite 106, West Linn, OR 97068
herb@kossred.com | (503)730-2431
 

mailto:chahn@ci.tualatin.or.us
mailto:Lou.ogden@juno.com
mailto:herb@kossred.com
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From: Herb Koss
To: Cindy Hahn
Cc: Aquilla Hurd-Ravich; Alice Cannon; Sherilyn Lombos; Bateschell, Miranda
Subject: RE: Basalt Creek
Date: Tuesday, August 04, 2015 10:38:52 AM

Cindy
 
Thank you for your email.   I happened to run into Lou Ogden this am and he confirmed that I have
some time on the
actual zoning issues.
 
When we spoke yesterday I suggested that I provide a tour of Stafford along with a side trip to the
land I own in
the Basalt Creek area.  Most are probably very familiar with Basalt Creek, but not Stafford.
 
The County and Metro have now retained the services of a mediator to help resolve the remand on
Stafford.   As I
mentioned to you I think crossing the Tualatin River would offer some opportunities for more
 housing for employers
and their employees working  in Tualatin, retirement communities, 55+ housing ( single Level ), etc.
 
Again I would like to know who would be interested in a Stafford Tour and a side trip to Grahams
Ferry where

124th ends?
 
The Stafford tour takes 1.5 hours.
 
My time is fairly flexible.
 
Sincerely
Herb Koss   503 730 2431
 

From: Cindy Hahn [mailto:CHAHN@ci.tualatin.or.us] 
Sent: Monday, August 03, 2015 5:07 PM
To: Herb Koss
Cc: Aquilla Hurd-Ravich; Alice Cannon; Sherilyn Lombos; Bateschell, Miranda
Subject: RE: Basalt Creek
 
Hi Herb,
 
As we discussed, I have copied Aquilla Hurd-Ravich, Planning Manager, and Alice Cannon, Assistant
City Manager, on this email so they are aware that you called about Basalt Creek.
Aquilla’s phone is 503-691-3028 and Alice’s is 503-691-3018. If you arrange a site visit of your
property as you discussed with Sherilyn Lombos, City Manager, either Aquilla or Alice may be
interested in participating.
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I have also copied Miranda Bateschell, Long Range Planning Manager, at the City of Wilsonville who
is managing the Basalt Creek project on their end so she is aware of your interest.
 
Our City Council will receive a briefing on the latest alternative for a jurisdictional boundary and
potential land uses at work session on August 24. The public is welcome to attend, however, Council
does not take public comment during the meeting. Materials will post on the City website one week
before the meeting (on August 17). Work session usually starts at 5:00 pm at the Juanita Pohl
Center. Please check the agenda in advance to see if there is a change to the start time as occurs
occasionally.
 
Thank you for your interest in this project and please let me know if I can be of further assistance.
 
Cindy
 

Cindy Luxhoj Hahn, AICP
Associate Planner
City of Tualatin | Community Development Dept | Planning Division
Phone: 503-691-3029 | Email: chahn@ci.tualatin.or.us
 

From: Herb Koss [mailto:herb@kossred.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 08, 2015 3:44 PM
To: Aquilla Hurd-Ravich; Cindy Hahn; LouOgden; Lou.ogden@juno.com
Subject: RE: Basalt Creek
 
Aquilla
 
Would it be helpful if I had a planner draw up some options for our land?
 
Herb
 

From: Aquilla Hurd-Ravich [mailto:AHURD-RAVICH@ci.tualatin.or.us] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 08, 2015 9:48 AM
To: Herb Koss; Cindy Hahn; LouOgden; Lou.ogden@juno.com
Subject: RE: Basalt Creek
 
Dear Mr. Koss,
We appreciate you coming by yesterday to share your input on the future of your property.  We will
take these comments into consideration as we move forward.
 
Thank you,
 
Aquilla Hurd-Ravich, AICP
Planning Manager
City of Tualatin | Community Development Department
503.691.3028 | www.tualatinoregon.gov.  
 

From: Herb Koss [mailto:herb@kossred.com] 
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Sent: Wednesday, July 08, 2015 7:38 AM
To: Aquilla Hurd-Ravich; Cindy Hahn; LouOgden; Lou.ogden@juno.com
Subject: FW: Basalt Creek
 
 
Dear Cindy and Aquilla
 
Thank you for taking your time to meet with me today.   First of all I sincerely hope that the
land that my LLC owns is annexed into Tualatin vs Wilsonville.   As I pointed out the 10 acres that

our LLC owns is the corner of 124th and Grahams Ferry  ( the north east corner ).  I have
highlighted it on the attached map.   My preference would be a boundary a shown on Option
1 or a boundary that I would call option 3.
 

I have always thought that a natural boundary line would be 124th, however I have not taken
into consideration the sewer service that may alter that desire.    
 
I did drive by the proposed commercial site and looked at the grades.   If the commercial was
located on our property it would necessitate a cut .   The one site next to Tonquin Road would
need to be filled. 
 
My personal desire is to have most of our land designated residential with the potential of
our corner being commercial although a  commercial designation is not important to me.
 

As we discussed I believe that with a parkway road ( 124th ) a higher density residential zone

would be a good transition from 124th and allow for a lower density as development occurs to
the North.    The commercial activity to the south of our land can be buffered with appropriate
landscaping.  
 
Is their time for me to have a planner draw up some more detailed plans for
our 10 acres and how it would work in concert with the property to our north.  I would be
happy to do so if time permits.
 
Again thanks for meeting with me on such a short notice.
 
Sincerely
Herb Koss
 
Herb Koss | Owner & Broker
Koss Real Estate Development and Investment Co.
22400 Salamo Rd. Suite 106, West Linn, OR 97068
herb@kossred.com | (503)730-2431
 

mailto:Lou.ogden@juno.com
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From: Zander Prideaux
To: Bateschell, Miranda
Cc: "Cindy Hahn"; molly.prideaux@gmail.com
Subject: RE: Basalt Creek follow-up
Date: Wednesday, July 29, 2015 8:31:59 AM

Miranda,
 
Thank you for the update. I will do my best to participate in the upcoming meetings and open house.
 Time is always a factor in my level of participation. It is a constant challenge running my own
 business, raising our kids, and trying to enjoy some free time. So I am including a letter with my
 official request.
 
Please let me know if you have any questions.
 
Thanks,
 
Zander
 
503.702.2507
 

From: Bateschell, Miranda [mailto:bateschell@ci.wilsonville.or.us] 
Sent: Tuesday, July 21, 2015 6:56 PM
To: zprideaux@gmail.com
Cc: 'Cindy Hahn'
Subject: Basalt Creek follow-up
 
Xander,
 
Nice chatting with you on the phone last Friday. Sorry it has taken a while to follow-up with you. As I
 mentioned, the two Councils moved for staff to revisit the proposed boundary and make some
 edits. We are currently in the process of conducting an alternative boundary and land use scenario
 based on that input, which will go back to another Joint Council meeting anticipated for September
 8, 6-8pm, City of Wilsonville City Hall (keep in tune on the project page for any updates and
 materials: www.basaltcreek.com). I am currently scheduled to go to Wilsonville City Council work
 session on 8/17 in preparation for that Joint Council meeting. I will also be at the 8/12 Wilsonville
 Planning Commission meeting to provide an update on the overall project.
 
As I mentioned on the phone there was not a recording of the June Joint Council. However, in
 response to your questions about the boundary near Boones Ferry Road, the Tualatin City Council
 expressed significant interest in maintaining the residential parcels to the west of Boones Ferry
 Road as residential parcels, keeping that residential community whole. City of Wilsonville Councilors
 acknowledged that position. The next scenario will be presented at the upcoming meetings
 described above and will likely reflect this discussion with the residential parcels spanning across
 the Basalt Creek Canyon proposed to be designated as future City of Tualatin. However, this will be
 under further discussion by the Councils.
 

mailto:zprideaux@gmail.com
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In terms of public participation and input: You are welcome to testify at any City Council or Planning
 Commission meeting under general business. You are also welcome to submit written testimony for
 us to provide to Council at either the upcoming work sessions or for the Joint Council meeting
 where Basalt Creek is on the agenda (you can submit written testimony to me or Cindy (cc:d). The
 other avenue, which I encourage, is to participate in the upcoming public open house. It is not
 scheduled yet but we anticipate it will occur late September or October and will be posted on the
 website and an e-mail notification sent.
 
Thank you again for your interest in the project. Let me know if I can answer any more questions.
 
Best regards,
Miranda
 
Miranda Bateschell
Long Range Planning Manager
City of Wilsonville | Community Development Department
503-570-1581 | bateschell@ci.wilsonville.or.us
 

mailto:bateschell@ci.wilsonville.or.us




From: Aquilla Hurd-Ravich
To: Bateschell, Miranda; Neamtzu, Chris; Kraushaar, Nancy
Cc: Alice Cannon; Cindy Hahn
Subject: FW: Basalt Creek
Date: Wednesday, July 08, 2015 9:49:56 AM
Attachments: CCE07082015.pdf

Hi Wilsonville team,
I’m forwarding this correspondence along to keep you in the loop of our interactions with Basalt
Creek property owners. 
 
Aquilla Hurd-Ravich, AICP
Planning Manager
City of Tualatin | Community Development Department
503.691.3028 | www.tualatinoregon.gov.  
 

From: Herb Koss [mailto:herb@kossred.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 08, 2015 7:38 AM
To: Aquilla Hurd-Ravich; Cindy Hahn; LouOgden; Lou.ogden@juno.com
Subject: FW: Basalt Creek
 
 
Dear Cindy and Aquilla
 
Thank you for taking your time to meet with me today.   First of all I sincerely hope that the
land that my LLC owns is annexed into Tualatin vs Wilsonville.   As I pointed out the 10 acres that

our LLC owns is the corner of 124th and Grahams Ferry  ( the north east corner ).  I have
highlighted it on the attached map.   My preference would be a boundary a shown on Option
1 or a boundary that I would call option 3.
 

I have always thought that a natural boundary line would be 124th, however I have not taken
into consideration the sewer service that may alter that desire.    
 
I did drive by the proposed commercial site and looked at the grades.   If the commercial was
located on our property it would necessitate a cut .   The one site next to Tonquin Road would
need to be filled. 
 
My personal desire is to have most of our land designated residential with the potential of
our corner being commercial although a  commercial designation is not important to me.
 

As we discussed I believe that with a parkway road ( 124th ) a higher density residential zone

would be a good transition from 124th and allow for a lower density as development occurs to
the North.    The commercial activity to the south of our land can be buffered with appropriate
landscaping.  
 
Is their time for me to have a planner draw up some more detailed plans for
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our 10 acres and how it would work in concert with the property to our north.  I would be
happy to do so if time permits.
 
Again thanks for meeting with me on such a short notice.
 
Sincerely
Herb Koss
 
Herb Koss | Owner & Broker
Koss Real Estate Development and Investment Co.
22400 Salamo Rd. Suite 106, West Linn, OR 97068
herb@kossred.com | (503)730-2431
 

mailto:herb@kossred.com




From: G. Lucini
To: Mayor Tim Knapp; Councilor Starr Scott; Councilor Julie Fitzgerald; Councilor Charlotte Lehan; Councilor Susie

Stevens; Lou Ogden; Beikman Monique; Nancy Grimes; Wade Brooksby; Joelle Davis; Frank Bubenik; Ed Truax;
council@ci.tualatin.or.us; King, Sandy

Cc: Alice Rouyer; Cindy Hahn; Aquilla Hurd-Ravich ; Neamtzu, Chris; Kraushaar, Nancy; Bateschell, Miranda
Subject: City Council Work Session-May 2015---Basalt Creek Land Use Scenarios-Impact on Property Owners West Side of

SW Boones Ferry Road
Date: Monday, June 15, 2015 1:47:07 PM
Attachments: 2015 6-15- Land Use Options- Impact SW Boones Ferry Property Owners.pdf

As the cities of Wilsonville and Tualatin discuss the two proposed Land Use Options for the Basalt
Creek Concept Planning, as local property owners without elected representation within the decision
making process, and who will be directly affected by this process- we wish to bring to your attention
an important issue which may affect us and some other property owners along SW Boones Ferry
Road.

We direct your attention to one of many differences ---between proposed Land Use Option 1 and
Land Use Option 2. 

Land Use Scenario for Option 1 provides a consistent land use of Residential Neighborhood for our
home which is on a parcel of 4.81 acers. 

·         The proposed land use is consistent on both sides of the Basalt Creek Canyon
·         Both the east and the west portions of our property is indicted as Residential Neighborhood
·         The center portion of our property includes wetlands designation.

Land Use Scenario for Option 2 indicates two different land uses for our property in addition to the
wetlands.

·         The east end of our property as proposed in Option 2 is the same as for Option 1-
Residential Neighborhood.

·         The west end of our property in this scenario differs from Option 1, and changes the land
use to Employment Transition – and may also include a triangle of Neighborhood
Residential.

·         The center portion of our property remains designated as wetlands.

It is apparent in the development of Option 2 – use of existing parcel lot lines was not considered
when creating this part of the land use scenario.  Multiple land uses and/or the recommendation of
arbitrary diagonal use lines within existing parcels----- places additional burdens on existing
individual property owners.

Please see the attached copy of proposed maps for Option1 and Option 2 with identification of the
issues and properties in discussion.

We would appreciate your consideration of these issues when evaluating land use options for the
property owners on the west side of SW Boones Ferry Road.

Respectfully submitted,
John and Grace Lucini
23677 SW Boones Ferry Road
Tualatin, Oregon 97062
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From: G. Lucini
To: Councilor Susie Stevens; Councilor Charlotte Lehan; Councilor Julie Fitzgerald; Councilor Starr Scott; Mayor Tim

Knapp
Cc: Council; Bateschell, Miranda; Joelle Davis; Cindy Hahn
Subject: PLEASE INCLUDE AS PART OF PUBLIC RECORD -Basalt Creek and Compliance with ADA within Public ROW and

Public Trails-- for City of Wilsonville Council Work Session 4-20-15
Date: Friday, April 17, 2015 6:11:23 PM
Attachments: 2015-04-16 Proposed Basalt Creek Trail Map Comments.pdf

As residents of the Basalt Creek Area, and without elected representation within the decision making
Basalt Creek Concept Planning IGA, we request the City Council of Wilsonville to take into
consideration the following information when the Council convenes on April 20, 2015.

During the Council Work Session on 4-20-15, information will be presented on Basalt Creek Concept
Planning – as well as on Wilsonville’s’ ADA Transition Plan.  It is somewhat ironic and yet helpful that
information on both of these issues will be presented during the same Council Work Session.

1.       GRAHAMS FERRY ROAD- BOONES FERRY ROAD CONNECTOR-

The issue of the grade on proposed East West Connector between Grahams Ferry Road and
SW Boones Ferry Road has been brought to the Council previously, but should be brought to
the Council’s attention again.

·         The current design of the Connector will be approximately 1/2 of a mile in length
and includes a bridge which will be 100 feet above ground at the east end. 
According to the presentation by Washington County Engineer Russell Knoeble at
the Tualatin City Council Work Session on 4-13-15, the County is attempting to “not
exceed a 6% grade on this bridge” by raising the level of the proposed intersection at
Grahams Ferry Road and the planned Boones Ferry Connector. 

·         While implementing the goal of increasing the flow and volume of regional freight
traffic through this specific location, what protections will be provided to
pedestrians and bicyclists from this planned regional freight traffic- on the bridge
and at the intersections at the top and the bottom of the 6% grade?

·         What was not discussed during the Tualatin Council 4-13-15 meeting was the
additional costs involved to build the bridge (which is part of the public ROW system)
to be ADA compliant considering the anticipated 6% grade. 

·         These issues are in addition to other grade and safety issues for a bridge
constructed over wetlands; a bridge which will be more prone to freezing and ice
than the surrounding surface streets; and a design/ location problem which will
delay timely emergency services response due to the height of the bridge and the
two limited street access point along the 124th –Boones Ferry Expressway.

·         Knowledgeable truckers will not voluntarily use routes which slow their speed (i.e. a
6% grade with intersections at the top and bottom) or which increase fuel costs (i.e.
accelerating up a 6% grade) when other local options are available.

·         The current plan will continue to increase the flow and volume of regional freight
traffic along SW Boones Ferry Road to the intersections at Day Road and the I-5
Interchange all the way up until the year 2035- and only when the Frobase Road
Overcrossing is authorized, and issues surrounding the UBG in the area, are resolved.

·         All of these factors again question the feasibility and utility of the planned location
of the Grahams Ferry –Boones Ferry Connector as a regional freight route for year
round use.

·         Yet, all efforts of the current Concept Planning for the Basalt Creek Area are all
predicated on the location of the East West Connector as currently planned.  Should
the location of the bridge be found to be inappropriate due to wetland instability,
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negative impact upon significant natural resources and wetland /water quality,
increased safety issues, lack of AGA compliance, or lack of use by knowledgeable
truckers due to increased fuel costs and increased then the time, effort and taxpayer
expense of most of the current concept planning will have been wasted.

 

2.       APPARENT LACK OF THE APPROPRIATE DUE DILIGENCE AND THE INTEGRATION OF THIS
INFORMATION DURING THE DEVELOPMENT AND PRESENTATION PHASE OF PROPOSED
SCENARIOS

At the Wilsonville Council Work Session on 4-20-15, information on the current concept
planning will be provided. 
Maps which are included within the informational packet include proposed suggestions
which are contrary to normal construction practice or not in compliance with local or
Federal laws.

o   Sanitary System Map places CWS line across multiple privately owned properties
without ROW access available by road. 
On page 158 “Attachment B Sanitary System Alternative Maps: BASE CASE,”
indicates a proposed CWS Service System west of SW Boones Ferry Road and
running in a North-South direction. 
§  The location of the southern portion of this proposed line is not along a

current or proposed future street and through the middle of several
privately owned lots--which makes obtaining ROW, access, and maintenance
of the line extremely problematic and therefore outside the usual and
customary placement.

§  The location of the southern portion of this proposed line is either through the
existing wetlands, through a basalt cliff, through our home, or through our
septic drain field/ or reserve drain field.  

§  All of these are previously known limiting factors which are problematic in
placing this CWS line in the location as indicated on the map on page 158.

o   Public Trail Included in Basalt Creek Concept Planning Maps-Through Numerous
Parcels Of Privately Owned Property. 

Maps on pages 157, 159, 160, and 161 indicate a proposed public trail west of SW
Boones Ferry Road which fragments our property as well as several other property
owners.  The proposed public trail runs north along the wetlands and into our
backyard.  The public trail then turns east through our barn and either through our
home (or next to our home) and then up our driveway to connect to SW Boones
Ferry Road.    

(Please see the attached PDF file which provides a copy of the proposed public trail
through the wetlands and up, into and through a significant portion of our
homestead and property.  This map was obtained from the City of Wilsonville City
Council Work Session Information Packet 4-20-15, page 161 “Attachment B. Sanitary
System-Alternatives Maps: Hybrid”)

§  Our driveway rises approximately 100 feet to reach Boones Ferry Road within
approximately a 300 foot span----- with grades reaching 10-20%.

§  This grade would cause the trail to exceed Federal ADA Standards- as well as
Wilsonville’s own ADA Transition Plan for public trails. 

§  Costs to come into ADA compliance would need to be critically evaluated due
to the constraints of the topography.



§  The driveway where to proposed trail is located- is the only vehicular access to
our home.  Because of the topography, there is limited room for expansion
on either side of the driveway to accommodate a public trail as well as
vehicles.

§  The proposed trail also limits free access to a large section of our property in
addition to removing our use and the enjoyment of our home and all our
property.

§  There are also obvious trespassing issues with the proposed location of the
trail through our property and other privately owned lots.

o   Are the Cities of Wilsonville and Tualatin as part of the Basalt Creek Concept Planning
IGA proposing to purchase our home (in good condition and built in 2002) and all of
our property of 4.8 acers?
§  Is any funding available to be utilized for the purchase- with a reasonable

belief that funding will be readily available for such a purchase?
·         If so, what timeframe would this purchase be envisioned? 
·         Would it be reasonable and respectful to discuss a proposal of this nature

with a property owner prior to public distribution of plans which significantly
impact their property?

 

3.       INCONSISTENT APPLICATION OF MAJOR DESIGN/PLANNING PRINCIPLES.

It has been stated by project staff members- A primary determination in the selection of the
present location of the east-west connector over the hybrid alternative was due to the fewer
number of property owners affected and need to obtain fewer numbers of ROW.

o   Yet, as evidenced by the Base Case Scenario Maps, and the various maps contained
within the Wilsonville City Council Informational Packet for Council Meeting 4-20-15-
there appears to be a total disregard to the number of property owners impacted by
the location of various pipe lines and/or other public infrastructure and trails
fragmenting private property.  

o   Due to the planned location of the East-West Connector an entire
neighborhood/residential development will be destroyed at the proposed
intersection of the East West Connector and Boones Ferry Road- without apparent
concern for the property owners involved.

While we realize the concept planning process is still developing alternative scenarios-
interim maps which are placed within the public domain and disseminated can have
significant negative impact upon property owners- even if the proposed plans are not
adopted.

The Basalt Creek Area consists of over 800 acers.  Therefore planning for the area will affect
many property owners.  Out of consideration and respect for the many local property
owners we are  requesting the development and drafting of plans be reviewed for
reasonable feasibility, and evaluated for known limitations--- prior to moving to a formal
public presentation to prevent undue hardship on local property owners. 

We have already been affected by other Basalt Creek Planning projects, and are very
interested in seeing that property owners within the Basalt Creek Area are not subjected to
impractical or unfeasible public presentation of plans and/or maps which may then
inadvertently cause undue negative financial impact upon the property owners (i.e. clouding
the property title, limiting salability of property due to potential public use etc.)



 

4.       WOULD THIS BE AN APPROPRIATE TIME TO LOOK FORWARD AND INTEGRATE WITH
OTHER NEWLY DEVELOPING MAJOR PUBLIC WORKS PROJECTS WHICH ARE BEING
PLANNED WITHIN THE AREA?

o   The location and route of the Willamette Water Supply Program Pipeline from
Wilsonville to Hillsboro and Beaverton was not yet identified when the East-West
Connector was voted upon in December 2012.

o   Tualatin City Council Member Joelle Davis suggested at their 4-13-15 City Council
Work Session that a consideration be given for placing the regional freight
connection between 124th towards Interstate 5 along the same route as the
Willamette Water Supply Program Pipeline---- at a cost savings which affects fewer
residential properties.  This location would also eliminate the need to construct a 6%
grade bridge through known significant natural resources and wetlands and
associated problems.

 

After the informational packet for the Wilsonville Council Meeting of 4-20-15 was posted on Tuesday
4-14-15 we submitted our concerns after business hours on 4-16-15, to the Wilsonville project
manager for Basalt Creek Concept Planning, but have not yet received a response.

We are asking those who are involved in proposing various scenarios to come to our home to see
first-hand the significant changes in topography of the area west of Boones Ferry Road and of the
wetlands.

The ability to see the large basalt cliffs and steep slopes on the north end of the ravine (including our
property) may help in the development of realistic and feasible alternatives.

We are yet again inviting the City Councilors to also do a site visit – that they may also understand
the unique natural constraints within this specific section of the Basalt Creek Area.  These
constraints are difficult to visualize on a 2 dimensional map and cannot be seen from Boones Ferry
Road above.

Respectfully submitted,

John and Grace Lucini
23677 SW Boones Ferry Road
Tualatin, OR 97062
503 692 9890
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GRACE LUCINI 

23677 SW Boones Ferry Road 

Tualatin, Oregon 97062 

December 7, 2014 

To:  

All Tualatin City Council Members and Wilsonville City Council Members -Joint Cities Basalt Creek Concept 

Planning Meeting -Meeting December 2, 2014 

All Wilsonville Planning Commission Members -Commission Meeting -December 10, 2014 

All Tualatin Planning Commission Members -Commission Meeting - December 18, 2014 

 

Re:  Basalt Creek Area Concept Planning 

 

Please Include this communication as part of the public record for the Basalt Creek Area Concept Planning-- to be 

associated with the Public Meetings listed above.  

 

I have been observing the Basalt Creek Concept Planning process.  Several unaddressed issues become apparent as the 

Basalt Creek Area Base Case Scenario is presented.  These issues are created when the comments and presentations on 

the concept planning process are compared to the stated intent of Metro Ordinance 04-1040B----which is the basis for 

the entire concept planning process. 

 

Unaddressed issues are: 

 

1. The entire Basalt Creek Concept Planning process is based upon the current designated location of the East West 

Connector 

2. The utility, safety, feasibility, and cost of the East-West Connector has not been established due to the lack of 

the appropriate level of due diligence 

3. Due to lack of appropriate level of due diligence, if the location or design of the East-West Connector needs to 

be revised-planning based upon the current location will be of questionable use---- at the expense of the 

taxpayers.  

4. Current presentations on conceptual planning for the Basalt Creek Area  do not appear to conform to 

statements which are specific to the future development of the Tualatin Study Area within Metro Ordinance 04-

1040B, which is the basis and authorizing tool for the Basalt Creek planning process.   

5. The Base Case presentation – the first of three alternative scenarios to be presented for consideration-includes 

road and infrastructure detail which will need to accommodate the stated primary purpose of the 124th-East 

West Connector – which is to have limited local access /cross traffic to increase the volume and flow of regional 

freight traffic from Highway 99 to Interstate 5 unless overpasses are constructed for local roads across the 5-6 

lane 6% grade East-West Connector –adding significant design and construction costs. 

6. The Base Case Scenario presentation provides an extremely high level magnitude discrepancy factor for 

anticipated cost factors on construction through known masses of large basalt rock formations and mountain 
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ridges and steep grades.  Topographical maps and onsite inspection of the location of the proposed concept plan 

(as presented) - easily suggests cost factors will weigh significantly towards the upper end of construction costs. 

 

An update on the Basalt Creek Concept Planning Project is being presented on the progress on the staff and consultants’ 

findings and to present their Base Case primary Base Case scenario for Concept Planning.  Two additional scenarios are 

to be developed within the next month based upon the feedback provided by the City Councils, and their respective 

Planning Commissions. 

When Metro authorized the process of the concept planning for the Basalt Creek Area in 2004, Metro Ordnance 04-

1040B included remarks specific to the Basalt Creek Concept Planning process including: 

 Establishment of a Highway 99-I-5 Regional Freight Transportation Connection 

 Utilizing the Connection as a basis for jurisdictional boundaries 

 Zoning on the north side of the Connector to be “Outside Residential Neighborhoods” 

 Zoning on the south side of the Connector to be “Industrial” 

 Acknowledged and Identified over ½ of the acreage within the Tualatin Study area and the Coffee Creek Study 

area was not conducive for Industrial Development 

 And provided for the Evaluation and Protection of the Natural Resources within the Basalt Creek Area as part of 

the process 

METRO ORDINANCE 04-1040B  

II. Specific Findings for Particular Areas Added To UGB in Task 2 Remand Decision - Metro Ordinance 04-1040B 
 
E. Tualatin 
“The City of Tualatin and many residents of the area expressed concern about compatibility between industrial 
use and residential neighborhoods at the south end of the city. They have also worried about preserving an 
opportunity to choose an alignment between Tualatin and Wilsonville for the I-5/99WConnector; the south 
alignment for this facility passes through the northern portion of the Tualatin Study Area.” 
 
“In response to these concerns, the Council placed several conditions upon addition of this area to the UGB. First, 
the Council extended the normal time for Title 11 planning for the area: two years following the identification of 
a final alignment for the Connector, or seven years after the effective date of Ordinance No. 04-1040B, whichever 
comes sooner. This allows Title 11 planning by Washington County, the cities of Tualatin and Wilsonville and 
Metro to accommodate planning for the Connector alignment. “ 
 
“Second, the Council states that, so long as the alignment for the Connector falls close to the South Alignment 
shown on the 2040 Growth Concept Map, it will serve as the buffer between residential development to the 
north (the portion least suitable for industrial uses) and industrial development to the south (the portion of 
the area most suitable for industrial use)” 

 

II. SPECIFIC CONDITIONS FOR PARTICULAR AREAS - Metro Ordinance 04-1040B 

C. Tualatin Area 
“Washington County or, upon annexation to the Cities of Tualatin or Wilsonville, the cities, in conjunction with 
Metro, shall complete Title 11 planning within two years following the selection of the right-of-way alignment for 
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the I-5/99W Connector, or within seven years of the effective date of Ordinance No. 04-1040, whichever occurs 
earlier. 
 
Title 11 planning shall incorporate the general location of the projected right of way alignment for the I-5/99W 
connector and the Tonquin Trail as shown on the 2004 Regional Transportation Plan. If the selected right-of-way 
for the connector follows the approximate course of the “South Alignment,” as shown on the Region 2040 
Growth Concept Map, as amended by Ordinance No. 03-1014, October 15, 2003, the portion of the Tualatin 
Area that lies north of the right-of-way shall be designated “Outer Neighborhood” on the Growth Concept 
Map; the portion that lies south shall be designated “Industrial.” 

 
The governments responsible for Title 11 planning shall consider using the I-5/99W connector as a boundary 
between the city limits of the City of Tualatin and the City of Wilsonville in this area.” 
 
 
Staff Report Suitability for Industrial Development- Metro Ordinance 04-1040B 

 
 

(Indicates approximately ½ of the Tualatin Study Area and less than ½ of the Coffee Creek Study Area was 
appropriate and/or anticipated to be Industrial Development) 

 
 
Condition IG of Exhibit F - Metro Ordinance 04-1040B 
 
 “Requires the county or city to consider Metro’s inventory of Goal 5 resources in their application of Goal 5 to 
the Tualatin Study Area. Title 3 (Water Quality, Flood Management and Fish and Wildlife Conservation) of the 
UGMFP requires the county or city to protect water quality and floodplains in the area. Title 11 of the UGMFP, 
section 3.07.1120G, requires the county or city to protect fish and wildlife habitat and water quality.” 
 
 

Entire Concept Planning process based upon location on East West Connector 

It has been stated the location of the East West Connector as adopted by the Basalt Creek Concept Planning PAG Group 

in December 2012, and then adopted by Washington County Ordinance 767 in 2013, is to be incorporated and included 

as an existing factor within the Basalt Creek Concept Plan.    

This is an important factor, as the East-West Connector is geographically located in the middle of the Basalt Creek Area, 

and includes a bridge which will tower approximately 100 feet into the air at the eastern end where it is anticipated the 

width of the bridge will be 5-6 lanes wide (to make accommodations for slow acceleration of freight trucks due to the 

steep grade).       

(Please see attached Preliminary Design for East West Connector including topographical cross-section) 
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A. It should be noted, the 124th East West connector does not in fact terminate at Interstate 5, nor do plans 

include any direct connection onto Interstate 5.  All of the Interstate 5 regional freight traffic will be directed 

onto surface arterials and collectors which will then feed into an already compromised Elligsen/ Interstate-5 

Interchange, competing with other local commercial and residential traffic.   

B. Preliminary design of the East West Connector indicates cut and fill of large amounts of land in order to 

achieve a minimum 6% road grade for regional freight traffic (which is within Washington County standards, 

but exceeds Federal Highway recommendations for design of highways for freight traffic).   

C. Preliminary design of the East West Connector indicates the East West Connector requires traffic stop lights 

at the top and bottom of a 6% grade bridge --- a known significant factor which will decrease speed and flow 

of freight traffic through the intersections and surrounding area.   

D. The steep expressway grade of the East West Connector will significantly and negatively impact local traffic 

when the 6% grade bridge over the wetlands becomes icy and the East-West Connector becomes slick and 

unsafe.  Due to the above and below ground-level design of the East-West Connector (road cut and lengthy 

100 foot bridge elevation); timely emergency vehicle access to attend accidents will be reduced due to 

limited access roads or off road access. 

E. The 6% grade of the Connector exceeds Federal ADA Recommendations may limit multimodality use of the 

East West  Connector which is contrary to the current emphasis of State, Regional and local transportation 

goals.  Design changes to accommodate ADA recommendations may increase design and construction costs 

which were not included during East-West Connector location discussions.   

F. Due to the need to cut and fill large amounts of land to construct the East-West Connector (which may also 

include an additional cross traffic proposed local road) in this area of known and identified - wetlands, high 

value riparian, and high value uplands habitat---- Have the appropriate State and Federal agencies been 

consulted and these projects properly vetted as to impact on known wetlands and Significant Natural 

Resources identified within Goal 5, 3 and 13 standards? 

G. Was the specific location and design of the East-West Connector as identified in Washington County 

Ordinance 767 reviewed or vetted by those agencies responsible for protection of local, state and federal 

natural resources- as addressed in  Metro 04- 1040B. 

If the appropriate reviews by the appropriate State and Federal agencies was not done during and as part of the 

Tualatin –Wilsonville IGA and/or PAG evaluation process (as to the specific location and design of the East West 

Connector within the Basalt Creek Area) and its impact upon identified Significant Natural Resources has not 

been determined-- it is not known if the present location of the Connector will require changes in location or 

design to comply with water quality standards or other environmental constraints.   

If there are additional design features which are needed to reduce the 6% grade of the East-West Connector, or 

significant bridge design accommodations needed to increase multi-modal use- the ability and cost to achieve 

these changes---this information  needs to be identified and included in the Concept Planning process for 

purpose of funding and to ensure compatibility with future planning. 
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Has the integrity and stability of the one basalt rock formation within the known wetlands upon which 

Washington County plans to use as the center footing for large 5-6 lane regional freight bridge ---has the 

appropriate level of due diligence been done to determine its feasibility for its intended use? 

It seems appropriate these basic feasibility issues should be addressed and resolved immediately if the entire 

concept design process for the Basalt Creek Area revolves upon the viability of the specific location of this 5-6 

lane connector and bridge before any concept scenario is presented for evaluation to the Cities or public. 

Based upon the above, the design and location of the East-West Connector seems extremely counter intuitive for an 

expressway whose main purpose is to increase the flow of regional freight through this area- especially when other 

alternative scenarios did not pose such problems.   

Spending time, effort and costs in concept planning based upon the location of the East-West Connector when 

appropriate feasibility studies specific to the connector’s planned location may not have been obtained ---may be a 

significant oversight in the planning process.  This may eventually cause a significant and unnecessary expense to 

taxpayers and may cause an unnecessary delay in resolution and implementation of the plan--- should the present 

location of the East West Connector be deemed inappropriate for construction. 

 

Boundary and Zoning Issues 

1. Comments continue to be raised regarding the utilization of the East-West Connector as a basis for jurisdictional 

boundaries (as suggested in Metro Ordinance 04-1040B)--due to concerns about different types of zoning on the 

north and south sides of the Connector.    

If the current location of the East-West Connector remains as indicated- a significant portion bisects land with 

known wetlands, and Significant Natural Resources which pose constraints upon development limiting 

development on approximately ½ of either side of the East-West Connector.  And, due to the topography of the 

area, the eastern bridge portion of the East West Connector is anticipated to rise 100 feet above the ground.  

Consequently there will not be development at face to face street level on a large portion of the East-West 

Connector.  Both of these issues should ease some concerns expressed about driving along the East West 

Connector and seeing different types of development abutting the expressway at street level and should be able 

to remove this concern as a limiting factor in the decision making process. 

2. Those preparing concept zoning plans within the Basalt Creek Area should be cognizant and respectful of the 

numerous existing homes and neighborhoods which were built under the zoning, the laws and the regulations in 

place at time.  It is these people and families who will bear significant impact by changes in governance or 

zoning implemented by this process.  It is again important to recognize the residents and property owners 

within the Basalt Creek Area have no elected representation within the Basalt Creek Concept Planning process.   

 

Issues which should be addressed regarding the proposed Basalt Creek Base Case Scenario: 

If the entire basis of the 124th East-West Connector is predicated on increasing the flow of Regional Freight Traffic from 

Highway 99 to Interstate 5 –in part by limiting the number of local access points interrupting the speed and flow of truck 
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traffic—then questions should be asked regarding the Base Case Scenario proposing a local road which intersect the 

East-West Connector and not included within the preliminary design plan for the East West Connector 

-What type of traffic control is intended at the intersection of the 5 lane East-West Connector and the Base Case 

proposed local road which runs north and south parallel and between SW Boones Ferry Road and SW Grahams 

Ferry Road (as identified in the December 2014 Basalt Creek Concept Plan Base Case Scenario)? 

- is a less expensive traffic light sufficient to meet the local traffic needs without significantly interrupting truck east-

west truck traffic (which is estimated by Washington County Staff will be twice the volume of current Tualatin 

Sherwood Highway traffic)? 

-will an overpass/s be required for proposed local north south roads, and  

-who will pay for significant design and construction upgrade improvements  to the East-West Connector plans, as well 

as the additional design & construction costs for the local road for any overpass across the 6% grade 5-6 lane 

Expressway through undulating topography? 

Please see the attached topographical map –Indicating the approximate locations of the East-West Connector and the proposed 

Base Case north-south local road which intersects the Connector in the middle of a steep ridge. 

 

 

A Recommendation for future Basalt Creek Concept Planning discussions and presentations: 

As the topography of this area presents important constraints to the entire concept planning due to an extremely wide 

range of topographical features including steep grades and natural wetlands, it seems reasonable future concept plans 

should be presented with topographical overlays when making presentations to city officials and to the public-- to 

provide greater understanding and visual conceptualization of this complex project.   

 

I appreciate your consideration of these issues when you forward your comments, recommendations or suggestions to 

the Basalt Creek Concept Planning staff and consultants as they make their revisions and create the next- and last- two 

alternative scenarios to be presented in February 2015.   

Respectfully submitted, 

Grace Lucini 

 

Attachments:  

Preliminary Design for East West Connector-Washington County  

Topographical Map East West Connector with Base Case Local Road Overlay 

 

CC:  Cindy Hahn, City of Tualatin 

Aquilla Hurd-Ravich, City of Tualatin 

 Chris Neamtzu, City of Wilsonville 
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From: Mayor Tim Knapp <knapp@ci.wilsonville.or.us> 
Date: July 9, 2014 at 3:46:36 PM PDT 
To: "Kraushaar, Nancy" <kraushaar@ci.wilsonville.or.us>, "Scottstarr97070@gmail.com" 
<Scottstarr97070@gmail.com> 
Subject: Fw: Basalt Creek Concept Plan 

FYI, citizen input. Thx/TK 

Sent from my Verizon Wireless Droid 

-----Original message----- 
From: Tim Davis <pdxfan@gmail.com> 
To: logden@ci.tualatin.or.us, mayor@ci.wilsonville.or.us, council@ci.tualatin.or.us 
Sent: Wed, Jul 9, 2014 20:19:53 GMT+00:00 
Subject: Basalt Creek Concept Plan 

Dear Mayor Lou Ogden, Tualatin City Council, and Mayor Tim Knapp,  

This is Tim Davis, and below is a letter that I wrote to Cindy Hahn about the incredibly 
important and sensitive Basalt Creek area. It's written in a blunt style that's meant to challenge us 
to do real placemaking in our outer suburban areas. I meant to mention the mistakes made in 
Damascus and the beautiful counterexample of Villebois as something we should emulate and 
improve upon to the greatest extent possible. 

As you can see, the letter I wrote is quite long, but it could have easily been triple the length. For 
example, I skipped one of the most important mathematically proven arguments that developing 
existing shopping areas ALWAYS presents a far, far greater return on investment than 
developing new areas. Every single elected official in the U.S. should really listen to this 
amazing "Strong Towns" podcast episode called "Moneyhall" that's based somewhat on the 
wonderful "Moneyball" movie that showed an entirely new way to get high value for minimum 
investment on a baseball team. It proves that our current suburban model cannot work in the long 
run, but our metro area at least has some hope of turning it around. Here's the critically important 
(and highly entertaining!) podcast episode: 
http://www.strongtowns.org/strong-towns-podcast/2013/8/29/show-149-moneyhall.html 

Anyway, below is my letter to Ms. Hahn; I hope that you enjoy my suggestions and don't mind 
the occasional bluntness in trying to get some points across!! :) 

Thank you so much for everything you do; I know that your jobs are NOT at all easy!! I really 
can't thank you enough! 

Cheers, 
Tim 
________________________________________ 
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This is Tim Davis, and I closely follow every single development in the entire Portland area; it's 
admittedly incredibly time-consuming. :) 
 
My main worry is that Basalt Creek will turn into another unbelievably awful suburban 
wasteland, to put it perhaps too bluntly. :) There's really no way that this area should have been 
included by Metro in 2004 into the UGB; we still have an unbelievable amount of undeveloped 
and very, very low-density housing everywhere you look, including throughout Portland. We 
have WAY more than enough room to accommodate growth within our existing UGB for at least 
50 years. 
 
Plus, Basalt Creek is the very definition of exurban: exceedingly far from both downtown 
Portland and any kind of decent transit. Plus, probably half of the area is in a floodplain and 
should be preserved as parks and farmland. It's also just north of an incredibly important wetland 
(Coffee Lake), the last remaining wetland of any decent size for many miles. 
 
If we really, REALLY need to develop Basalt Creek at all, it has GOT to be with the highest-
density, most attractive mixed-use development possible. Bethany did a decent job with the 
15325 NW Central Drive area, for example, and Orenco Station is fascinating both to live in and 
visit. 
 
We simply have way, way, way more than enough hideous big-box, character-less, soul-less 
development (not to mention countless miles of lookalike oversized homes) in the area. We just 
cannot afford to keep doing this. It's a Ponzi scheme, and the infrastructure will collapse under 
the weight of debts due to a failure to plan for maintenance costs 30-40 years out. We're already 
seeing the suburban model starting to fail miserably in many places. 
 
Basalt Creek could be one of the last chances the metro area gets to preserve the beauty of an 
exurban-but-still-not-too-far-out area. I LOVE driving and biking down pastoral roads like SW 
Frobase Road or SW Day Road, and we must not lose the character of places like this, even 
though (or maybe because) they're super remote from almost any job location. 
 
We have to think holistically. I really like that Tualatin and Wilsonville are approaching this 
development carefully and very collaboratively, but we need to consider the much bigger picture 
of the metro area as a whole. Our biggest mistake has been our failure to develop holistically, 
and now we have countless suburbs that have almost zero character. Fortunately we still have a 
tiny bit of time before we start looking like almost every other large metro area in the U.S. 
Portland is truly THE last hope for a semi-decent metro area left in this country; all other cities 
have completely sold out to giant corporations and Anytown, USA cookie-cutter looks. 
 
This area really needs to be a recreational corridor, with its great proximity to beautiful rivers 
and vistas in all directions. The Banks-Vernonia corridor has (at last) discovered this, and now 
eco-minded cycling visitors are greatly improving the economy there--and supporting the 
LOCAL economy rather than some fat cat's pockets back in New York or Dallas. 
 
We need to always, always be thinking about growing a LOCALLY based economy. The 
Willamette Valley can grow 32 types of edible greens in January alone! That's more than 
anywhere else on Earth without irrigation. We need to take advantage of our unparalleled access 
to food and natural beauty! 
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We have *way* more than enough multi-national big-box chain stores and beige, covenant-
controlled huge family homes. We don't need any more. Besides, once the next economic crash 
occurs, those large homes will be subdivided--and people will be completely screwed because 
there will be zero sources of food, jobs or outside entertainment to WALK or BIKE to because 
everything was built around the single-occupancy or family car. 
 
Instead, let's do the only thing that makes sense in the long term: growing companies that are 
based right in Tualatin and Wilsonville and keeping the money as local as possible. And build an 
amazing bike trail network through the Basalt Creek area--and include educational signs about 
wetlands, rivers, animals and other wonderful things people will see while improving both their 
health and their quality of life! 
 
And if we have to pave over paradise, then make it incredible dense development (preferably 
with permeable concrete, as well). Rather than yet another Walmart or Supertarget that's 
surrounded by 20 acres of mostly empty concrete (with no stormwater mitigation at all), 
encourage local businesses to set up shop in a beautiful, walkable little area with housing above 
the shops (like they do in all great neighborhoods throughout the world!). 
 
I'll end (for now LOL!) with a question that I always propose to city planners: what is the ONE 
common trait that every single great neighborhood or public space has in common? It's not great 
architecture, historical features, high density, low density, parks or anything like that. Rather, the 
ONE common trait that absolutely all great places have in common throughout the world is: 
pedestrian-friendliness!! Simply put, if you're approaching an area containing numerous 
pedestrians, you are *always* naturally drawn to that area. If instead (like in nearly every 
suburb) you just see cars or empty pavement, you're inclined to skip the area and just keep 
moving along. 
 
So, the real solution for Basalt Creek is to make the area as pedestrian-friendly as possible; really 
attract people to get OUT of their cars, walk around, support the businesses, smell the air, walk a 
trail, and enjoy the place!! 
 
Thank you so very much for your consideration, Cindy and everyone involved with the exciting 
Basalt Creek planning process!! I'll be keeping close track of what happens with this beautiful 
area, as you can no doubt imagine! :) 
 
Cheers, 
Tim 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



From: G Lucini [mailto:grluci@gmail.com]  
Sent: Monday, January 27, 2014 12:26 AM 
To: COUNCIL 
Cc: Lou Ogden; Monique Beikman; Frank Bubenik; Ed Truax; Nancy Grimes; Joelle Davis; Wade 
Brooksby 
Subject: PLEASE INCLUDE AS PART OF PUBLIC RECORD-For Tualatin City Council Meeting 1-27-
14- Basalt Creek Planning 
  
FOR INCLUSION AS PART OF PUBLIC RECORED  
TUALATIN CITY COUNCIL MEETING 1-27-14 ---  
CONSENT AGENDA ITEM D-3 ---Resolution No. 5178-14 ----Fregonese Contract Basalt 
Creek Concept Planning-- 
  
Basalt Creek Concept Planning- Natural Resources- Water Quality 

Dated: 1-26-14 

Resolution No. 5178-14 is included on a Tualatin City Council Meeting agenda for the 
first time---for the 1-27-14 Meeting.  This resolution is to authorize a Personal Services 
Agreement for Concept Planning for the Basalt Creek / West Railroad Areas.   

Resolution No. 5178-14 is scheduled as a consent agenda item. 

The City staff is requesting acceptance and authorization to execute a Contract with 
Fregonese Associates during this initial presentation on a Tualatin City Council Meeting 
Agenda. 

The Fregonese Contract is the main framework for the entire decision making process 
on Basalt Creek Concept planning.  The Contract Scope of Work provides 
specific  services will be provided from creation of a Public Involvement Plan; the depth 
of the initial evaluation of existing conditions; how alternative scenarios will be 
determined; how the alternatives will be compared; how the Concept Plan will be 
selected; and recommendations as to how to implement the plan- from changes to 
jurisdictional boundaries, infrastructure and transportation.  This is the governing tool 
for the entire planning process. 

There are two issues I wish to bring to the attention of the Tualatin City  Council 
regarding Resolution No. 5178-14, the Fregonese Contract, and the actions of the Basalt 
Creek Concept Planning staff. 

1.            There are already important administrative problems relating to the public 
notification and governmental transparency of the planning process and compliance 
with the laws of the State of Oregon  

2.            A related issue involves content within the Fregonese Contract.  The stated 
scope of services to be provided in the Fregonese Contract does not provide for 
the  appropriate level of due diligence of the  Significant Natural Resources which exist 

mailto:grluci@gmail.com


within the Basalt Creek Area- starting from the very initial Existing Conditions 
Assessment.  The Fregonese Contract needs to be modified to provide a higher level of 
assessment. 

BASALT CREEK CONCEPT PLANNING PROCESS- ISSUES WITH GOVERMENTAL 
TRANSPARENCY AND COMPLIANCE WITH OREGON’S PUBLIC MEETINGS LAW 

The Basalt Creek Concept Planning Project staff has taken several actions which have 
already clouded the public’s perceptions of governmental transparency with the Basalt 
Creek Concept Planning process.  Oregon’s Public Meetings Law provides legal 
requirements which provide for citizens to have access to the exchange of information 
as part of a decision making within a governmental process. 

Oregon Public Meetings Law (ORS 192.610 -192.690) have been interpreted and 
explained in State of Oregon Department of Justice Attorney Generals Public Records 
and Meeting Manual January 2011 

“The key requirements of the Public Meetings Law are to hold meetings that are 
open to the public unless an executive session is authorized, to give notice of 
meetings and to take minutes or otherwise record the meeting. In addition there 
are requirements regarding location, voting and accessibility for disables 
persons.”… 

“Subject of Meetings and Social Gatherings- Even if a meeting is for the sole purpose of 
gathering information to serve as the basis for a subsequent decision or 
recommendation by the governing body, the meetings law will apply.  This requirement 
serves the policy expressed at ORS 192.620 that an informed public must be aware not 
only of the decisions of government but also of “the information upon which such 
decisions were made”… 
..."It does not matter that the discussion is "informal" or that no decision is made; it is 
still a meeting for the purposes of the Public Meetings Law"... 
"...If two of more members of any public body have "the authority to make decisions for 
or recommendations to a public body on policy of administration" , they are a 
"governing body" for the purposes of the meetings law.  ORS 192.610(3)"... 
...“The public notice requirements apply to any “meeting” of a “governing body” subject 
to the law, including committees, subcommittees and advisory groups”... 
..."Governing bodies are cautioned not to misuse the committee appointment process or 
decision making process to subvert the policy of the Public Meetings Law"... 

...We have acknowledged that strict compliance with the substantive 
requirements of the Public Meetings Law frequently may “sacrifice speed and 
spontaneity for more process and formality.” Nonetheless, we believe that the 
law’s requirements generally will not interfere with a public body’s 
administration”... 



THE PUBLIC HAS DEMONSTRATED THEIR DESIRE TO WITNESS THE DECISION MAKING 
PROCESS 

Project staff has knowledge of existing public interest in monitoring the Basalt Planning 
Process.    

•       Citizens have previously established their interest in receiving information 
about the Basalt Creek Concept Planning process.   

o       Local citizens and residents attended the only Joint Cities Basalt Creek 
Concept Planning meeting held to date -on 10-29-13.   

o       Citizens expressed their desire to project staff to be informed of meetings 
on the Basalt Creek Planning both verbally and in writing - qualifying as 
"Interested Persons"(Please see attached email chain September 2013 to 
January 2014).   

•           A review of the video tape of the Citizen Comment portion of the Tualatin City 
Council Meeting of 1-13-14, documents a citizen request for governmental 
transparency within the Basalt Creek planning -especially due the affect upon the 
residents of the area who are not residents of either the City of Wilsonville or the 
City of Tualatin.  

  

PROBLEMS IN GOVERNMENTAL TRANSPARENCY HAVE ALREADY BEEN DEMONSTRATED, 
AND CONTINUE TO EXIST 

The City of Tualatin previously demonstrated compliance problems with public 
notification of public meetings as part of the Water Master Plan revision process in 
January 2013. 

During the first and only meeting of the Joint Cities Basalt Creek Concept Planning 
Project on 10-29-13, the City Councils voted to authorize and direct a subcommittee 
consisting of two City Council members from each of the two cities and staff to 
“establishing a decision-making framework and identifying community engagement 
techniques to be used throughout the project”.  The Subcommittee was directed to 
bring back a “robust” report back to their respective City Councils. 

Apparently during the Subcommittee Meetings in December 2013, Council 
Representatives either generated, discussed, or directives were given to Project staff on 
to topics be included within the Fregonese Contract.  The importance and significance of 
this document generated/vetted by the Subcommittee and being presented to the 
Councils for acceptance and execution cannot be understated. 



1.       There was no Public Notification of the December 2013 Councils’ 
Subcommittee. This lack of public notification prevented public attendance and 
prevented public access to the discussions on this document which will direct the 
entire decision process- which prohibited citizen attendance due to lack of notice.  

•         The Project staff was contacted 1-6-14 regarding the lack of and Public 
Notification of the Subcommittee December 2013 meetings. (Please see 
attached email chain September 2013 to January 2014) 

•         On 1-7-14 the Project Manager stated the Subcommittee Meetings were 
“informal working meetings, therefore, no public notification was made”. (Please 
see attached email chain September 2013 to January 2014) 

•         After discussion, the Project Manager  on 1-7-14 agreed to take actions to 
rectify previous  problems with public notification on planning meetings – 
(Please see attached email chain September 2013 to January 2014) 

°         including future postings of public meetings regarding Basalt Creek 
planning on BasaltCreek.com-which is administered by the Project Manager/ 
City of Tualatin. 

°         Public Meetings for the Tualatin City Council and for the Wilsonville City 
Council -relating to Basalt Creek Planning -would be also be posted to the 
BasaltCreek.com website 

2.       The minutes of the Joint Council’s December 2013 Subcommittee meetings: 

•         Have not been posted to either of the cities’ official websites (as are other 
minutes of Council Subcommittees, Commissions, or Advisory Groups), or  

•         Have not been posted to the BasaltCreek.com website.  (Please see 1-21-14 
BasaltCreek.com screenshot) 

•         The lack of written documentation of the Subcommittee minutes prevented 
citizens from access to written  information about any discussion which occurred 
on Basalt Creek planning which occurred during the Subcommittee meetings 

3.        The “robust” report which the Joint City Councils directed the Subcommittee to 
provide on their meetings- did not include any documentation of the minutes of the 
meeting, content on all issues or documents discussed, or actions to be taken. 

•         Tualatin Council meeting on  1-13-14- Agenda included the  initial 
presentation of the Basalt Creek Process Diagram and the Partnering Agreement- 
which were apparently generated or vetted by the Council Subcommittee 



°         There were no minutes from Joint Councils’ Subcommittee attached to 
the City Council Meeting informational packet providing information on the 
discussions or deliberations from which these documents apparently 
generated.  

•         During the Wilsonville Council Meeting on 1-23-14  the Partnering 
Agreement and the Fregonese Contract  where presented by the Project staff for 
endorsement 

°         There were no minutes from Joint Councils’ Subcommittee attached to 
the City Council Meeting informational packet providing information on the 
discussions or deliberations from which these documents apparently 
generated 

•         Tualatin Council meeting for 1-27-14 will be the first presentation  of the 
Fregonese Contract draft to a Tualatin City Council Meeting 

°         There were again no minutes from Joint Councils’ Subcommittee, or 
other documents of public meetings attached to this  agenda informational 
packet- providing background on the discussions or the deliberations  which 
generated the Fregonese Contract 

4.       During the Tualatin City Council Meeting on 1-13-14,  

•         Project staff presented the Project Process Diagram, and the Partnering 
Agreement  which were apparently part of the results of the deliberations of the 
Joint Councils’ Subcommittee 

•         Although there were references made to the Fregonese Contract during the 
Tualatin Council Meeting on 1-13-14- a copy of the contract draft was not 
provided as part of the Council Meeting’s informational pack, nor was a copy of 
the Fregonese contract draft available on City of Tualatin Website, or on the 
BasaltCreek.com website at the time. 

•         The Tualatin Joint Council Subcommittee members – reported  upon their 
comments/ recommendations  made to the Project staff during the 
Subcommittee meetings- These comments emphasized their intentions to 
involve the public in the planning process- especially those residents within the 
planning area., 

•         At the 1-13-14 meeting Council President Beikman restated the comments 
she made to the December Subcommittee meetings-- of her intention the public 
be given notification of meetings on Basalt Creek planning  



•         Contrary to the comments / directives given by the Council Members 
Subcommittee members -- there are  no statements- or  goals- indicating the 
need or requirement for Public Notification of public meetings within the draft of 
Partnering Agreement . 

•         As previously stated, the minutes of the Joint Councils’ Subcommittee 
meetings are not included within the informational pack for the agenda item 

°         There is no record of any directives made by the Subcommittee to the 
Project staff  provided – 

°          Lack of this information hinders clarification on possible omissions or 
conflicting information in the resulting documents generated as a result of 
the Council’s Subcommittee Meetings. 

•         The transparency and integrity of the decision making process was 
compromised 

5.       Project staff scheduled  Resolution No. 5178-14 Authorizing a Personal Services 
Agreement for Concept Planning for the Basalt Creek/Wets Railroad Areas on the 
consent agenda for the City of Tualatin City Council Meeting for -27-14 

•         This Tualatin City Council Meeting- a public meeting on the Basalt Creek 
Concept planning  was not posted on the BasaltCreek.com website until after  1-
21-14 (Please see 1-21-14 BasaltCreek.com screenshot).   The BasaltCreek.com 
was later updated to  include a reference to a Tualatin City Council Meeting with 
a link to the Tualatin City- website for the Council Meeting for 1-27-14. 

•         Resolution No. 5178-14 and the Fregonese Contract were only posted to the 
City of Tualatin Website the week of 1-20-14  

•         This is the first time  Resolution No. 5178-14 will be presented to the Council 
as part of a Tualatin City Council meeting 

•         This is the first time  the Fregonese Contract draft will be presented to the 
Council as part of a Tualatin City Council Meeting 

•         The Fregonese Contract is a significant document of large scope and impact- 
involving multiple agencies and jurisdictions  

°         The Fregonese Contract is the governing tool for the entire Basalt Creek 
Planning process 



°         The Fregonese Contract will develop a Concept Plan and make 
recommendation to change the governance , infrastructure and 
transportation of multiple jurisdictions 

°         The Fregonese Contract when implemented will affect a large geographic 
area of hundreds of acres including residential and industrial land 

°         The Fregonese Contract was posted on the City website the week of 1-
20-14 for the first time- 

6.       Due to lack of compliance to the Oregon Public Meetings Law- citizens have not 
been given appropriate public notice, or access to the discussions or deliberations 
during public meetings which generated the Fregonese Contract and placement of 
Resolution No. 5178-14 on the Consent agenda for the Tualatin City Council Meeting 
1-27-14. 

•         It is unclear when the following discussions were held as part of a Tualatin 
City Council Work Session or Meeting Agenda Item –listing  Basalt Creek Concept 
Planning as a topic – 

°         The method of concept planning to be selected for Basalt Creek 
Concept Planning 

                                                         i.            The rationale  for  selecting  the 
proposed method of concept planning utilizing only one 
consultant who creates the entire framework for decision making, 
facilitates and then implements  the entire plan 

                                                       ii.            Versus other methods of concept 
planning which are primarily directed by the Governing body 
utilizing various consultants  

°         The goals, scope, requirements or specifications needed as part of 
the Basalt Creek Concept Planning process  

°         If the Fregonese Contract actually meets  the goals, requirements 
and/or specifications needed to develop and execute the Concept 
Planning for the Basalt Creek Area. 

•         Project staff elected to place of Resolution No. 5178-14 and the Fregonese 
Contract on the Consent agenda for the Tualatin City Council Meeting on 1-27-
14. 

•         Project staff are aware this is the first time the draft of the Fregonese 
Contract has been presented at a Tualatin City Council Meeting 



•         The City of Tualatin, as the fiduciary partner within the Joint Cities 
Partnering Agreement –Basalt Creek Concept Planning –should require that 
appropriate public due-diligence of the Fregonese Contract is done.   

•         Project staff is aware the City of Wilsonville is a partner with the City of 
Tualatin in the concept planning 

°         Project staff is aware the draft of the Fregonese Contract was to be 
presented for the first time to the Wilsonville City Council Meeting on 1-
23-14 

°         Project staff’s placement of Resolution No. 5178-14 and the 
Fregonese Contract on the Consent agenda for the Tualatin City Council 
meeting on 1-27-14 did not provide for public discussion by the Tualatin 
Council of any feedback from generated either verbally or in writing from 
the Wilsonville Council.  

i.         Project staff placement of Resolution No. 5178-14 and the 
Fregonese Contract on the consent agenda – limits Tualatin Council 
members from discussion of any issues, concerns or modifications 
requested by the Wilsonville Council on the Basalt Creek planning 
process 

ii.       Due to the encompassing scope of the Fregonese Contract, any 
concerns with the process, services, or implementation relating to 
Basalt Creek Planning perceived by the City of Wilsonville should be 
fully explored- as to any potential need for modification of the 
Fregonese Contract draft. 

iii.      As part of their fiduciary responsibilities, Tualatin Council 
members should discuss if Wilsonville has any concerns with the any 
phase of the planning process, or services provided by the Contract, 
and if any modifications to the contract are necessary or appropriate 
to make prior to giving authorization to execute the Contract. 

iv.     Citizens should have knowledge of these discussions- even if no 
action is taken- or if modifications to the contract will be made. 

The transparency of the governmental process in the development and implementation 
of the Basalt Creek Concept Planning process has been greatly damaged.  The spirit and 
the letter of Oregon Public Meetings Law have been compromised. 

  

  



Based upon numerous examples of actions taken by the Project staff clouding the 
transparency of the decision making process- from virtually the start of the planning 
process- I request a critical look be taken at the Project administration.   

Even after a citizen approached the Project staff as to concerns about transparency and 
public notification issues- there are continuing problems with compliance with the 
requirements of the Public Meetings Law  

The explanations provided by the staff as to the reasons for non-compliance with the 
requirements for Public Notification of Public Meetings, are without legal merit. 

The actions, discussions and deliberations of public meetings on Basalt Creek Concept 
Planning have not been documented to include the minimum information as delineated 
in State of Oregon Department of Justice Attorney Generals Public Records and Meeting 
Manual January 2011. 

Due to the actions of the Project staff, and the lack of acknowledgement of the 
requirements of the Public Meetings Law within the drafts of the Projects governing 
documents, it is also requested the City Council evaluate if the Partnering Agreement 
and the Fregonese Contract clearly indicate the intentions and services to be provided 
comply with the Public Meetings Law.   

  

The size and professionalism of the governments of the City of Tualatin and of 
Wilsonville should not be tainted by the inability to conform and provide the basic 
service of providing public access to the discussions, and deliberations which will occur 
as part of this decision making process.   

The City Council should provide clear direction to the project staff, resolve previous 
record keeping omissions, and take corrective actions to avoid future occurrences. 

I request the City Council to include in their actions: 

1.       Review if the staff actions are in accordance with the spirit and/or letter of 
Oregon’s Public Meetings Law. 

2.       Take actions to gain compliance with Oregon Public Meetings Law – including  

a         rectify existing issues including omissions in documentation of public 
meeting minutes and record keeping , and  

b        Immediately enforcing public notification (as specified by the law) of future 
public meetings on the planning process. 



3.       The Project staff should be provided additional education as to what constitutes 
a public meeting and the actions which are required by law- and provide support as 
necessary 

4.       Prior to acceptance of the governing documents for the Basalt Creek Concept 
Plan ---evaluate if the Partnering Agreement; and the documents which constitutes 
Resolution 5178-14 clearly indicate intentions to comply with the Oregon Public 
Meetings Law during the Basalt Creek Concept planning process. 

5.       Provide a clear statement within the two governing documents of intent to 
provide governmental transparency- including specific actions to be taken to comply 
with Oregon Public Meetings Law. 

a         Identify a person to be accountable for monitoring compliance issues during 
the planning process. 

b        develop a procedure to assist the public as to whom to contact when 
compliance concerns arise 

These actions may help provide clarification of expectations for staff, the Consultant, 
and the public regarding governmental transparency and intention to comply with 
Public Meetings Law. 

  

  

  

Due to the factors identified above, the following comments are provided - that they are 
given consideration prior to the acceptance and execution of the Fregonese Contract as 
posted to the Tualatin City website the week of 1-20-14. 

LACK OF APPROPRIATE LEVEL OF DUE-DILIGENCE IN THE INITIAL ASSESSMENT AND 
FOLLOWING ANALYSIS OF SIGNIFICANT NATURAL RESOURCES FOR BASALT CREEK 
AREA PLANNING. 

  
  
In the review of Fregonese Contract it is apparent there is a lack in the appropriate level 
of due-diligence relating to assessment and evaluation of  impact to the Significant 
Natural Resources and/or water quality with the Basalt Creek Area within the planning 
process.   
  
Additionally, State and Federal agencies involved with the monitoring, protection and/ 
or enforcement of statues relating to Water Quality and/or Natural Resources are 



absent from the "Invited Agencies List" of participating agencies within the Partnering 
Agreement.  These agencies should be included in the same "Invited Agencies List"- as is 
Clean Water Services. 
  
Based the decision making process utilized with the Grahams Ferry – Boones Ferry Road 
Connector Location Project- it is apparent there is a need for a change in the method 
natural resources within the Basalt Creek area are evaluated and information gained 
used in the analysis process.  Appropriate level of assessment of the known Significant 
Natural Resources, needs to be included in the decision making process.   
  
  
To have the sole determinant of “environmental impact” based solely upon the square 
footage of the wetlands impacted – as was previously done- will produce misleading 
information.  This method of natural resource assessment should not be considered the 
appropriate level of due-diligence in this planning process if a meaningful outcome of 
the evaluation process is to be expected. 
  
The Fregonese Contract needs to be modified to achieve a reasonable level of due-
diligence as to existing Significant Natural Resources and water quality. 
  
  
Specific data collection, quantification, and qualification of the various known 
resources- including impact to water quality locally and downstream-is necessary to be 
able to establish a hierarchy of importance, protection requirements and potential 
future utilization.  The assistance and expertise of State and National agencies need to 
be included as participants in the Partnering Agreement and added as resources for 
assessment and analysis in the Fregonese Contract. 
  
Assessment of the known wetlands which cover a large area of the Basalt Creek Area 
specifically needs to be completed to be able to provide some qualified estimate of the 
various levels of wetland mitigation which will become a factor in planning and future 
development.  
  
All of this type of information needs to be compiled to allow a definable and consistent 
criterion to be developed as part of the comparative analysis with the alternatives.   
  
It is already known and documented the Basalt Creek area contains large areas of Goal 5 
Resources. When the Basalt Creek area was brought into the Urban Growth Boundary, a 
large portion of the area was identified as containing “Significant Natural Areas”, as well 
as “Water Areas, Wetland & Fish and Wildlife Habitat”.  Please see the attached map: 

    
Washington County, Ordinance 671, Exhibit 2 Page 3 of 9 January 18, 2007 



 
  
The scope of any development or construction constraints placed upon portions of the 
area due to the potential impact upon natural resources or water quality should be 
quantified and included within the decision making matrix.   Any of these construction 
or development limitations should also be quantified and utilized as part of the 
comparison of proposed alternative scenarios.  At any stage along the decision making 
process, the lack of accurate quantifiable information on the impact on water quality 
and natural resource, or resulting development limitations and/or the lack of the 
appropriate level of alternative analysis of this information ---may produce inaccurate 
results.   
  
The Fregonese Contract identifies a subcontractor who will obtain and review 
“published or ready to use natural resource inventories and mapping”, and interviews of 
staff from Wilsonville, Tualatin, and Clean Water Services, and Metro to identify 
“important areas of special consideration, especially in and near existing receiving 
waters”.   This assessment is very limited as to subject matter, scope of study and 
quality/source of information to be obtained. 
  
It is important to point out---many of the entities which the Fregonese Contract has 
identified as the source of information on “natural resources” do not currently have 
jurisdiction, or provide limited service to the area being evaluated.   The Basalt Creek 
area is outside the city limits of Wilsonville and of Tualatin----and are actually the 



entities requesting the information and review.  Clean Water Services does not currently 
provide services to all the Basalt Creek Area.   
  
The Fregonese Contract does not specify State or Federal Agencies who have pertinent 
information; conducted studies; or who have jurisdictional authority or other 
monitoring/protection responsibilities over water quality or other natural resources in 
the Basalt Creek Area  ---are to be included as sources of information, or consultation 
within the decision making process.  
  
The Partnering Agreement lists numerous “Required” and “Invited” agencies to be 
included in the decision making process.  This list also lacks State or Federal agencies 
that have jurisdiction, authority or responsibility for monitoring or protecting water 
quality or other natural resources within the Basalt Creek area as participating agencies.   
  
The inclusion of these State or Federal agencies as part of the decision making process, 
would provide a wealth of information, expertise, and advice directly related to 
statutory constraints limiting development, and could provide recommendations on 
actions which may advert negative impact to the existing resources. 
  
The attached documents provide evidence of portions of the Basalt Creek area have 
already been identified as having Significant Natural Resources and/or may be under the 
jurisdiction of State and Federal agencies responsible for protection of natural 
resources.   
  
•         US Department of Fish and Wildlife Service- National Wetlands Inventory- Map of 
Identified Wetlands 

  
  
  



  
  
•         Oregon Dept. of State Lands/US Army Corp Engineers- Wetland Delineation SW 
Boones Ferry Road Improvement Project  

  

  
  

  
In addition to Metro, additional  agencies should be utilized by the Consultant and 
Subcontractor to obtain accurate data collection on Significant Natural Resources in the 
Basalt Creek area as well as during the decision making process: 

•         US Department of Fish and Wildlife- National Wetland Inventory 
•         Oregon Department of Fish and Wildlife 



•         US Army Corp of Engineers-Portland District 
•         Oregon Department of Land Services 
•         CETAS (Oregon’s Collaborative Environmental and Transportation 
Agreement for Streamlining) 
•         DEQ (State of Oregon Department of Environmental Quality) 
•         Other Agencies as necessary (i.e. United States Environmental Protection 
Agency) 

  
  
For consistency, agencies from this list should be included within the list of “Invited” 
agencies within the Partnering Agreement to provide input and to participate in the 
planning process 
  
An important aspect of community planning and development is the health of its natural 
resources.   The lack of appropriate evaluation of the potential effects of future 
development upon the natural resources – and potential constraints upon development 
- within this planning process may lead to the selection of an alternative which may not 
be able to meet the needs of the citizens or eventually become detrimental to the 
community. 
  
It would an unfortunate expenditure of time and taxpayer money if the entire planning 
process lacked an important determinant in the decision making process which needed 
to be included from the start.   
  
  
Respectively Submitted, 
Grace Lucini 
23677 SW Boones Ferry Road 
Tualatin, Oregon 97062 
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From: G Lucini <grluci@gmail.com> 
To: Wilsonville Council President Scott Starr <scottstarr97070@gmail.com>, "Fitzgerald, 
Julie" <fitzgerald@ci.wilsonville.or.us>, Wilsonville Councilor Richard Goddard 
<richardgoddard2010@gmail.com>, "Stevens, Susie" <stevens@ci.wilsonville.or.us>, Mayor 
Tim Knapp <knapp@ci.wilsonville.or.us> 
Sent: Tue, Jan 21, 2014 21:43:29 GMT+00:00 
Subject: Basalt Creek Planning-Wilsonville Council Meeting 1-23-14- Issues Relating to 
Partnering Agreement & Consultant Contract 

To:       Wilsonville City Council /  
Wilsonville City Council Members/  
Wilsonville Members of Joint Cities Basalt Creek Planning Project 

Date:    Tuesday, January 21, 2014 

RE:       City Council Meeting 1-23-14 - Basalt Creek Planning- Presentation of Governing 

Documents 

Basalt Creek Partnering Agreement- December 2013 -DRAFT– Staff Request for 

Endorsement  

Basalt Creek Consultant Contract- Fregonese Associates- DRAFT Staff Request 

for Endorsement  

When the discussion regarding the Basalt Creek –Joint Cities Planning Project is brought to the 

table for discussion during the Wilsonville City Council Meeting – Work Session on January 23, 

2014, I would like to bring to your attention concerns regarding compliance with Oregon Public 

Meetings Laws (ORS 192.610 to 192.990) due to the actions already taken by project staff, 

current deficits, and potential for future non- compliance of these laws. 

There are additional questions at the close of this communication regarding concerns with the 

Partnership Agreement and with the Consultants Contract as they are currently drafted.  It is not 

apparent a review or evaluation of the Significant Natural Recourses which are already 

documented within the Basalt Creek area, are included within the services being purchased from 

Fregonese Associates.  This omission may impact the validity of planning process as these 

resources may cause substantial constraints and limitations on future development and should be 

included as a criteria at the very beginning of the planning process.  These appear to be 

important omissions within both of these documents.  

OREGON PUBLIC MEETINGS LAW- COMPLIANCE ISSUES-TRANSPARANCY OF THE 
GOVERMENTAL PROCESS 

mailto:grluci@gmail.com
mailto:scottstarr97070@gmail.com
mailto:fitzgerald@ci.wilsonville.or.us
mailto:richardgoddard2010@gmail.com
mailto:stevens@ci.wilsonville.or.us
mailto:knapp@ci.wilsonville.or.us


As stated in, State of Oregon Department of Justice Attorney General’s ---Public Records 

and Meetings Manual -January 2011:  

The key requirement of the Public Meetings Law are to hold meetings that are open to 
the public unless an executive session is authorized, to give notice of meetings and to 
take minutes or otherwise record the meeting. In addition there are requirements 
regarding location, voting and accessibility for disables persons.” 

“Subject of Meetings and Social Gatherings- Even if a meeting is for the sole purpose of 
gathering information to serve as the basis for a subsequent decision or recommendation 
by the governing body, the meetings law will apply.  This requirement serves the policy 
express are ORS 192.620 that an informed public must be aware not only of the 
decisions of government but also of “the information upon which such decisions were 
made”. 

“…the scope of the Public Meetings Laws extends even to private citizens, employees and 
others without any decision-making authority, when they serve on a group that is 
authorized to furnish advice to a public body.” 

…“It does not matter that the discussion is “informal” or that no decisions are made; it is 
stall a “meeting” for the purposes of the Public Meetings Law”... 

"The public notice requirements apply to any “meeting” of a “governing body” subject to the law, 
including committees, subcommittees and advisory groups” page 127 
..."Governing bodies are cautioned not to misuse the committee appointment process or 
decisions-making process to subvert the policy of the Public Meetings Law" ... Page 121 

"The goal of notice for any meeting is two-fold: to provide general notice to the public at 
large and to provide actual notice to specifically interested persons". Page 128 

"We have acknowledged that strict compliance with the substantive requirements of the 
Public Meetings Law frequently may “sacrifice speed and spontaneity for more process 
and formality.” Nonetheless, we believe that the law’s requirements generally will not 
interfere with a public body’s administration”. 

Due to the large scope of the planning project, the number of jurisdictions involved, and the 

potential impact to local property owners, magnifies the need for compliance to Oregon Public 

Meetings Law, and the public perception of governmental transparency in the planning process. 

The City of Tualatin already demonstrated lack of compliance regarding notification of public 

meetings on another major city planning project in January- March of 2013 (which also included 

the Basalt Creek area within the scope of the project throughout most of that Project).  Similar 

issues are being observed with the Joint Cities Basalt Creek planning project. (Please see email- 

City of Tualatin City Attorney 1-16-14) 

When a citizen inquiry was made as to lack of Public Notification of the Basalt Creek Planning 

Project December 2013 Sub Committee Meetings, the Project Manager stated the meetings were 

“Informal working meetings, therefore, no public notification was made” (Please see email chain 

September 2013-January 2014)  



The rational of the formality or informality of a meeting as the criteria for excluding a meeting 

from the jurisdiction of Public Meetings Law is not supported by the opinions of the Oregon 

Attorney General (State of Oregon Department of Justice Attorney General’s Public Records and 

Meetings Manual January 2011). 

The continued inability to meet the requirements of the Public Meetings Law, by staff of the same 

city government- which is a partner in the Basalt Creek Planning – points out additional oversight 

of the Project Staff is needed. Explicit directions to include compliance with the Oregon Public 

Meetings Laws should be incorporated into the two governing documents to provide Project staff 

and the Consultant clear understanding of the Councils’ expectations.   

One recent example of the lack of commitment by the Project staff to the spirit of governmental 

transparency (if not lacking compliance to the law) was demonstrated how the project staff 

handled the directives of the Joint City Councils to convene a City Council Subcommittee 

“establishing a decision-making framework and identifying community engagement techniques to 

be used throughout the project” and then to bring “a robust” report back to the full Joint Council. 

In addition to the lack of Public Notification of public meetings on Basalt Creek planning, there 

are no minutes of the two meetings of the Councils’ own Basalt Creek Planning Subcommittee 

posted for general public access- even though the content has potential impact upon a large 

number of citizens and/or geographic area. 

•         Due to lack of Public Notification – citizens were denied attendance at the Subcommittee 

meetings- due to absence of notification.   
•         There are no minutes of the December 2013 City Councils’ Subcommittee meetings 

attached to the January 2014, City Councils’ Agenda Packets -discussion on Basalt Creek 

Planning- even though the City Councils directed the Subcommittee to provide “robust” 

feedback of the meetings. 
•         There is no posting of minutes on the BasaltCreek.com Website or on the Official 

websites of either City- although it is usual and customary to post minutes of Council 

meetings, subcommittee meetings, and advisory group meetings on these websites. 
•         The public lacks reference to any of the documents discussed during the December 2013 

Subcommittee meetings - which should be part of the minutes (ORS 192.650(1).   

RESULTING IMPACT DUE TO LACK OF PUBLIC NOTICE AND THE LACK OF MINUTES OF 

MEETINGS OF THE JOINT CITY COUNCIL’S SUBCOMMITTEE DECEMBER 2013 MEETINGS 



•         Due to lack of minutes from the Sub Committee meetings, it is unknown what 

information or directives the four elected Council members gave the Basalt Creek project 

staff during the December meetings- which generated the legal documents being presented 

at the Wilsonville Council Meeting 1-23-14, and will become the framework and basis for 

future decision making for planning the Basalt Creek area. 
o    At the Tualatin City Council Meeting on 1-13-14, there was a staff presentation on 

the results of the December 2013 sub-committee meetings- including the decision 

making structure and process diagram. 
  Two Tualatin City Council members who were on the Subcommittee also 

made comments about the discussions held during the Sub Committee 

meetings- indicated they were sensitive to the concerns of local residents of 

the Basalt Creek area.   
  Sub Committee member, and Tualatin Council President Beikman, 

specifically stated Basalt Creek residents, “were to be notified of meetings”.   
o    However, contrary to the directives apparently given by City Council members 

during the Subcommittee meetings---there is no statement within either documents 

being presented (requiring or identified as a guiding principal)- indicating the need 

for Public Notification of Public Meetings on Basalt Creek Planning.  
o    The transparency of this process therefore became very clouded.  While in 

January 2014, the public heard specific directions were apparently given to the 

project staff during the December meetings--- the staff apparently not complete the 

directives which they were given.  The requirement of Citizen Notification of Public 

Meetings were not incorporated into the two documents drafted, and which are now 

before you for approval. 
o    This conflicting information should be of concern to the governing body of the 

Basalt Creek Planning Project- the two City Councils of Tualatin and Wilsonville. 
  Apparently an important concept (legally mandated) action was requested 

to be specifically included into the governing documents for the Basalt Creek 

Planning- which did not occur. 
  Due to the lack of recordkeeping- there is a break in the flow of 

information where the directives apparently given by Council Members which 

were the basis of the discussion during the December 2013 meetings was 

not documented. 



  Due to the lack or recordkeeping- there is a void in the ability to identify 

where the apparent break in communication occurred which inhibits 

correction of the current issues and for operational issues in the future.  
o    If it was the intention of the Council members to include the need for public 

notification of public meetings--- 
  The two documents being presented are still in draft form 
  The documents contain statements of assurances and compliance that 

other actions (which are also legally mandated) will be performed as part of 

the services to be provided.  The inclusion of statements or goals requiring 

compliance to Oregon Public Meetings Law would not be out of precedence. 

The City of Wilsonville publicly posted the Fregonese Contract Draft- Dated 12-22-13, as part 

of the Information Packet for the Council Work Session 1-23-14 on the City website.   

•         The 1-23-14 Council Meeting notice was posted to the BasaltCreek.com website late 

in the week of 1-7-14 (after public request- (Please see email chain September 2013-

January 2014).   
•         Due to the logistics of Council Work Sessions, is no option allowed for public 

comment prior to the time the Fregonese Contract is scheduled to be presented to the 

Wilsonville City Council for endorsement and request for action to forward-on a primary 

document which determines the entire decision making process and provides the services 

to implement the process.   
•         This document was apparently generated during the December 2013 Council 

Subcommittee meetings- for which there was no public notice provided, and no minutes 

of the meetings have been publicly posted.   

The City of Tualatin has not posted their next scheduled Council Meeting for 1-27-14 on the 

BasaltCreek.com website.  Only with a search of the City of Tualatin website produces the 

Agenda Item – Consideration of Resolution No. 5178-14 Authorizing a Personal Services 

Agreement for Concept Planning for the Basalt Creek/West Railroad Areas.  The Tualatin City 

Staff report recommends the Council accept the scope and budget and authorize the City 

Manager to enter in to a contract. 

•         This is the first and only public posting by the City of Tualatin of Resolution 

5178-14, the Personal Services Agreement the Scope of the Work or the Budget  
•         The City Staff report recommends the Council accept the scope and budget and 

authorize the City Manager to enter in to a contract.   



•         The City staff report does not include any stated provisions for considering 

comments which may be generated from the City of Wilsonville (a partner in the 

planning process) from the Wilsonville City Council Meeting of 1-23-14 where the 

Fregonese  Contract is also on their agenda. 
•         Due to the logistics of the Tualatin City Council Meetings – the timing and 

presentation of Resolution 5178-14 and the attached budget, does not allow for any 

public comment prior to presentation for adoption by the Tualatin Council. 

The citizens should not have to take additional actions with the Basalt Creek Planning staff- to 

have information regarding the scheduling of Public Meetings on the Basalt Creek Planning 

posted publicly, “Interested Persons” should automatically receive notification of Public Meetings 

on Basalt Creek Planning after submitting a request.   

Citizens should be expected to have public access to the Public Meetings; and the list of meeting 

participants, the topics, the substance of information discussed on any matter, a reference to any 

document discussed, the actions to be taken at the meetings--- all documented and available for 

public access in a timely manner after the meeting as provided by law.   

  

The lack of compliance by the Basalt Creek Planning staff to the spirit and letter of the Oregon 

Public Meetings Law has been demonstrated.  The outcome from this lack of transparency of 

governmental process has impacted the public’s ability to provide comments into the legal 

documents which are very tools and method by which the governance of hundreds of acres will 

change.  This has significant impact upon the residents of the area. 

  

As a resident and property owner within the Basalt Creek Area, I am directly affected by the lack 

of access to public meetings on Basalt Creek planning.  I have actively monitored the progress of 

this project and attend the Public Meetings for which there was public notification.  The failure of 

the staff to follow the requirements of the Public Meetings Law limited my ability to personally 

hear the discussions and deliberations (as mandated by law), even after I had previously 

identified myself as an interested individual and requested notification of all meetings relating to 

the Basalt Creek Planning, and had additionally discussed my desires with project staff.   

As a resident of the Basalt Creek area, I am not within the jurisdiction of either the City of 

Tualatin, nor the City of Wilsonville.  Yet the elected officials within these two cities are 



determining the future of the area in which I live.  I have no elected representation within the 

decision making process. 

The identified CPO for the Basalt Creek Area is not currently active, and therefore provides no 

support to the residents of the Basalt Creek Area. 

Coincidentally, there are a disproportionate number of public projects which have been planned 

or constructed in the Basalt creek Area which have impact on our homes and on our live hoods. 

The Coffee Creek Correctional Center and the Boones Ferry Road Improvement Project are 

already constructed.  The Grahams Ferry to Boones Ferry Road Connector project which was 

greatly rebuffed by local residents was written into Washington County Ordnance in 2013.  

Now two City Governments are in the process of making plans to make significant changes to 

most aspects of the local infrastructure and governance of the area- without the affected citizens 

having elected representation in the process.   

The need for governmental transparency is extremely necessary. 

  

The Fregonese Associates Contract states as part of the services they will provide:  

“On-going communications via email (using an email distribution list) will generate 
goodwill and enthusiasm for expanded stakeholder participation. On-going 
communications will highlight positive momentum toward achieving community goals.” 

It should be noted there are Oregon Laws are written to assist citizens with witnessing and 

understanding governmental decision making process such as the Basalt Creek Planning 

Project.  The Fregonese Contract should include this requirement to be written into the services 

to be provided.  

Once the public gains clear insight into the planning process, and access to information is 

provided -due to actual compliance to Public Meetings Laws - the amount of citizen “enthusiasm” 

will most likely go up when communication is a two way process. 

Please assist me in correcting existing compliance problems and take action to rectify future 

problems regarding governmental transparency as the documents are still in draft form. 

It is only by the actions of the City Councils directing governmental transparency to be a stated 

goal -within the project documents- will it be officially recognized as an important tenant of the 

process; with documentation of implementation part of the required tasks of the planning 

project.  



  

ADDITONAL ISSUES –LACK OF EVALUATION OF SIGNIFICANT NATURAL RESOURCES AND 
INCLUSION OF RELATED AGENCIES WITHIN THE PLANNING PROCESS, MAY CAUSE 
INACURATE OR LIMITED UTILITY OF RESULTS  
The Agreement lists agencies to be included within the planning process (page 2 of 3) –  

A.    It should be noted portions of the Basalt Creek area are outside the jurisdiction of 

Clean Water Services 
B.    Tapman Creek which runs within the Basalt Creek Area- is a tributary to the 

Willamette. 
C.    It should be noted following agencies are not included within the scope of these 

documents: 
o    CETAS (Oregon’s Collaborative Environmental and Transportation Agreement 

for Streamlining),  
o    US Army Corps of Engineers,  
o    DEQ,  
o    Department of Fish and Game- (National Wetlands Inventory) and  
o    Oregon Department of Land Services  

•         A significant portion of the Basalt Creek Area contains wetlands are 

already identified in the National Wetland Inventory 
•         The Basalt Creek Area contains wetlands listed on the SW Boones 

Ferry Road Improvement Project (within the Basalt Creek area) included 

wetlands under the jurisdiction or authority of the Army Corp of 

Engineers. 
•         all or a combination of these agencies will be required to evaluate 

the impact of construction and the installation of infrastructure within 

most of the Basalt Creek area 
•         These agencies should be involved to determine at the beginning of 

planning for the Basalt Creek Area- what portions of the area will future 

development be feasible due to the topography and significant natural 

resources- including wetlands which comprise a large portion of the area 

being studied? 

Respectfully, 
Grace Lucini 
23677 SW Boones Ferry Road  Tualatin, Oregon 97062 



503 692 9890 
 
 
  

ATTACHMENT TO 1-20-14 CORRESPONDENCE Wilsonville City Council- Council 

Meeting 1-23-14 
SPECIFIC COMMENTS RELATING TO DOCUMENTS FOR REVIEW:    
  
BASALT CREEK CONCEPT PLAN- DRAFT PROJECT PARTNERING AGREEMENT – 

DECEMBER 2013 

The Draft Partnering Agreement identifies roles and requirements for exchanging information and 

communicating information between agencies, staff, and City Councils. 

The Draft Agreement does not establish any requirements for public notification of Public 

Meetings (as defined under ORS 192.610 to 192.690) which was established to facilitate and 

mandate the inclusion of the public as a witness to the decision making process. 

THE PARTNERING AGREEMENT-  
Roles and Responsibilities Section Pages 1 and 2  

The Fregonese Contract states, “The Partnering Agreement sets the decision making framework 

and process necessary to complete the Public Involvement Plan and detailed schedule”.  It is 

therefore important the Partnering Agreement clearly specifies the Council’s intent – as this will 

be the tool by which the consultant will implement Public Involvement.  

The Partnering Agreement does not comment as to how the Public will notified of meetings held 

by these various agencies as per Oregon’s Public Meetings Law, when public meetings are held to 

discuss or deliberate on issues which will culminated in the document which will be the Basalt 

Creek Plan: 

1.     Council Subcommittee- December 2013 meetings 

a      Request Posting of Minutes of the Council Subcommittee Meetings 

1.     Post Past Minutes of Meetings – December 2013-including documents 

discussed during the meeting 



b      Any Future Meetings of this Subcommittee- – Include statement within the 

Partnering Agreement- “Subcommittees or other Council authorized / designated 

Advisory Group to the Councils be kept in compliance with Oregon Public Meetings 

Law.”  

2.     For the Following Groups and Agencies identified within the Partnering 
Agreement-It is suggested the following statement be included when Public 

Meetings are scheduled: Public Notification of Public Meetings -should be provided as 

per requirements/recommendations Public Meetings Laws including public notification 

and notification of interested parties who have previously requested notification and 

appropriate Documentation of Public Meeting events will be completed and made 

available for Public review in a timely manner according to Oregon Public Meetings Law.  

a.     Joint City Councils- individually and jointly 

b.     City Planning Commissions - individually and jointly 

c.     Community Engagement 

d.     Agency Review team- 

e.     Public Meetings of other groups or agencies- meeting under the direction of the 

Basalt Creek Planning Project  

3.     Cities Project Management Team (PMT)-not is listed in Partnering 

Agreement- yet decision making power given within the Fregonese Contract- 

To provide continuity and consistency between the two documents : 

a      It is suggested the Project Management Team (PMT) be included within the lists 

of other contributing groups and agencies in the Partnering Agreement. 

b      It is suggested the Partnering Agreement list the members of the Project 

Management Team (PMT)- their roles and responsibilities as was done with other 

groups/agencies within the Partnering Agreement 

c      Since it appears the Project Management Tear (PMT) is being given decision 

making authority in the Fregonese Associates Contract by the Partnership 

Agreement-  



•         Public Notification of the  public meetings of the Project Management Tear 

(PMT -should be provided as per requirements/recommendations Public Meetings 

Laws including public notification and notification of interested parties who have 

previously requested notification 

4.     Since the stated requirement of the Fregonese Consultant Contract is to implement 

the Public Involvement Plan as based upon the Partnering Agreement- 

•         It is suggested there be consistency and compatibility between the two 

documents  

•         It Is suggested The Partnering Agreement include the goal of governmental 

transparency as a guiding principal, and  

•         It is suggested The Partnering Agreement include a directive to meet 

compliance requirements of Oregon Public Meetings Law.  

5.     There is an omission of evaluation of the Significant Natural resources some of which 

have been previously documented.  

a      this factor has the potential for greatly limiting the development of lands and the 

construction of infrastructure within the Basalt Creek Area 

b      The omission of this factor within the beginning planning process places the 

accuracy and utility of future decisions in jeopardy. 

c      It should be asked why- CETAS (Oregon’s Collaborative Environmental and 

Transportation Agreement for Streamlining), US Army Corps of Engineers, DEQ, or 

Oregon Department of Land Services, US Department of Fish and Game (National 

Wetlands Inventory) are all agencies not listed under Required or Invited Agencies –  

•         It should be noted portions of the Basalt Creek area are outside the 

jurisdiction of Clean Water Services 

•         Tapman Creek which runs within the Basalt Creek Area- is a tributary to the 

Willamette. 

•         A significant portion of the Basalt Creek Area contains wetlands identified in 

the National Wetland Inventory 



•         The Basalt Creek Area contains wetlands listed on the SW Boones Ferry 

Road Improvement Project (within the Basalt Creek area) included wetlands 

under the jurisdiction or authority of the Army Corp of Engineers. 

•         all or a combination of these agencies will be required to eventually evaluate 

the impact of construction and the installation of infrastructure within most of 

the Basalt Creek area 

 
 
  

THE PARTNERING AGREEMENT-  
Community Engagement Section Page 2 .   

6.     Sharing and exchange of information with the Public is relegated primarily to the 

section on Community Engagement.   

a.     The Agreement Draft identifies the public’s source of information as through 

engagement opportunities such as interviews, focus groups, workshops, online 

survey and comment opportunities.  

•   The Draft Agreement specifically addresses how information will be 

provided to the public and controlled by staff members 

•   “Staff members from the cities will keep others informed during this 

process and coordinate information that is distributed to the 

community”,  

•   “Any information that will be distributed for the Basalt Creek Concept 

Plan will be reviewed by one key staff member from each of the cities”. 

b.     Rather than giving the appearance of transparency of the governmental 

process, this Draft Agreement can be perceived to be attempting to specifically 

control flow of information to the public.  There is NO statement identifying or 

implementing  public access to meetings where information, discussion and 

deliberations about the Basalt Creek will take place, which will eventually develop 

into the Concept Plan for the area upon which the Councils will vote. 



7.     It is requested the following issues be addressed prior to acceptance of this 

document -to promote Public access to the decision making process and to document 

compliance with Public Meeting Laws: 

a      There is no comment within this section to denote the project commitment to 

compliance with Oregon’s Public Meetings Law . 

  

 
 

  
COMMENTS----BASALT CREEK CONSULTANT CONTRACT- FREGONESE ASSOICATES- 
DRAFT  

Fregonese Associates Consultant Scope of Work Concept Planning for New Urban 
Areas: Basalt Creek/ West Railroad- December 22, 2013  

Similar to the approach to the Partnering Agreement Draft, there is little -if any- emphasis on the 

need for governmental transparency. 

If it is the desire or intent of the City Councils to indicate support of governmental transparency 

in the decision making process on Basalt Creek Planning-- it would appropriate to state these 

expectations, and include such directions and goals within the contract.  (I.e. assist with 

establishing and maintaining compliance with Oregon Public Meetings Law) –as this  is not 

included as part of the services listed to be provided.     

 FREGONESE ASSOCIATES CONTRACT 
CONSULTANT SCOPE OF WORK   
Task 1 Project Launch  1.3 Page 1 
Develop Public Involvement Plan (PIP) under the expected elements .    

1.     If the Council wishes to indicate the importance and desire to improve transparency 

of the planning process- the goal and expectation should be included within the expected 

elements- and within the Public Involvement Plan (PIP) (i.e. “Include/ enhance public 

notification of public meetings as per Oregon Public Meetings Law  to promote 

transparency within the planning process” 



a      It is suggested the Council direct the inclusion of the stated goal of governmental 

transparency – at the onset and within the final draft of the contract- so as to reduce 

additional costs to include the goal in subsequent draft revisions of the Public 

Involvement Plan. 

2.     The Contract includes a statement about the Cities Project Management Team 

(PMT) (Page 1 – bottom) 

a      This team (PMT) is not listed or identified within the Partnering Agreement-as are 

other groups or agencies 

b      There is no identification of team members or their respective employers 

c      There is no identification of the scope or limit of work this group is being 

authorized to implement. 

d      There should be consistency between the Partnering Agreement and the 

Fregonese Contract with regards to identification of collaborating groups or teams 

within the planning process 

e      The Cities Project Management Team (PMT) should be listed and members 

identified within the Partnering Agreement- especially if this group is being given 

decision making authority as indicated within this portion of the Fregonese 

Contract.   

f       The Fregonese Associates Contract gives the  Cities Project Management 

Team (PMT)   decision making authority to develop the Public Involvement Plan 

(PIP) with the Consultant- clarification of the scope of this decision making authority 

should be requested. 

g      Due to the Decision making authority of this group- applicable Public Meetings 

Laws should be strictly enforced 

h      Under  “expected elements include”--- a statement should be added regarding 

the compliance with… Public Notification of Public Meetings (as per Oregon Public 

Meeting Laws).   This will provide the consultant the information necessary to 

incorporate the communication, as well as the logistical needs required by the law. 



Task 2. Develop Guiding Principles, Evaluation Measures Fregonese Contract page 2 

of 11 

3.     If it is the desire of the Joint Cities Basalt Creek Planning Project to identify 

governmental transparency as a of the planning process --- this information should be 

specified and included within Task 2. Develop Guiding Principles, Evaluation Measures as 

a guiding principle within the consultant’s contract.   

Task 3 Inventory Existing Conditions and Draft Report page 3 of 11 

4.     The Consultant’s contract neglects to specify services to be include assessment of the 

significant natural resources within the Basalt Creek area-  

5.     There are significant natural resources currently documented within the Basalt Creek 

Area by US Army Corps of Engineers and the Oregon Department of Land Services. 

6.     The Council should direct the Consultant to obtained input from CETAS, Us Army 

Corps of Engineers, Oregon Department of Land Services or DEQ as to the feasibility of 

development and the anticipated impact upon the natural resources in the area.  These 

agencies should be listed along with other agencies within the Partnering Agreement-  

7.     The Consultants Contract should include services for obtaining information from 

Metro, and State and National agencies (i.e. U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service-National 

Wetlands Inventory; US Corps of Engineers; Oregon Department of Land Services; 

CETAS; and DEQ) as to the documenting the significant natural resources within the 

Basalt Creek area- including water quality, wetlands, Uplands, and riparian habitat.  

8.     The Consultants Contract should include services for determining potential limitations 

to future development or construction of infrastructure may develop due to the 

significant natural resources known to currently exist in the Basalt Creek area.   

9.     The Consultants Contract should include services for determining potential impact to 

the significant natural resources due to the construction of infrastructure and 

development. 

10.  The Consultants Contract should include the potential impact to significant natural 

resources as one of the evaluation criteria when evaluating various alternative 

scenarios..   

http://www.fws.gov/wetlands/


11.  This information gained should be qualified and included as one of the analysis 

criteria for each proposed scenario. 

Develop Alternative Scenarios Task 4 Page 4 of 11 

12.  The consultant team and CH2M HILL should be directed to include the Significant 

Natural Resources located within the Basalt Creek area in addition to other existing 

constraints in the development of Alternative Scenarios 

13.  The comment needs to be made--- Public Engagement is not a one way street. 

a      Information needs to flow from the public and well as to the public. 

b      The public should have access to the data obtained and any statistical analysis 

from public input which is utilized in the formulation of the development of 

alternatives 

ALTERNATIVE CONCEPTS TASKS 5, 6 AND 7 Pages 5-9 OF 11 

14.  The public should have access to the discussions and deliberations of the alternative 

analysis- which will provide for and informed public. This understanding the constraints 

and limitations of the alternative scenarios and the factors which goes in to the decision 

making process.   

RECOMMENDED POSSIBLE JURISDICTIONAL BOUNDARIES TASK 8 Page 9 of 11 

15.  CH2M HILL should be directed to include the Significant Natural Resources located 

within the Basalt Creek area in addition to the topography in the preparation of options 

for jurisdictional boundaries. 

16.  The public should have access to the discussions and deliberations of the alternative 

analysis- which will provide for and informed public. This understanding the constraints 

and limitations of the alternative scenarios and the factors which goes in to the decision 

making process 

































From: GORDONROOT@aol.com
To: Mangle, Katie
Subject: South Tualatin Sewer Study
Date: Tuesday, November 05, 2013 5:46:07 PM
Attachments: SouthTualatinSewerStudy.pdf

Hi Katie:

 

It was a pleasure to meet you at the joint work session kick-off for the Basalt Creek Concept Planning

effort.  Attached is the South Tualatin Sewer Study I spoke briefly to you about at the work session.

 

As you may recall, I own the 36.5 acres on Boones Ferry Road, on the northerly border of Greenhill Lane. 

I commissioned West Yost, which is the preferred waste water systems engineer preferred by Clean

Water Services, and worked hand in hand with CWS during this study.  CWS has agreed to adopt this

study and agrees that my property and the adjoining property to the north can be served with gravity flow

sewer into Tualatin's existing system with the upgrades proposed and as agreed to by CWS.

 

Some of the upgrades are the responsibility of CWS, some the City and other fall to the developer,

based on a formula they have in the IGA between CWS and the City of Tualatin, ASSUMING that this

area is determined to come into the City of Tualatin.

 

At the very least, this is great base line data which should be incorporated into the Concept Planning for

the Basalt Creek area.  I have previously provided this to the City Engineering Department, but should be

forwarded to those heading up the Concept Planning effort.

 

Please feel free to contact me with any questions.

 

Gordon 

 

503-720-0914 Direct

mailto:GORDONROOT@aol.com
mailto:/O=CIY OF WILSONVILLE/OU=EXCHANGE ADMINISTRATIVE GROUP (FYDIBOHF23SPDLT)/CN=RECIPIENTS/CN=Mangle, Katied6c
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 


Autumn Sunrise, LLC contracted with West Yost Associates to perform a sewer study for the 
South Tualatin Study Area. This report serves as a summary of the work completed for the South 
Tualatin Sewer Study. The report includes the following sections: 


1.0 Introduction 


2.0 Land Use and Sanitary Flow 


3.0 Hydraulic Model Update 


4.0 Capacity Analysis  


5.0 Connection Alternative 


The South Tualatin Sewer Study generally encompasses the area to the west of Interstate 5, east 
of Boones Ferry Road, south of SW Norwood Road, and north of Day Road and is illustrated in 
Figure 1-1. There is a small area west of Boones Ferry Road, between SW Norwood Road and 
Green Hill Lane that is also included in the study area. Autumn Sunrise is interested in connecting 
a proposed development to Clean Water Services (District) sanitary sewer system. The purpose of 
this study is to evaluate the impacts the Autumn Sunrise proposed development will have on 
existing sanitary sewer facilities. 


Recently, the District adopted a Sanitary Sewer Master Plan (West Yost, March 2009) defining 
how anticipated growth can be accommodated by its existing sanitary sewer facilities. The master 
plan also defined how the collection system can be extended into growth areas to provide sewer 
service outside of their current service area. The area encompassing the Autumn Sunrise proposed 
development was included in the recent master plan as part of the District study area. For the 
District master plan, land uses assumed for the South Tualatin Sewer Study Area were based on 
available information from Metro’s Regional Land Information System (RLIS) and discussions 
with Washington County and City of Tualatin Staff.  


Autumn Sunrise has prepared preliminary development plans for the South Tualatin Study Area 
providing more detail than was available for the District master plan. West Yost used these 
preliminary development plans as the basis for determining if and how the project would change 
the District’s master planned trunk sewer improvements and anticipated cost of service. 
Additionally, potential impacts on smaller diameter sewer mains, operated and maintained by the 
City of Tualatin, were evaluated to ensure enough capacity is available to service the proposed 
Autumn Sunrise development prior to reaching the District’s large diameter trunk sewers.  


1.1 Scope of Work 


The scope of work for the South Tualatin Sewer Study was divided into 5 major tasks: 
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Task 1: Review Data 


Autumn Sunrise, LLC supplied West Yost with information compiled by Planning & Land 
Design, LLC and Harris-McMonagle Associates, Inc. regarding the proposed development, 
including various maps, topographic data, proposed land uses, aerial photographs, and record 
drawings for the City of Tualatin small sewer mains.  


Task 2: Flow Load Generation 


Flow loads were developed based on land use information provided to West Yost by Autumn 
Sunrise. District master planning criteria were used to predict dry and wet weather flows from the 
proposed development. Infiltration and inflow (I&I) rates were based on parameters that generate 
a peak I&I rate of 1,650 gallons per day per acre (gpd/acre), for the purposes of evaluating the 
impacts of the proposed development on existing downstream facilities. The District peak I&I 
rate design standard of 4,000 gpd/acre was used to determine the size of replacement sewers 
required to accommodate the proposed development. 


Task 3: Hydraulic Model Update 


The hydraulic model was updated to include three reaches of small diameter pipelines that were 
previously not included in the District’s collection system model. Record drawing information was 
provided to West Yost for rim and invert elevations, length and size of pipe. The District’s 
geographical information system was used to define the alignment of existing sewers.  


Flow loads from the new development were input into the hydraulic model at the upstream end of 
the small diameter reaches. Various build-out basins and flow loads, used for the master plan, 
were adjusted in the hydraulic model to reflect the updated level-of-detail available for the South 
Tualatin Sewer Study. 


Task 4: Capacity Analysis 


A build-out scenario capacity analysis was analyzed with the new flow loads and piping network 
in the hydraulic model. The capacity analysis evaluated the presence and severity of downstream 
capacity restrictions during the 5-Year 24-Hour design storm, based on District planning criteria. 
If existing pipelines were not adequate based on the planning criteria, recommendations for 
increasing system capacity were provided. The “new” recommendations were compared with the 
recommended improvement projects from the District’s master plan to determine how the cost of 
providing service might change under the revised collection system configuration.  


Task 5: Alternatives Analysis 


Task 5.1 – Connection Alternative: Based on the results of the initial build-out scenario capacity 
analysis, other connection alternatives were evaluated for providing sewer service to the proposed 
South Tualatin development. The connection alternatives were selected based on minimizing 
impacts to the existing collection system facilities (District and City of Tualatin). The alternative 
analysis distributed flows where sewer capacity was available. If improvements were still 
required after distributing the flows, a recommendation was made for increasing capacity in the 
existing collection system. 
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Task 5.2 – Victoria Woods: Another option for providing sewer service to the South Tualatin 
development is through the Victoria Woods Pump Station. The pump station, force main, and 
downstream gravity sewers were evaluated to determine if sufficient capacity exists to 
accommodate flows for the South Tualatin development. If existing infrastructure did not have 
sufficient capacity, a recommendation was made for improving the infrastructure based on 
CWS’s planning criteria. 


The alternative with the least impact to the existing collection system facilities is presented in 
this report. 


Task 6: Master Plan Addendum Report 


This report is structured such that it may be adopted by the District as an addendum to the 
District’s Sanitary Sewer Master Plan Update. 


2.0 LAND USE AND SANITARY FLOW 


Wastewater collection system master planning compares predicted flows to capacity in existing 
sanitary sewers to determine where improvements are needed in the future. Predicted flows are 
used to estimate the size of those replacement facilities, as well as the size of future collection 
system extensions into areas of planned growth. Predicted flows are generated based on land uses. 
The basis of the South Tualatin Sewer Study is presented as follows: 


 Land Use 


 Flows 


2.1 Land Use 


The Autumn Sunrise development encompasses an area to the west of Interstate 5, south of 
Norwood Road, and along the Boones Ferry Rd and Greenhill Lane corridors. The topography of 
the development generally slopes from the south to the north and mostly from east to west. South 
of Greenhill Lane, the topography slopes from north to south. The preliminary plan for the 
development consists of approximately 96 acres developed into 519 single family residences, 180 
multi-family residences, and an 8-acre commercial area. In addition, the Grace Community 
Church property currently occupies 45-acres of land adjacent to Norwood Road and Boones Ferry 
Road. At full development, this 45-acre property is expected to include a High School (1,200 
student capacity), ball fields, and an administration building. The Grace Community Church 
property is not part of the Autumn Sunrise development but is included in the analysis to 
accommodate ultimate build-out conditions for the study area. Figure 2-1 presents the preliminary 
plan for the development in the South Tualatin Study Area. Figure 2-2 presents the topography 
and preliminary sewer layout within the development. A summary of the development is provided 
in Table 2-1. 
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Table 2-1. Summary of Autumn Sunrise Development 


Land Use Area, acres Dwelling Units (DU) Density, DU/acre 


Single Family Residential 8 56 7.0 


Single Family Residential 35 260 7.4 


Single Family Residential 21 147 7.0 


Single Family Residential 14 56 4.0 


Multi-Family Residential 1 20 20.0 


Multi-Family Residential 9 180 20.0 


Neighborhood Commercial 8 N/A   N/A 


Total 96 719   N/A 


 


2.2 Flows 


Wastewater unit factors were used to project average dry weather flows within the development. 
The following wastewater unit flow factors were used and are based on District planning criteria 
and current modeling parameters:  


 Single Family Residential – 162 gpd per dwelling unit (DU) 


 Multi-Family Residential – 200 gpd per DU 


 Commercial – 3,659 gpd per acre (gpad) 


 High School – 20 gpd per student 


Peak dry weather flow (PDWF) is calculated by multiplying average dry weather flow by a 
peaking factor of 2.2. I&I is calculated using a factor of 1,650 gpd per acre (gpad). I&I is then 
added to PDWF to generate peak wet weather flow (PWWF). It should be noted that the stated 
I&I factor is only used to assess existing infrastructure. The District uses an I&I factor of 
4,000 gpad for design of new facilities and for sizing improvements to their existing collection 
system. The flow projections for the South Tualatin Sewer Study Area, based on the development 
presented in Figure 2-1, are: 


 Average Dry Weather Flow: 0.18 mgd (million gallons per day) 


 Peak Dry Weather Flow: 0.39 mgd 


 Peak Wet Weather Flow: 0.58 mgd 


Table 2-2 presents the flows generated from the South Tualatin Study Area. 
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Table 2-2. Flow Projections 


Land Use 
Area, 
acres Units Quantity 


Unit Flow 
Factor, gpd/unit 


Average 
DWF, mgd 


Peak DWF, 
mgd 


Peak WWF, 
mgd 


Church & School 45 Students 1,200 20 0.024 0.053 0.088 


Multi-Family Res. 10 DU 200 200 0.040 0.088 0.105 


Single Family Res. 78 DU 519 162 0.084 0.185 0.314 


Commercial 8 acre 8 3,659 0.029 0.064 0.078 


Total 141    0.177 0.390 0.584 


Note: 


Church and school peak wet weather flow calculation based on 16.5 acres of development. The remaining 23.5 acres has been 
designated for ball fields.  


 


The South Tualatin Sewer Study Area is considered built-out with the development presented in 
Figure 2-1. The area south of the proposed development is expected to connect to the City of 
Wilsonville’s collection system.  


2.3 Original Master Plan Flows 


The original master plan flows were based on land use data within the District’s service area. The 
master plan land use designations within the South Tualatin Study Area consisted of 224 acres of 
Rural or Future Urban (RRFU) and 51.4 acres of public facilities. The rural or future urban land 
use designation is defined as residential uses permitted on rural lands or areas designated for 
future urban development, with minimum lot sizes of one acre or more. The public facilities land 
use area encompassed the church property as displayed on Figure 2-1. Wastewater unit factors 
were used to project average dry weather flows within the master plan area. The following 
wastewater unit flow factors were used and are based on District planning criteria and current 
modeling parameters:  


 RRFU – 3,800 gpd per acre. 


 Public Facilities – 3,659 gpd per acre, with an 87% contribution factor. 


Peak dry weather flow (PDWF) was calculated by multiplying average dry weather flow by a 
peaking factor of 2.2 for residential and 1.53 for public facilities. I&I is calculated using a factor 
of 1,650 gpd per acre (gpad). I&I is then added to PDWF to generate peak wet weather flow 
(PWWF). The master plan flow projections for the Study Area are: 


 Average Dry Weather Flow: 1.01 mgd (million gallons per day) 


 Peak Dry Weather Flow: 2.12 mgd 


 Peak Wet Weather Flow: 2.56 mgd 
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Table 2-3. Master Planned Flow Projections 


Land Use 
Area, 
acres Units 


Unit Flow 
Factor, gpd/unit 


Average DWF, 
mgd 


Peak DWF, 
mgd 


Peak WWF, 
mgd 


Public Facilities 51.4 acre 3,659 0.16 0.25 0.33 


RRFU 224 acre 3,800 0.85 1.87 2.23 


Total 275.4   1.01 2.12 2.56 


Notes: 


The master planned public facility encompasses the church property. 
RRFU – Rural or Future Urban land use designation. 


 


The flows from the master plan area were routed to two different reaches of pipeline. 
Approximately 36.2 acres of RRFU and the 51.4 acres of public facility were routed to the 
Victoria Woods Pump Station, for an average dry weather flow of 0.30 mgd. The remaining 187.8 
acres of RRFU (approximately 0.71 mgd of average dry weather flow) was routed to the 
Cipole/Bluff sewer to the east and north of study area in the master plan. Thus, in the master plan, 
there were no flows generated from the Study Area connected to the Martinazzi Trunk Sewer. 
The master planned Study Area is presented in Figure 2-3, and included area north of Day Street, 
south of Norwood Road, west of I-5, and east of the property line between Grahams Ferry and 
Boones Ferry Road. The area between south of Greenhill Lane and Day Street was included in the 
master plan, but not the South Tualatin Sewer Study. Autumn Sunrise believes that this area will 
be tributary to the City of Wilsonville’s collection system, based on several factors including 
topography and the interest in developing the Day Street corridor as a transportation thoroughfare 
and commercial area. 


3.0 HYDRAULIC MODEL UPDATE 


The District’s hydraulic model (Durham model) was used for the South Tualatin Sewer Study. 
The model includes facilities maintained by the District as well as the District’s member cities, 
including existing gravity sewers 10-inches in diameter and larger, diversions (or flow splits) 
within the modeled pipe system, and District pump stations and force mains. In general, smaller 
diameter pipelines are not included in the District model unless they provided connectivity to 
pump stations and/or diversions and flow splits. 


For the South Tualatin Sewer Study, the District’s Durham model was updated to include three 
reaches of City of Tualatin 8-inch diameter pipelines and associated manholes. Each of the three 
reaches begin near SW Norwood Road and are routed north until they combine with the 12-inch 
diameter Martinazzi Trunk Sewer. City record drawings were used to obtain length, rim and 
invert elevations for the 8-inch diameter pipelines.  


City record drawing rim and invert elevation data was also reviewed for two sewers previously 
included in the model to verify slope and pipe size: 


 Martinazzi Trunk Sewer 


 Victoria Woods Trunk Sewer 
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After the pipelines were updated in the model, dry and wet weather flows were adjusted to reflect 
the level of detail necessary to evaluate sewer connection alternatives for the South Tualatin 
Sewer Study Area. The basin delineation and flow distribution were refined in the following 
areas: (1) Martinazzi Trunk Sewer tributary area, (2) Victoria Woods Pump Station tributary area, 
and (3) Victoria Woods Trunk Sewer. Figure 3-1 presents the sewers that were evaluated in detail 
for the South Tualatin Sewer Study. 


4.0 CAPACITY ANALYSIS 


A capacity analysis was performed to determine whether adequate sewer capacity was available 
to accommodate flows from the proposed development. The capacity analysis is based on the 
District’s criteria for evaluating hydraulic capacity and their hydraulic grade line (HGL) ranking 
system. The analysis is presented as follows: 


 Evaluation Criteria 


 HGL Priority Ranking System 


 Martinazzi Trunk Sewer Capacity Analysis 


 Master Planned CIP Projects 


4.1 Evaluation Criteria 


The collection system model generates a peak flow for each link of the modeled system, estimates 
the hydraulic conditions resulting from that peak flow and predicts a hydraulic grade line. Where 
the peak flow exceeds the gravity flow capacity of a pipeline, surcharging is predicted and the 
estimated HGL is above the crown of the pipe. Surcharging can affect the HGL in upstream 
pipes, even if those upstream pipes have adequate capacity to convey the flow. Within the model, 
certain hydraulic evaluation criteria are applied to predict the HGL under each flow condition 
analyzed. Outside the model, the HGL information is used to rank sewers and identify the need 
for capacity improvements.  


Hydraulic Evaluation Criteria 


The collection system model uses average sanitary flows derived from unit flow rates which are 
then imposed on a diurnal curve to generate peak sanitary flows. In addition, peak wet weather 
flows include I&I contributions based on a simulated response from each sanitary basin to the 
5-Year, 24-Hour storm event. Existing pipe capacities and replacement sewer sizing were 
calculated within the model based on the following criteria: 


 Manning’s equation (applicable to steady, uniform flow) 


 Manning’s n coefficient = 0.013 


 Minimum velocity = 2.3 ft/sec where feasible 


 Full pipe flow (depth-to-diameter ratio = 1) 







South Tualatin Sewer Study 


 


 8 Autumn Sunrise, LLC 
September 2010  South Tualatin Sewer Study 
p\c\380\03-09-01\wp\report\20100430 sewer report 


4.2 HGL Priority Ranking System 


The hydraulic model produces average and peak flows for each pipe segment in the model. In 
addition, the model uses an approximation method to provide a rough estimate of the hydraulic 
grade line (HGL), which is the level to which water would rise in manholes under the modeled 
flow condition. The current master plan classifies the hydraulic condition of each pipeline 
segment by comparing the predicted HGL to the ground surface elevation as a measure of 
capacity deficiencies and risk of outflows. 


The HGL ranking is generated in a spreadsheet that uses the HGL value, other elevation information, 
and the relative slope of the HGL to assign a ranking category. Results of the HGL ranking can be 
expressed in tabular form using a two character code, and graphically using color coding. The HGL 
ranking criteria is summarized in Table 4-1, and illustrated in Figure 4-1. The HGL freeboard is the 
difference between the HGL elevation and the ground elevation. A significance test is used to 
determine if the difference between the slope of the HGL and the pipe slope is significant, indicating 
that the predicted peak flow significantly exceeds the gravity flow capacity of the pipeline. 


Table 4-1. Definition of Hydraulic Grade Line Ranking 


Rank Description Improve? HGL Freeboard 


LS HGL daylights with significant HGL increase 
(HGL elevation > ground elevation) 


Yes Less than zero feet 


LH HGL daylights 
(HGL elevation > ground elevation) 


Yes Less than zero feet 


HS High HGL with significant HGL increase Yes Between 0 and 3 feet 


HH High HGL Yes Between 0 and 3 feet 


IS Intermediate HGL with significant HGL Increase Yes Between 3 and 10 feet 


IH Intermediate HGL No(a) Between 3 and 10 feet 


DS Deep HGL with significant HGL increase No Greater than 10 feet 


DH Deep HGL No Greater than 10 feet 


OK No surcharging No HGL is within pipe crown 
(a) Cumulative effects over long runs of pipe must be considered, and may trigger an improvement. 


 


4.3 Martinazzi Trunk Sewer Capacity Analysis  


Providing sewer service to the South Tualatin Sewer Study Area, via the Martinazzi Trunk Sewer, 
appeared advantageous due to its proximity to the development and a desire to service the 
development via gravity sewers. However, the recent master plan showed capacity deficiencies in 
the Martinazzi Trunk Sewer. Because the service area is essentially built-out, a capital 
improvement project was not recommended for the Martinazzi Trunk Sewer, and instead, it was 
recommended that the Martinazzi Trunk Sewer be monitored in the future.  
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Projected PWWF’s from the South Tualatin Sewer Study Area and the church property were 
input into three separate locations along Norwood Road, at SW Boones Ferry Road, SW 89th 
Avenue, and SW Vermillion Drive. The distributed flows were then routed in three reaches of 
small diameter City sewer mains until reaching the Martinazzi Trunk Sewer near SW Dakota 
Drive. Due to the capacity limitations along the Martinazzi Trunk Sewer, the addition of the 
South Tualatin Sewer Study PWWF’s yielded model results with the HGL rising above the 
ground elevation during the 5-Year 24-Hour design storm. The slope of the modeled HGL was 
also significantly steep, categorizing the Martinazzi Trunk Sewer with a “LS” and “HS “HGL 
ranking, per Table 4-1. The results of the capacity analysis, showing the extent of surcharging and 
HGL ranking, is presented in Appendix A. In addition to the Martinazzi Trunk Sewer capacity 
deficiencies, some of the City of Tualatin 8-inch diameter pipelines were capacity deficient. The 
deficiencies in the smaller diameter pipes were categorized with a “DH” and “IH” HGL ranking, 
with minor surcharging occurring in the area. The City of Tualatin sewers are also presented in 
Appendix A.  


With the addition of the entire South Tualatin Sewer Study Area flows, the capacity deficiencies 
along the Martinazzi Trunk Sewer are substantial and would require numerous improvements. 
Due to the extent of improvements required along the Martinazzi Trunk Sewer, other connection 
alternatives were evaluated in order to decrease the impacts on the existing District and City of 
Tualatin collection systems. The most viable of these alternatives is a connection to the Victoria 
Woods Pump Station, which is presented in the following section. 


5.0 CONNECTION ALTERNATIVE 


The Victoria Woods Connection Alternative is presented below, including a discussion of impacts 
on four master planned CIP projects. The alternative is presented as follows: 


 Victoria Woods Alternative 


 Impact on Master Planned CIP Projects 


 Recommended Improvements 


 Remaining Available Sewer Capacity 


5.1 Victoria Woods Alternative  


The topography of the South Tualatin Sewer Study Area generally slopes from the south to the 
north and mostly from east to west. Much of the study are can be routed in new gravity sewers 
west towards SW Boones Ferry Road and then north along SW Boones Ferry Road towards 
Norwood Road. West of Boones Ferry Road, the topography slopes from east to west towards a 
ravine where a small pump station (Victoria Woods Pump Station) services an existing 
development. The Victoria Woods Pump Station is located at 22960 SW Miami Place, which is 
just north of the ravine. The Victoria Woods Pump Station services a small subdivision at the 
southern end of the current District boundary. Flows from Victoria Woods Pump Station flow 
into the Victoria Woods Trunk Sewer and eventually into the Tualatin Reservoir Trunk Sewer.  
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Alternative No. 1: Much of the South Tualatin Sewer Study Area can be routed by gravity to the 
Victoria Woods Pump Station. The preliminary sewer facilities within the South Tualatin Study 
Area is shown in Figure 2-2. The remainder of the study area would be connected to the 
Martinazzi Trunk Sewer. Two areas would be served by the Martinazzi trunk: (1) the 45-acre 
church property (the church is currently being serviced by the Martinazzi Trunk Sewer) and (2) 
the one-acre high density residential development (see Figure 2-1). The remaining 87-acres of 
residential and 8-acres of commercial area can be routed, via gravity, towards the Victoria Woods 
Pump Station. This configuration was analyzed in the hydraulic model to determine the impacts 
on existing District and City of Tualatin sewer infrastructure. With this configuration, 
approximately 0.10 mgd of flow would be routed to the Martinazzi Trunk Sewer and 0.48 mgd of 
flow would be routed towards the Victoria Woods Pump Station. Sending 0.10 mgd of flow to the 
Martinazzi Trunk Sewer would increase the flow an additional 5.8%. The most capacity deficient 
section of the Martinazzi Trunk Sewer is over capacity by 34%. Thus, the addition of 0.10 mgd of 
flow would increase the deficiency to 40% over capacity.  


Routing 0.48 mgd of PWWF to the Victoria Woods Pump Station from the proposed 
development results in capacity deficiencies at the pump station and along the Victoria Woods 
Trunk Sewer. However, the impact on the existing facilities is much less than would occur under 
the original Martinazzi Trunk Sewer connection alternative. Some of the 8-inch diameter 
pipelines comprising a portion of the Victoria Woods Trunk Sewer are capacity deficient and 
surcharging is predicted. The capacity analysis for the Victoria Woods Trunk Sewer is presented 
in Figure 5.1.  


The shallowest section of the Victoria Woods trunk is 6.2 feet deep, from the ground elevation to 
the crown of the pipe. During the 5-Year 24-Hour Design Storm, the system is surcharging 1.4 
feet at the shallowest location, yielding an HGL freeboard of 4.8 feet at District Manhole ID 
97117. At District Manhole ID 97532, the HGL freeboard is 8.1 feet, however the extent of 
surcharging in this section is more significant. These two sections of pipeline are ranked with a 
“IS” designation, per Table 4-1. The hydraulic profile for a portion of this section, illustrating the 
highest surcharge levels along the Victoria Woods Trunk Sewer, is presented in Figure 5.2. 


Alternative No. 2: To reduce the impact to the Martinazzi Trunk Sewer, only the 1-acre high 
density residential (HDR) development would be connected to the Martinazzi Trunk Sewer, with 
an estimate peak wet weather flow of 0.01 mgd. The 1-acre HDR development would increase the 
flows in the Martinazzi Trunk Sewer by 0.58%. When the church property is fully developed and 
the South Tualatin gravity sewer system is in-place, the church flows should be routed to the 
Victoria Woods Lift Station. This would increase flows to the Victoria Woods Lift Station by 
0.088 mgd and yield a total peak wet weather flow of 0.67 mgd into the lift station at build-out. 
The 0.67 mgd of build-out flow consists of 0.10 mgd of existing flow, 0.48 mgd from the Autumn 
Sunrise development, and 0.088 mgd from the church property.  
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5.2 IMPACT ON MASTER PLANNED CIP PROJECTS  


The Districts master plan identified a need for improvements to the Victoria Woods Pump Station 
and force main, and four trunk sewer projects (Projects D-270, D-275, D-280 and D-285) 
downstream of the Victoria Woods Pump Station, based on projected build-out PWWF. Projects 
D-270 and D-275 are located on the Victoria Woods Trunk Sewer, and are presented on Figure 5-
1. Projects D-280 and D-285 are located on the Bluff/Cipole Trunk Sewer and Tualatin Reservoir 
Trunk Sewer, respectively. The estimated build-out PWWF into the Victoria Woods Trunk 
Sewer, based on the District master plan, was 0.76 mgd. The more detailed proposed 
development plan for the South Tualatin study area would produce a lower projected build-out 
PWWF into the Victoria Woods Trunk Sewer, estimated to be 0.58 mgd.  


Based on information provided by the District, the Victoria Woods Pump Station currently has a 
rated capacity of 200 gallons per minute (gpm). The pump station is configured as a submersible 
type pump station, with a 10-foot diameter wet well. A 475-foot 4-inch diameter force main 
routes flows from the pump station to the Victoria Woods Trunk Sewer. The Victoria Woods 
Pump Station and force main do not have sufficient capacity to accommodate the planned 
PWWF, even though the revised projected PWWF based on the proposed project would be lower 
than the master plan flows. The projected total PWWF into the Victoria Woods Pump Station for 
the Victoria Woods Alternative No. 2 is approximately 400 gpm (0.66 mgd). The estimated 
PWWF of 0.66 mgd includes the church property. 


Master planned project D-275 will be necessary to accommodate the proposed development, if it 
is developed per Figure 2-1. The planned improvements consist of replacing 1,490 lineal foot of 
pipeline from District manhole 97116 to 97520. The master plan recommended increasing the 
diameter of the affected pipeline from an 8-inch to a 12-inch pipeline, to accommodate a PWWF 
of 0.76 mgd. With the reduction in the projected build-out PWWF, a 10-inch diameter 
improvement along the Victoria Woods Trunk Sewer would be sufficient to accommodate the 
flows from the proposed development.  


Master planned project D-270 may not be necessary at all with the reduced build-out flow 
projections. Project D-270 encompassed approximately 540 feet of 8-inch diameter trunk sewer 
between District Manhole 97924 and 97926. This sewer is surcharging slightly with 0.58 mgd of 
PWWF. It is classified with an “IH” HGL ranking per Table 4-1, and would typically not be 
considered for an improvement project. The hydraulic profile for this section of the Victoria 
Woods Trunk Sewer is presented in Figure 5-3 to illustrate the level of surcharging.  


Farther downstream are master planned Projects D-280 (Bluff/Cipole Sewer) and D-285 (Tualatin 
Reservoir Trunk Sewer). The majority of the flows into these sewers at build-out is not from the 
Victoria Woods Trunk Sewer, but rather the 10-inch diameter Bluff/Cipole sewer to the west. 
Thus, the flows from the proposed development have little impact on master planned projects 
D-280 and D-285, and these improvements would be required at build-out with or without the 
additional flow from the Autumn Sunrise Development.  
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The Victoria Woods connection alternative has less impact on the existing collection system 
facilities than the Martinazzi Trunk Sewer alternative. Improvements needed to accommodate the 
Victoria Woods connection are already included as master planned projects to accommodate 
future growth. The proposed development reduces the projected build-out PWWF into the four 
downstream master planned projects, reduces the size required from Project D-275, can 
potentially eliminate Project D-270, and reduces the ultimate capacity needed at the Victoria 
Woods Pump Station.  


5.3 Recommended Improvements  


In order to provide sewer service to the Autumn Sunrise Development, via Victoria Woods Pump 
Station, approximately 1,490 feet of 8-inch diameter sewers (CIP Project D-275) needs to be 
replaced with 10-inch diameter pipe from District manhole ID 97116 to 97520. Also, the Victoria 
Woods Pump Station will require improvements. The existing 4-inch diameter, 475-feet force 
main should be replaced with a 6-inch diameter force main. The pumping capacity at Victoria 
Woods Pump Station should be increased to a firm capacity of 460 gpm (0.66 mgd). The 
recommended improvements are presented in Figure 5-4.  


An alternative to the recommended improvements mentioned above, is to extend the force main 
north an additional 540 feet, effectively making an improvement to District CIP Project D-270. 
Extending the force main would increase the capacity in this trunk sewer to at least 0.76 mgd 
(which was the projected build-out peak wet weather flow from the 2009 master plan update for 
CIP Project D-270 and D-275). The improvement to the CIP Project No. D-275 pipelines should 
be increased to a 12-inch diameter pipeline, rather than a 10-inch diameter improvement. This 
increase in diameter would increase the capacity of this reach of pipeline to greater than 0.76 
mgd. The Victoria Woods Lift Station improvements should be based on the “final” development 
plans for the South Tualatin Sewer Study Area, including estimated peak wet weather flows for 
build-out of the school and church property. The recommended alternative is presented in 
Figure 5-4A, showing the extension of the force main to encompass CIP Project D-270, and a 
change in diameter of CIP Project D-275 from 10-inches to 12-inches.  


5.4 Remaining Available Sewer Capacity 


An evaluation was performed to determine the remaining available capacity in the Victoria Woods 
Trunk Sewer. The remaining available capacity evaluation was completed for two scenarios: 


1. No improvements to the gravity sewers along Victoria Woods Trunk Sewer, for 
projected build-out flows without the South Tualatin Sewer Study Area. 


2. Improvements as described for master planned Project No. D-275 only (as modified 
above), for projected build-out flows (without the South Tualatin Sewer Study Area). 


The remaining available capacity evaluation provides an estimation of allowable flow that can be 
routed towards the Victoria Woods Trunk Sewer under these two scenarios. The capacity available 
can be expressed as a number of residential units that can be developed using certain assumptions. 
It was assumed that 8-acres of commercial area would be developed regardless of the number of 
residential units developed. The remaining available capacity is 0.21 mgd for Scenario No. 1, with 
no CIP improvements along the Victoria Woods Trunk Sewer. The remaining available capacity is 
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0.39 mgd for Scenario No. 2, with improvements to CIP Project No. D-275 only. The available 
capacity is limited to 0.39 mgd due to the capacity restrictions along 540-feet of 8-inch pipeline 
(CIP Project No. D-270 on Figure 5-1) just downstream of the Victoria Woods Lift Station force 
main. Table 5-2 presents the maximum number of connections that can be accommodated by the 
Victoria Woods Trunk Sewer based on remaining available capacity.  


Table 5-2. Remaining Available Capacity Evaluation 


 


Scenario Land Use 
Area, 
acre DU/acre 


Dry Weather Flow 
Design Criteria, 


gpd/acre or gpd/DU 


Maximum 
No. of Connections, 


DU 


1 Commercial 8 N/A 3,659 N/A 


 Single Family Residential 37 5.4 162 200 


2 Commercial 8 N/A 3,659 N/A 


 Single Family Residential 87 5.4 162 470 


Notes: 


The I&I allowance is calculated using 1,650 gpd/acre. 
Maximum No. of connections are calculated based on area, density (du/acre), I&I allowance, and remaining PWWF capacity. 
Scenario No. 2 requires 1,490 feet of 8-inch diameter pipeline be replaced with 10-inch diameter pipe. 


 


It should be noted that changes to the density of the development and incorporation of multi-family 
residential (MFR) units will change the maximum number of connections. There is not a direct 
correlation between the number of DU and available capacity. This is due to the I&I calculations 
dependence on density of development (units per acre) and the MFR land use having different design 
criterion of 200 gpd/DU. The assumptions used for developing the maximum number of connections 
presented in Table 5-2 are: 


1. 8 acres of commercial would be developed. 


2. 87 acres of residential would be developed for Scenario No. 2. The 1-acre MFR 
development would be routed to the Martinazzi Trunk sewer along with the 45-acre 
Church property. 


3. 3.  The design criteria for single family residential density calculated from Scenario 
No. 2 was used as the residential density for Scenario No. 1. The developable acreage 
that can be serviced by the Victoria Woods Trunk sewer is calculated using the 
number of connections, residential density, and I&I rate (based on area). 


4. Only the single family residential land use category was used to determine the 
maximum number of connections. 


5. The remaining available capacity, in mgd, was based on the results from the Durham 
Collection System Hydra Model.  
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1.0 INTRODUCTION 

Autumn Sunrise, LLC contracted with West Yost Associates to perform a sewer study for the 
South Tualatin Study Area. This report serves as a summary of the work completed for the South 
Tualatin Sewer Study. The report includes the following sections: 

1.0 Introduction 
2.0 Land Use and Sanitary Flow 
3.0 Hydraulic Model Update 
4.0 Capacity Analysis  
5.0 Connection Alternative 

The South Tualatin Sewer Study generally encompasses the area to the west of Interstate 5, east 
of Boones Ferry Road, south of SW Norwood Road, and north of Day Road and is illustrated in 
Figure 1-1. There is a small area west of Boones Ferry Road, between SW Norwood Road and 
Green Hill Lane that is also included in the study area. Autumn Sunrise is interested in connecting 
a proposed development to Clean Water Services (District) sanitary sewer system. The purpose of 
this study is to evaluate the impacts the Autumn Sunrise proposed development will have on 
existing sanitary sewer facilities. 

Recently, the District adopted a Sanitary Sewer Master Plan (West Yost, March 2009) defining 
how anticipated growth can be accommodated by its existing sanitary sewer facilities. The master 
plan also defined how the collection system can be extended into growth areas to provide sewer 
service outside of their current service area. The area encompassing the Autumn Sunrise proposed 
development was included in the recent master plan as part of the District study area. For the 
District master plan, land uses assumed for the South Tualatin Sewer Study Area were based on 
available information from Metro’s Regional Land Information System (RLIS) and discussions 
with Washington County and City of Tualatin Staff.  

Autumn Sunrise has prepared preliminary development plans for the South Tualatin Study Area 
providing more detail than was available for the District master plan. West Yost used these 
preliminary development plans as the basis for determining if and how the project would change 
the District’s master planned trunk sewer improvements and anticipated cost of service. 
Additionally, potential impacts on smaller diameter sewer mains, operated and maintained by the 
City of Tualatin, were evaluated to ensure enough capacity is available to service the proposed 
Autumn Sunrise development prior to reaching the District’s large diameter trunk sewers.  

1.1 Scope of Work 

The scope of work for the South Tualatin Sewer Study was divided into 5 major tasks: 
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Task 1: Review Data 

Autumn Sunrise, LLC supplied West Yost with information compiled by Planning & Land 
Design, LLC and Harris-McMonagle Associates, Inc. regarding the proposed development, 
including various maps, topographic data, proposed land uses, aerial photographs, and record 
drawings for the City of Tualatin small sewer mains.  

Task 2: Flow Load Generation 

Flow loads were developed based on land use information provided to West Yost by Autumn 
Sunrise. District master planning criteria were used to predict dry and wet weather flows from the 
proposed development. Infiltration and inflow (I&I) rates were based on parameters that generate 
a peak I&I rate of 1,650 gallons per day per acre (gpd/acre), for the purposes of evaluating the 
impacts of the proposed development on existing downstream facilities. The District peak I&I 
rate design standard of 4,000 gpd/acre was used to determine the size of replacement sewers 
required to accommodate the proposed development. 

Task 3: Hydraulic Model Update 

The hydraulic model was updated to include three reaches of small diameter pipelines that were 
previously not included in the District’s collection system model. Record drawing information was 
provided to West Yost for rim and invert elevations, length and size of pipe. The District’s 
geographical information system was used to define the alignment of existing sewers.  

Flow loads from the new development were input into the hydraulic model at the upstream end of 
the small diameter reaches. Various build-out basins and flow loads, used for the master plan, 
were adjusted in the hydraulic model to reflect the updated level-of-detail available for the South 
Tualatin Sewer Study. 

Task 4: Capacity Analysis 

A build-out scenario capacity analysis was analyzed with the new flow loads and piping network 
in the hydraulic model. The capacity analysis evaluated the presence and severity of downstream 
capacity restrictions during the 5-Year 24-Hour design storm, based on District planning criteria. 
If existing pipelines were not adequate based on the planning criteria, recommendations for 
increasing system capacity were provided. The “new” recommendations were compared with the 
recommended improvement projects from the District’s master plan to determine how the cost of 
providing service might change under the revised collection system configuration.  

Task 5: Alternatives Analysis 

Task 5.1 – Connection Alternative: Based on the results of the initial build-out scenario capacity 
analysis, other connection alternatives were evaluated for providing sewer service to the proposed 
South Tualatin development. The connection alternatives were selected based on minimizing 
impacts to the existing collection system facilities (District and City of Tualatin). The alternative 
analysis distributed flows where sewer capacity was available. If improvements were still 
required after distributing the flows, a recommendation was made for increasing capacity in the 
existing collection system. 
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Task 5.2 – Victoria Woods: Another option for providing sewer service to the South Tualatin 
development is through the Victoria Woods Pump Station. The pump station, force main, and 
downstream gravity sewers were evaluated to determine if sufficient capacity exists to 
accommodate flows for the South Tualatin development. If existing infrastructure did not have 
sufficient capacity, a recommendation was made for improving the infrastructure based on 
CWS’s planning criteria. 

The alternative with the least impact to the existing collection system facilities is presented in 
this report. 

Task 6: Master Plan Addendum Report 

This report is structured such that it may be adopted by the District as an addendum to the 
District’s Sanitary Sewer Master Plan Update. 

2.0 LAND USE AND SANITARY FLOW 

Wastewater collection system master planning compares predicted flows to capacity in existing 
sanitary sewers to determine where improvements are needed in the future. Predicted flows are 
used to estimate the size of those replacement facilities, as well as the size of future collection 
system extensions into areas of planned growth. Predicted flows are generated based on land uses. 
The basis of the South Tualatin Sewer Study is presented as follows: 

 Land Use 

 Flows 

2.1 Land Use 

The Autumn Sunrise development encompasses an area to the west of Interstate 5, south of 
Norwood Road, and along the Boones Ferry Rd and Greenhill Lane corridors. The topography of 
the development generally slopes from the south to the north and mostly from east to west. South 
of Greenhill Lane, the topography slopes from north to south. The preliminary plan for the 
development consists of approximately 96 acres developed into 519 single family residences, 180 
multi-family residences, and an 8-acre commercial area. In addition, the Grace Community 
Church property currently occupies 45-acres of land adjacent to Norwood Road and Boones Ferry 
Road. At full development, this 45-acre property is expected to include a High School (1,200 
student capacity), ball fields, and an administration building. The Grace Community Church 
property is not part of the Autumn Sunrise development but is included in the analysis to 
accommodate ultimate build-out conditions for the study area. Figure 2-1 presents the preliminary 
plan for the development in the South Tualatin Study Area. Figure 2-2 presents the topography 
and preliminary sewer layout within the development. A summary of the development is provided 
in Table 2-1. 
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Table 2-1. Summary of Autumn Sunrise Development 

Land Use Area, acres Dwelling Units (DU) Density, DU/acre 

Single Family Residential 8 56 7.0 

Single Family Residential 35 260 7.4 

Single Family Residential 21 147 7.0 

Single Family Residential 14 56 4.0 

Multi-Family Residential 1 20 20.0 

Multi-Family Residential 9 180 20.0 

Neighborhood Commercial 8 N/A   N/A 

Total 96 719   N/A 

 

2.2 Flows 

Wastewater unit factors were used to project average dry weather flows within the development. 
The following wastewater unit flow factors were used and are based on District planning criteria 
and current modeling parameters:  

 Single Family Residential – 162 gpd per dwelling unit (DU) 

 Multi-Family Residential – 200 gpd per DU 

 Commercial – 3,659 gpd per acre (gpad) 

 High School – 20 gpd per student 

Peak dry weather flow (PDWF) is calculated by multiplying average dry weather flow by a 
peaking factor of 2.2. I&I is calculated using a factor of 1,650 gpd per acre (gpad). I&I is then 
added to PDWF to generate peak wet weather flow (PWWF). It should be noted that the stated 
I&I factor is only used to assess existing infrastructure. The District uses an I&I factor of 
4,000 gpad for design of new facilities and for sizing improvements to their existing collection 
system. The flow projections for the South Tualatin Sewer Study Area, based on the development 
presented in Figure 2-1, are: 

 Average Dry Weather Flow: 0.18 mgd (million gallons per day) 

 Peak Dry Weather Flow: 0.39 mgd 

 Peak Wet Weather Flow: 0.58 mgd 

Table 2-2 presents the flows generated from the South Tualatin Study Area. 
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Table 2-2. Flow Projections 

Land Use 
Area, 
acres Units Quantity 

Unit Flow 
Factor, gpd/unit 

Average 
DWF, mgd 

Peak DWF, 
mgd 

Peak WWF, 
mgd 

Church & School 45 Students 1,200 20 0.024 0.053 0.088 
Multi-Family Res. 10 DU 200 200 0.040 0.088 0.105 
Single Family Res. 78 DU 519 162 0.084 0.185 0.314 
Commercial 8 acre 8 3,659 0.029 0.064 0.078 

Total 141    0.177 0.390 0.584 

Note: 

Church and school peak wet weather flow calculation based on 16.5 acres of development. The remaining 23.5 acres has been 
designated for ball fields.  

 

The South Tualatin Sewer Study Area is considered built-out with the development presented in 
Figure 2-1. The area south of the proposed development is expected to connect to the City of 
Wilsonville’s collection system.  

2.3 Original Master Plan Flows 

The original master plan flows were based on land use data within the District’s service area. The 
master plan land use designations within the South Tualatin Study Area consisted of 224 acres of 
Rural or Future Urban (RRFU) and 51.4 acres of public facilities. The rural or future urban land 
use designation is defined as residential uses permitted on rural lands or areas designated for 
future urban development, with minimum lot sizes of one acre or more. The public facilities land 
use area encompassed the church property as displayed on Figure 2-1. Wastewater unit factors 
were used to project average dry weather flows within the master plan area. The following 
wastewater unit flow factors were used and are based on District planning criteria and current 
modeling parameters:  

 RRFU – 3,800 gpd per acre. 

 Public Facilities – 3,659 gpd per acre, with an 87% contribution factor. 

Peak dry weather flow (PDWF) was calculated by multiplying average dry weather flow by a 
peaking factor of 2.2 for residential and 1.53 for public facilities. I&I is calculated using a factor 
of 1,650 gpd per acre (gpad). I&I is then added to PDWF to generate peak wet weather flow 
(PWWF). The master plan flow projections for the Study Area are: 

 Average Dry Weather Flow: 1.01 mgd (million gallons per day) 

 Peak Dry Weather Flow: 2.12 mgd 

 Peak Wet Weather Flow: 2.56 mgd 
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Table 2-3. Master Planned Flow Projections 

Land Use 
Area, 
acres Units 

Unit Flow 
Factor, gpd/unit 

Average DWF, 
mgd 

Peak DWF, 
mgd 

Peak WWF, 
mgd 

Public Facilities 51.4 acre 3,659 0.16 0.25 0.33 
RRFU 224 acre 3,800 0.85 1.87 2.23 

Total 275.4   1.01 2.12 2.56 

Notes: 
The master planned public facility encompasses the church property. 
RRFU – Rural or Future Urban land use designation. 

 

The flows from the master plan area were routed to two different reaches of pipeline. 
Approximately 36.2 acres of RRFU and the 51.4 acres of public facility were routed to the 
Victoria Woods Pump Station, for an average dry weather flow of 0.30 mgd. The remaining 187.8 
acres of RRFU (approximately 0.71 mgd of average dry weather flow) was routed to the 
Cipole/Bluff sewer to the east and north of study area in the master plan. Thus, in the master plan, 
there were no flows generated from the Study Area connected to the Martinazzi Trunk Sewer. 
The master planned Study Area is presented in Figure 2-3, and included area north of Day Street, 
south of Norwood Road, west of I-5, and east of the property line between Grahams Ferry and 
Boones Ferry Road. The area between south of Greenhill Lane and Day Street was included in the 
master plan, but not the South Tualatin Sewer Study. Autumn Sunrise believes that this area will 
be tributary to the City of Wilsonville’s collection system, based on several factors including 
topography and the interest in developing the Day Street corridor as a transportation thoroughfare 
and commercial area. 

3.0 HYDRAULIC MODEL UPDATE 

The District’s hydraulic model (Durham model) was used for the South Tualatin Sewer Study. 
The model includes facilities maintained by the District as well as the District’s member cities, 
including existing gravity sewers 10-inches in diameter and larger, diversions (or flow splits) 
within the modeled pipe system, and District pump stations and force mains. In general, smaller 
diameter pipelines are not included in the District model unless they provided connectivity to 
pump stations and/or diversions and flow splits. 

For the South Tualatin Sewer Study, the District’s Durham model was updated to include three 
reaches of City of Tualatin 8-inch diameter pipelines and associated manholes. Each of the three 
reaches begin near SW Norwood Road and are routed north until they combine with the 12-inch 
diameter Martinazzi Trunk Sewer. City record drawings were used to obtain length, rim and 
invert elevations for the 8-inch diameter pipelines.  

City record drawing rim and invert elevation data was also reviewed for two sewers previously 
included in the model to verify slope and pipe size: 

 Martinazzi Trunk Sewer 

 Victoria Woods Trunk Sewer 
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After the pipelines were updated in the model, dry and wet weather flows were adjusted to reflect 
the level of detail necessary to evaluate sewer connection alternatives for the South Tualatin 
Sewer Study Area. The basin delineation and flow distribution were refined in the following 
areas: (1) Martinazzi Trunk Sewer tributary area, (2) Victoria Woods Pump Station tributary area, 
and (3) Victoria Woods Trunk Sewer. Figure 3-1 presents the sewers that were evaluated in detail 
for the South Tualatin Sewer Study. 

4.0 CAPACITY ANALYSIS 

A capacity analysis was performed to determine whether adequate sewer capacity was available 
to accommodate flows from the proposed development. The capacity analysis is based on the 
District’s criteria for evaluating hydraulic capacity and their hydraulic grade line (HGL) ranking 
system. The analysis is presented as follows: 

 Evaluation Criteria 

 HGL Priority Ranking System 

 Martinazzi Trunk Sewer Capacity Analysis 

 Master Planned CIP Projects 

4.1 Evaluation Criteria 

The collection system model generates a peak flow for each link of the modeled system, estimates 
the hydraulic conditions resulting from that peak flow and predicts a hydraulic grade line. Where 
the peak flow exceeds the gravity flow capacity of a pipeline, surcharging is predicted and the 
estimated HGL is above the crown of the pipe. Surcharging can affect the HGL in upstream 
pipes, even if those upstream pipes have adequate capacity to convey the flow. Within the model, 
certain hydraulic evaluation criteria are applied to predict the HGL under each flow condition 
analyzed. Outside the model, the HGL information is used to rank sewers and identify the need 
for capacity improvements.  

Hydraulic Evaluation Criteria 

The collection system model uses average sanitary flows derived from unit flow rates which are 
then imposed on a diurnal curve to generate peak sanitary flows. In addition, peak wet weather 
flows include I&I contributions based on a simulated response from each sanitary basin to the 
5-Year, 24-Hour storm event. Existing pipe capacities and replacement sewer sizing were 
calculated within the model based on the following criteria: 

 Manning’s equation (applicable to steady, uniform flow) 

 Manning’s n coefficient = 0.013 

 Minimum velocity = 2.3 ft/sec where feasible 

 Full pipe flow (depth-to-diameter ratio = 1) 
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4.2 HGL Priority Ranking System 

The hydraulic model produces average and peak flows for each pipe segment in the model. In 
addition, the model uses an approximation method to provide a rough estimate of the hydraulic 
grade line (HGL), which is the level to which water would rise in manholes under the modeled 
flow condition. The current master plan classifies the hydraulic condition of each pipeline 
segment by comparing the predicted HGL to the ground surface elevation as a measure of 
capacity deficiencies and risk of outflows. 

The HGL ranking is generated in a spreadsheet that uses the HGL value, other elevation information, 
and the relative slope of the HGL to assign a ranking category. Results of the HGL ranking can be 
expressed in tabular form using a two character code, and graphically using color coding. The HGL 
ranking criteria is summarized in Table 4-1, and illustrated in Figure 4-1. The HGL freeboard is the 
difference between the HGL elevation and the ground elevation. A significance test is used to 
determine if the difference between the slope of the HGL and the pipe slope is significant, indicating 
that the predicted peak flow significantly exceeds the gravity flow capacity of the pipeline. 

Table 4-1. Definition of Hydraulic Grade Line Ranking 

Rank Description Improve? HGL Freeboard 
LS HGL daylights with significant HGL increase 

(HGL elevation > ground elevation) 
Yes Less than zero feet 

LH HGL daylights 
(HGL elevation > ground elevation) 

Yes Less than zero feet 

HS High HGL with significant HGL increase Yes Between 0 and 3 feet 
HH High HGL Yes Between 0 and 3 feet 
IS Intermediate HGL with significant HGL Increase Yes Between 3 and 10 feet 
IH Intermediate HGL No(a) Between 3 and 10 feet 
DS Deep HGL with significant HGL increase No Greater than 10 feet 
DH Deep HGL No Greater than 10 feet 
OK No surcharging No HGL is within pipe crown 
(a) Cumulative effects over long runs of pipe must be considered, and may trigger an improvement. 

 

4.3 Martinazzi Trunk Sewer Capacity Analysis  

Providing sewer service to the South Tualatin Sewer Study Area, via the Martinazzi Trunk Sewer, 
appeared advantageous due to its proximity to the development and a desire to service the 
development via gravity sewers. However, the recent master plan showed capacity deficiencies in 
the Martinazzi Trunk Sewer. Because the service area is essentially built-out, a capital 
improvement project was not recommended for the Martinazzi Trunk Sewer, and instead, it was 
recommended that the Martinazzi Trunk Sewer be monitored in the future.  
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Projected PWWF’s from the South Tualatin Sewer Study Area and the church property were 
input into three separate locations along Norwood Road, at SW Boones Ferry Road, SW 89th 
Avenue, and SW Vermillion Drive. The distributed flows were then routed in three reaches of 
small diameter City sewer mains until reaching the Martinazzi Trunk Sewer near SW Dakota 
Drive. Due to the capacity limitations along the Martinazzi Trunk Sewer, the addition of the 
South Tualatin Sewer Study PWWF’s yielded model results with the HGL rising above the 
ground elevation during the 5-Year 24-Hour design storm. The slope of the modeled HGL was 
also significantly steep, categorizing the Martinazzi Trunk Sewer with a “LS” and “HS “HGL 
ranking, per Table 4-1. The results of the capacity analysis, showing the extent of surcharging and 
HGL ranking, is presented in Appendix A. In addition to the Martinazzi Trunk Sewer capacity 
deficiencies, some of the City of Tualatin 8-inch diameter pipelines were capacity deficient. The 
deficiencies in the smaller diameter pipes were categorized with a “DH” and “IH” HGL ranking, 
with minor surcharging occurring in the area. The City of Tualatin sewers are also presented in 
Appendix A.  

With the addition of the entire South Tualatin Sewer Study Area flows, the capacity deficiencies 
along the Martinazzi Trunk Sewer are substantial and would require numerous improvements. 
Due to the extent of improvements required along the Martinazzi Trunk Sewer, other connection 
alternatives were evaluated in order to decrease the impacts on the existing District and City of 
Tualatin collection systems. The most viable of these alternatives is a connection to the Victoria 
Woods Pump Station, which is presented in the following section. 

5.0 CONNECTION ALTERNATIVE 

The Victoria Woods Connection Alternative is presented below, including a discussion of impacts 
on four master planned CIP projects. The alternative is presented as follows: 

 Victoria Woods Alternative 

 Impact on Master Planned CIP Projects 

 Recommended Improvements 

 Remaining Available Sewer Capacity 

5.1 Victoria Woods Alternative  

The topography of the South Tualatin Sewer Study Area generally slopes from the south to the 
north and mostly from east to west. Much of the study are can be routed in new gravity sewers 
west towards SW Boones Ferry Road and then north along SW Boones Ferry Road towards 
Norwood Road. West of Boones Ferry Road, the topography slopes from east to west towards a 
ravine where a small pump station (Victoria Woods Pump Station) services an existing 
development. The Victoria Woods Pump Station is located at 22960 SW Miami Place, which is 
just north of the ravine. The Victoria Woods Pump Station services a small subdivision at the 
southern end of the current District boundary. Flows from Victoria Woods Pump Station flow 
into the Victoria Woods Trunk Sewer and eventually into the Tualatin Reservoir Trunk Sewer.  
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Alternative No. 1: Much of the South Tualatin Sewer Study Area can be routed by gravity to the 
Victoria Woods Pump Station. The preliminary sewer facilities within the South Tualatin Study 
Area is shown in Figure 2-2. The remainder of the study area would be connected to the 
Martinazzi Trunk Sewer. Two areas would be served by the Martinazzi trunk: (1) the 45-acre 
church property (the church is currently being serviced by the Martinazzi Trunk Sewer) and (2) 
the one-acre high density residential development (see Figure 2-1). The remaining 87-acres of 
residential and 8-acres of commercial area can be routed, via gravity, towards the Victoria Woods 
Pump Station. This configuration was analyzed in the hydraulic model to determine the impacts 
on existing District and City of Tualatin sewer infrastructure. With this configuration, 
approximately 0.10 mgd of flow would be routed to the Martinazzi Trunk Sewer and 0.48 mgd of 
flow would be routed towards the Victoria Woods Pump Station. Sending 0.10 mgd of flow to the 
Martinazzi Trunk Sewer would increase the flow an additional 5.8%. The most capacity deficient 
section of the Martinazzi Trunk Sewer is over capacity by 34%. Thus, the addition of 0.10 mgd of 
flow would increase the deficiency to 40% over capacity.  

Routing 0.48 mgd of PWWF to the Victoria Woods Pump Station from the proposed 
development results in capacity deficiencies at the pump station and along the Victoria Woods 
Trunk Sewer. However, the impact on the existing facilities is much less than would occur under 
the original Martinazzi Trunk Sewer connection alternative. Some of the 8-inch diameter 
pipelines comprising a portion of the Victoria Woods Trunk Sewer are capacity deficient and 
surcharging is predicted. The capacity analysis for the Victoria Woods Trunk Sewer is presented 
in Figure 5.1.  

The shallowest section of the Victoria Woods trunk is 6.2 feet deep, from the ground elevation to 
the crown of the pipe. During the 5-Year 24-Hour Design Storm, the system is surcharging 1.4 
feet at the shallowest location, yielding an HGL freeboard of 4.8 feet at District Manhole ID 
97117. At District Manhole ID 97532, the HGL freeboard is 8.1 feet, however the extent of 
surcharging in this section is more significant. These two sections of pipeline are ranked with a 
“IS” designation, per Table 4-1. The hydraulic profile for a portion of this section, illustrating the 
highest surcharge levels along the Victoria Woods Trunk Sewer, is presented in Figure 5.2. 

Alternative No. 2: To reduce the impact to the Martinazzi Trunk Sewer, only the 1-acre high 
density residential (HDR) development would be connected to the Martinazzi Trunk Sewer, with 
an estimate peak wet weather flow of 0.01 mgd. The 1-acre HDR development would increase the 
flows in the Martinazzi Trunk Sewer by 0.58%. When the church property is fully developed and 
the South Tualatin gravity sewer system is in-place, the church flows should be routed to the 
Victoria Woods Lift Station. This would increase flows to the Victoria Woods Lift Station by 
0.088 mgd and yield a total peak wet weather flow of 0.67 mgd into the lift station at build-out. 
The 0.67 mgd of build-out flow consists of 0.10 mgd of existing flow, 0.48 mgd from the Autumn 
Sunrise development, and 0.088 mgd from the church property.  
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5.2 IMPACT ON MASTER PLANNED CIP PROJECTS  

The Districts master plan identified a need for improvements to the Victoria Woods Pump Station 
and force main, and four trunk sewer projects (Projects D-270, D-275, D-280 and D-285) 
downstream of the Victoria Woods Pump Station, based on projected build-out PWWF. Projects 
D-270 and D-275 are located on the Victoria Woods Trunk Sewer, and are presented on Figure 5-
1. Projects D-280 and D-285 are located on the Bluff/Cipole Trunk Sewer and Tualatin Reservoir 
Trunk Sewer, respectively. The estimated build-out PWWF into the Victoria Woods Trunk 
Sewer, based on the District master plan, was 0.76 mgd. The more detailed proposed 
development plan for the South Tualatin study area would produce a lower projected build-out 
PWWF into the Victoria Woods Trunk Sewer, estimated to be 0.58 mgd.  

Based on information provided by the District, the Victoria Woods Pump Station currently has a 
rated capacity of 200 gallons per minute (gpm). The pump station is configured as a submersible 
type pump station, with a 10-foot diameter wet well. A 475-foot 4-inch diameter force main 
routes flows from the pump station to the Victoria Woods Trunk Sewer. The Victoria Woods 
Pump Station and force main do not have sufficient capacity to accommodate the planned 
PWWF, even though the revised projected PWWF based on the proposed project would be lower 
than the master plan flows. The projected total PWWF into the Victoria Woods Pump Station for 
the Victoria Woods Alternative No. 2 is approximately 400 gpm (0.66 mgd). The estimated 
PWWF of 0.66 mgd includes the church property. 

Master planned project D-275 will be necessary to accommodate the proposed development, if it 
is developed per Figure 2-1. The planned improvements consist of replacing 1,490 lineal foot of 
pipeline from District manhole 97116 to 97520. The master plan recommended increasing the 
diameter of the affected pipeline from an 8-inch to a 12-inch pipeline, to accommodate a PWWF 
of 0.76 mgd. With the reduction in the projected build-out PWWF, a 10-inch diameter 
improvement along the Victoria Woods Trunk Sewer would be sufficient to accommodate the 
flows from the proposed development.  

Master planned project D-270 may not be necessary at all with the reduced build-out flow 
projections. Project D-270 encompassed approximately 540 feet of 8-inch diameter trunk sewer 
between District Manhole 97924 and 97926. This sewer is surcharging slightly with 0.58 mgd of 
PWWF. It is classified with an “IH” HGL ranking per Table 4-1, and would typically not be 
considered for an improvement project. The hydraulic profile for this section of the Victoria 
Woods Trunk Sewer is presented in Figure 5-3 to illustrate the level of surcharging.  

Farther downstream are master planned Projects D-280 (Bluff/Cipole Sewer) and D-285 (Tualatin 
Reservoir Trunk Sewer). The majority of the flows into these sewers at build-out is not from the 
Victoria Woods Trunk Sewer, but rather the 10-inch diameter Bluff/Cipole sewer to the west. 
Thus, the flows from the proposed development have little impact on master planned projects 
D-280 and D-285, and these improvements would be required at build-out with or without the 
additional flow from the Autumn Sunrise Development.  
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The Victoria Woods connection alternative has less impact on the existing collection system 
facilities than the Martinazzi Trunk Sewer alternative. Improvements needed to accommodate the 
Victoria Woods connection are already included as master planned projects to accommodate 
future growth. The proposed development reduces the projected build-out PWWF into the four 
downstream master planned projects, reduces the size required from Project D-275, can 
potentially eliminate Project D-270, and reduces the ultimate capacity needed at the Victoria 
Woods Pump Station.  

5.3 Recommended Improvements  

In order to provide sewer service to the Autumn Sunrise Development, via Victoria Woods Pump 
Station, approximately 1,490 feet of 8-inch diameter sewers (CIP Project D-275) needs to be 
replaced with 10-inch diameter pipe from District manhole ID 97116 to 97520. Also, the Victoria 
Woods Pump Station will require improvements. The existing 4-inch diameter, 475-feet force 
main should be replaced with a 6-inch diameter force main. The pumping capacity at Victoria 
Woods Pump Station should be increased to a firm capacity of 460 gpm (0.66 mgd). The 
recommended improvements are presented in Figure 5-4.  

An alternative to the recommended improvements mentioned above, is to extend the force main 
north an additional 540 feet, effectively making an improvement to District CIP Project D-270. 
Extending the force main would increase the capacity in this trunk sewer to at least 0.76 mgd 
(which was the projected build-out peak wet weather flow from the 2009 master plan update for 
CIP Project D-270 and D-275). The improvement to the CIP Project No. D-275 pipelines should 
be increased to a 12-inch diameter pipeline, rather than a 10-inch diameter improvement. This 
increase in diameter would increase the capacity of this reach of pipeline to greater than 0.76 
mgd. The Victoria Woods Lift Station improvements should be based on the “final” development 
plans for the South Tualatin Sewer Study Area, including estimated peak wet weather flows for 
build-out of the school and church property. The recommended alternative is presented in 
Figure 5-4A, showing the extension of the force main to encompass CIP Project D-270, and a 
change in diameter of CIP Project D-275 from 10-inches to 12-inches.  

5.4 Remaining Available Sewer Capacity 

An evaluation was performed to determine the remaining available capacity in the Victoria Woods 
Trunk Sewer. The remaining available capacity evaluation was completed for two scenarios: 

1. No improvements to the gravity sewers along Victoria Woods Trunk Sewer, for 
projected build-out flows without the South Tualatin Sewer Study Area. 

2. Improvements as described for master planned Project No. D-275 only (as modified 
above), for projected build-out flows (without the South Tualatin Sewer Study Area). 

The remaining available capacity evaluation provides an estimation of allowable flow that can be 
routed towards the Victoria Woods Trunk Sewer under these two scenarios. The capacity available 
can be expressed as a number of residential units that can be developed using certain assumptions. 
It was assumed that 8-acres of commercial area would be developed regardless of the number of 
residential units developed. The remaining available capacity is 0.21 mgd for Scenario No. 1, with 
no CIP improvements along the Victoria Woods Trunk Sewer. The remaining available capacity is 
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0.39 mgd for Scenario No. 2, with improvements to CIP Project No. D-275 only. The available 
capacity is limited to 0.39 mgd due to the capacity restrictions along 540-feet of 8-inch pipeline 
(CIP Project No. D-270 on Figure 5-1) just downstream of the Victoria Woods Lift Station force 
main. Table 5-2 presents the maximum number of connections that can be accommodated by the 
Victoria Woods Trunk Sewer based on remaining available capacity.  

Table 5-2. Remaining Available Capacity Evaluation 

 

Scenario Land Use 
Area, 
acre DU/acre 

Dry Weather Flow 
Design Criteria, 

gpd/acre or gpd/DU 

Maximum 
No. of Connections, 

DU 
1 Commercial 8 N/A 3,659 N/A 
 Single Family Residential 37 5.4 162 200 

2 Commercial 8 N/A 3,659 N/A 
 Single Family Residential 87 5.4 162 470 

Notes: 
The I&I allowance is calculated using 1,650 gpd/acre. 
Maximum No. of connections are calculated based on area, density (du/acre), I&I allowance, and remaining PWWF capacity. 
Scenario No. 2 requires 1,490 feet of 8-inch diameter pipeline be replaced with 10-inch diameter pipe. 

 

It should be noted that changes to the density of the development and incorporation of multi-family 
residential (MFR) units will change the maximum number of connections. There is not a direct 
correlation between the number of DU and available capacity. This is due to the I&I calculations 
dependence on density of development (units per acre) and the MFR land use having different design 
criterion of 200 gpd/DU. The assumptions used for developing the maximum number of connections 
presented in Table 5-2 are: 

1. 8 acres of commercial would be developed. 
2. 87 acres of residential would be developed for Scenario No. 2. The 1-acre MFR 

development would be routed to the Martinazzi Trunk sewer along with the 45-acre 
Church property. 

3. 3.  The design criteria for single family residential density calculated from Scenario 
No. 2 was used as the residential density for Scenario No. 1. The developable acreage 
that can be serviced by the Victoria Woods Trunk sewer is calculated using the 
number of connections, residential density, and I&I rate (based on area). 

4. Only the single family residential land use category was used to determine the 
maximum number of connections. 

5. The remaining available capacity, in mgd, was based on the results from the Durham 
Collection System Hydra Model.  
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FIGURE 5-3

Autumn Sunrise

South Tualatin Sewer Study

Hydraulic Profile 

Manhole ID 97955 - 97117

LEGEND
Ground Elevation

Hydraulic Grade Line

Pipe ID =
97925-97924 Pipe ID =

97924-97923

Pipe ID =
97923-97116

Pipe ID =
97955-97926

Notes:
1.  Hydraulic profile for a section of 6 pipelines
along the Victoria Woods Trunk Sewer.
Approximately 0.48 mgd of flow from the South
Tualatin Sewer Study Area and 0.10 mgd of flow
from the neighborhood currently served by
Victoria Woods Lift Station.

HGL
Freeboard 
= 4.8 feet

HGL 
Freeboard  
= 9.6 feet

Build-out PWWF 
= 0.58 mgd

Pipe ID =
97116-97117

Pipe ID =
97926-97925
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FIGURE 5-4

Autumn Sunrise

South Tualatin Sewer Study

Recommended Improvements - 
Victoria Woods Trunk Sewer 

LEGEND

Gravity Sewer Imp. (1,490 feet)

 

Force Main Imp. (475 feet)

Trunk Sewers

Other Sewers

Study Area

Norwood Rd.

Ibach St.

ID 97116-97117

ID 97117-97115

ID 97532-97531

Victoria Woods

ID 97530-97523

Lift Station Improvement

Pipeline Improvement
from 8" to 10" diameter

Pipeline Improvement
from 4" to 6" diameter

Pipeline Improvement
from 8" to 10" diameter

Increase Pump Capacity 
from 200 gpm to 460 gpm
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FIGURE 5-4A
Autumn Sunrise

South Tualatin Sewer Study

Alternative 
Recommended Improvements 
Victoria Woods Trunk Sewer 

LEGEND

Gravity Sewer Imp. (1,490 feet)

 

Force Main Imp. (1,015 feet)

Trunk Sewers

Other Sewers

Study Area

P:\Clients\380 Autumn Sunrise LLC\03-09-01 South Tualatin Sewer Study\GIS\Figures\Figure5-4A_01Sep2010.mxd 9/1/2010

Norwood Rd.

Ibach St.

ID 97116-97117

ID 97117-97115

ID 97532-97531

Victoria Woods

ID 97530-97523

Lift Station Improvement

Pipeline Improvement 
from 8" to 12" diameter

Pipeline Improvement 
from 4" to 6" diameter

Pipeline Improvement 
from 8" to 12" diameter

Increase Pump Capacity 
from 200 gpm to 460 gpm

Notes:
1. The alternative for the recommended 
improvements is based on extending 
the force main north an additional 540 
feet (CIP Project D-270). 
2. The reach of pipelines in CIP Project 
D-270 is the capacity restriction that is 
limiting the flows to 0.39 mgd, per the 
remaining available capacity evaluation.



 

 

APPENDIX A 
Figure A-1. Capacity Analysis for Martinazzi Trunk 

Sewer Connection 
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FIGURE A-1

Autumn Sunrise

South Tualatin Sewer Study

Capacity Analysis for Martinazzi 
Trunk Sewer Connection
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Norwood Rd.

5

205

BW

DH
IH

HS

BW

LS

HS

HS

Notes:
1. HGL Ranking is noted on the figure 
by two-letter code and is based on HGL 
freeboard, not surcharge level. Refer to 
Table 4-1 for the definition of HGL Rank 
category. 
2. HGL freeboard is the difference in 
elevation from the ground elevation to 
the HGL.
3. Surcharge level is the height of the 
HGL above the crown of the pipe.
4. BW designation refers to surcharge 
due to backwater conditions. The section
of pipeline with this designation has 
adequate capacity, but the extent of 
surcharging and capacity restrictions 
downstream is causing the flows to back
up in the system to the level where these
pipes are surcharged.

 

Surcharge Level

No Surcharging

0.1 - 2 feet

2 - 5 feet

5 - 10 feet

> 10 feet

Other Sewers

 

Force Main

Study Area

Victoria Woods

MH97354

MH96623

MH97552

MH97548IH

Pump Station



From: G Lucini <grluci@gmail.com> 
To: Mayor Tim Knapp <knapp@ci.wilsonville.or.us> 
Sent: Wed, Oct 30, 2013 22:10:16 GMT+00:00 
Subject: Follow-up Joint Meeting Basalt Creek Planning - Topography & Natural Resources 

Thank you for the time you spent talking with my husband and me after the Joint Meeting 
on the Basalt Creek Area Planning- discussing the need for representation in the planning 
process for Washington County residents within the affected area. 
  
We also discussed the significant natural resources and topography within the Basalt 
Creek Area which will cause limitations upon utilization-especially industrial 
development.   
  
You mentioned the City of Wilsonville has a Natural Resource Program and a staff 
member who oversees these issues for the city. 
  
I have attached copies of a few documents which validate the existence of significant 
topography and natural resources within the Basalt Creek Area which should be 
considered when planning zoning and development: 
  

• Metro maps showing slopes greater than 10% in Basalt Creek Area  
• Metro maps showing topography of Basalt Creek Area 
• Metro maps showing Highest Valued Habitat in Basalt Creek Area 
• Oregon DSL & Army Corps Identification Wetlands from Boones Ferry Rd 

Project 
• Goal 5 Significant Resources west of SW Boones Ferry Rd 
• National Wetlands Inventory- Basalt Creek Area 
• Tonquin Geologic Area- Tier 2 Designation within Basalt Creek Area  
• City of Wilsonville - Willamette River TMDL - Overview of Wilsonville's 

Watershed- including Seely Ditch Watershed 

I cordially extend an invitation to you, the other members of the Wilsonville City 
Council, and/or your staff, to visit my home which is located within ravine of the Basalt 
Creek- Seely Ditch.    
  
I think this first hand experience would provide a unique visual perspective to the various 
natural resources and constraints which need to be understood when planning for zoning 
and development of this area. 
  
Grace Lucini 
23677 SW Boones Ferry Road 
Tualatin Oregon 
  
503 692 9890 
   
 

mailto:grluci@gmail.com
mailto:knapp@ci.wilsonville.or.us






































NATIONAL WETLANDS INVENTORY- BASALT CREEK AREA 

Global View- Basalt Creek Area-Without Smaller Identified Wetlands Indicated 

4  





Tonquin Geologic Area Target Area 
 
Goal 

• Protect unique geologic features that provide valuable wildlife habitat.  Acquire 
additional lands needed for a future regional trail corridor connecting Wilsonville to 
Tualatin.  

 
Objectives 

Tier I Objectives 

• Acquire lands within the Coffee Lake Creek and Rock Creek for completing restoration 
on Coffee Creek and on permanent protection of the unique geologic features.  

• Acquire lands within the Coffee Lake Creek and Rock Creek areas for regional trail 
connections.  

Tier II Objectives 

• Acquire lands to protect unique geologic features within the Basalt Creek area.  

• Acquire land for the trail corridor, particularly along Hedges Creek, Basalt Creek and 
adjacent to Tonquin Road.  

 













 
BASALT CREEK CONCEPT PLAN 

 
 
 

  
 
 
 
 

 
 

Attachment 8:   Open House Summaries 
 
 
File path: 
https://www.ci.wilsonville.or.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/planning/page/84121/c
._bc_record_attachment.08._open_house_summaries.pdf 
 
 

 

https://www.ci.wilsonville.or.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/planning/page/84121/c._bc_record_attachment.08._open_house_summaries.pdf
https://www.ci.wilsonville.or.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/planning/page/84121/c._bc_record_attachment.08._open_house_summaries.pdf
https://www.ci.wilsonville.or.us/sites/default/files/fileattachments/planning/page/84121/c._bc_record_attachment.08._open_house_summaries.pdf


BASALT CREEK CONCEPT PLAN 

Attachment 8:   Open House Summaries 
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Though the audience con
sisted mostly of Tualatin
residents, a mixed crowd of
Wilsonvifie and Tualatin citi
zens turned out to Tualatin’s
Juanita Pohi Center Thurs
day, April 28, for an open
house that marks a- mile
stone in a plan to develop
the 847-acre Basalt Creek be
tween the two cities.

The Basalt Creek area,
which was brought into the ur
ban growth boundary in 2004,
has remained rural while its
neighboring cities develop a
concept plan for developement
there. The planning process be
gan in earnest in 2014, and has
involved the work of consul
tants aild staff from both
cities.

~ik

:*~ ~
0’

.- ~ .~J

logical way, the cleanest way to
do it is to go down the park
way,” he added.

Although the cities have
reached a consensus on the
boundary, that consensus de
pends on the fulflhli~ient of 10
“considerations ~for success”
agreed upon by the councils.

Among those considerations
are agreements that each city
should provide its own sewer
infrastructure, and that the cit
ies should work with one an
other and with “regional part
ners” — like Washington Coun
ty, the Oregon Department of
Transportation and regional
governance agency Metro — to
ensure that traffic doesn’t over
whelm infrastructure.

Other considerations include
stipulations that the cities col
laborate on developing a storm-
water system, on protecting the

Basalt Creek Canyon

bridge may be built to connect
the parkway with the Stafford
area. But that the connection is
so far out as to be “just a dream
at this point.”

The concept plan wifi guide
creation of a master plan that
more explicitly lays out plans
for development. The concept
plan is expected to be complet~
ed and adopted by the two
councils by the end of this sum-

Contact Jake Bartinan at 503-636-
1281 ext. 113 orjbartman@pam
p1inmedia.com.
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ByJAKEBAB
The Spokesman

Concept plan expected to wrap up this year

The most recent public
phase of the project was in De
cember, when the Wilsonville
and Tualatin city councils met
to discuss çletails of the. plan.
Of particular note was an
agreement reached on a possi
ble boundary between the two
jurisdictions, with the planned
Basalt Creek Parkway — which
will run east-west across the
area — identified as a suitable
divide.

“We tried a lot of different
boundaries, up and down,” said
John Fregonese at the open
house. F’regonese is a consul
tant with Fregonese Associ
ates, and a member of the team
of consultants and staff from
both cities who are developing
a concept plan for Basalt Creek
development.

“And actually, in the end, it
came back to that: the most

Study Area Boundary

Proposed Jurisdictional Boundary

Neighborhood Commercial

Residential Neighborhood

A map of theBasalt Creek area presented at the open house Apill 28.

Light Industrial District

Employment Transition

/ ‘6

suaurrr~o PHOTO

P50Th ~kE BARIMAN
Consultants and staff from the cities of WllsoiMlIe and Tualatin
collected feedback from citizens on development of the Basaft Creek
area at an open house AprIl 28.

Basalt Creek Canyon natural to plan the area so that it would
area, on deciding whether to not generate more than 2,000
extend Kinsman Road north of peak hour trips — that is, more
Day Road and on determining than 2,000 vehicles passing
how Wilsonville’s South Metro through during the busiest
Area Regional Transit~ hour of the day.
(SMART) and TriMet will work Ray Delahanty of consulting
in tandem. - firm DKS Associates said that

The audience had many the planned widening of Day
questions for Fregonese and Road to five lanes, along with
other project team members the-expansion of nearby- inter-.
after they gave a presentation sections, would help to addre~s
on the state of the project. A some concerns. mer.
number of attendees were con- “There’s no expectation that
cerned about the traffic that the network you have out there
will be generated by develop- now is going to be adequate to
ing the area, especially since deal with the traffic 20 years
the proposed Basalt Creek- from -now. So we do include

- Parkway would connect with some improvements in the
Boones Ferry Road. plan,” Delahanty said.

Fregonese replied that mod- He also discussed the east
eling indicated no intersection em terminus of the proposed

-would be-pushed past.capacity Basalt:Creek-Parkway, which.~-.
by development,~ and noted that on ëufreht-maps dead-ends ät~S

- the project team was working 1-5, àiid-notéd that someday a



Concept Plan
Open House

April 28, 2016
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Tonight’s Agenda

2

Interactive 
Polling –

Give your 
feedback!

Project 
Update –

Draft 
Concept 

Plan 

Question 
& 

Answer

Poster 
Session 

with 
Project Staff

1 2 3 4



Project Status Update

3



Where we’ve been…

• Land Suitability
• Guiding Principles
• Base Case
• Utility Design
• Evaluations
• Four Options and Base Case studied

4



Public 
Involvement
Mapping workshop (June 2014)

• 40 attended
• Wide range of ideas
• Housing to the north, industrial to south
• Protect existing neighborhoods
• Open to a range of employment and commercial uses
• Appropriate transitions between land uses

5



Public Involvement

Online survey
• 160 responses
• Less focus on housing 

compared to workshop 
participants

• Some support for retail in 
general, especially restaurants

• Less support for warehousing, 
industrial flex space

• Strong interest in public access 
to natural resources

6



Public Involvement

Focus groups and interviews
Developers

• Industrial development types 
changing

• Housing preferences changing
• Employers consider amenities
• Land assembly is a challenge

Property owners
• Desire for flexibility in land use
• Concerns about development impacts 

on quality of life
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Public Involvement
Email, website and social media updates

• Monthly email and mailing updates
• 300 people on interested parties list

8

BasaltCreek.com



Themes from Joint Council

• Meet regional responsibility for jobs & housing
• Capitalize on area’s assets
• Protect existing neighborhoods
• Maintain Cities’ unique identities

9



Themes from Joint Council

• Explore creative approaches, integration of 
employment and housing

• Ensure appropriate transitions between land uses
• High quality design and amenities for employment

10



Preferred 
Boundary

Wilsonville future 
annexation area

Tualatin future 
annexation area

Preferred boundary subject 
to the Considerations for 
Success



Ten Considerations 
for Success

1. Sewer – Cities serve own areas

2. Stormwater – Work jointly between 
the Cities and Clean Water Services 
to ensure requirements for each 
city’s stormwater permits are met.

3. Regional industrial land –
Employment land envisioned for the 
region benefits both cities

12



Ten Considerations
for Success
4. Roadway improvements –Work 

together with the region to assure 
needed upgrades are funded.

5. Traffic levels– The Basalt Creek 
Transportation Refinement Plan 
modeled traffic totals in the area. 
Proposed new traffic loads would 
need to be evaluated.

6. Auto trips – Ensure land uses 
support development that won’t 
exceed transportation system 
capacity in each city. 

13



Ten Considerations
for Success
7. I-5 Crossings –Regional investment 

needed for more I-5 crossings
8. Kinsman Rd. – Cities will evaluate 

whether Kinsman Road extension 
north of Day Road is needed.

9. Natural Area management – Develop 
joint management practices for the 
Basalt Creek Canyon natural area.

10. Transit service – Determine how 
SMART and TriMet will provide most 
effective transit service to this area.

14



Road Network Concept

15



16

Study Area 
Boundary
• Basalt Creek
• West Railroad 

Future Study 
Area
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• Basalt Creek 
Parkway: 
Tualatin north, 
Wilsonville 
south
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• Proposed 
Jurisdictional 
Boundary 
follows Basalt 
Creek Parkway
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Wilsonville Land 
Uses
• Light Industrial 
• High Tech 

Employment
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Tualatin Land 
Uses
• Light Industrial 

and Tech Flex
Wilsonville Land 
Uses
• Light Industrial 
• High Tech 

Employment

Placement 
based on land 
suitability
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• Housing to the 
north: Buffers 
existing 
residential in 
the City of 
Tualatin
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• Employment 
Transition: 
Buffers new 
residential
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• Small Retail 
Node: Serves 
local residents 
& workers
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• Basalt Creek 
Canyon:Open 
space spans 
both cities



25

Basalt 
Creek 

Land Use 
Concept

Map



Instant Polling

• Go with your gut!
• No right or wrong answers
• Responses are anonymous

26



Which superpower would you rather have?

18%

5%

20%

43%

8%

8%

A. Superhuman strength

B. Invisibility

C. Time travel 

D. Ability to fly

E. Never need to sleep

F. None – I like life as a human!



Have you been involved in the 
Basalt Creek project before 
today?

0%

25%

75%

A. Yes

B. No

C. Not sure



How did you hear about today’s event?

5%

5%

0%

16%

65%

8%
A. Word of mouth

B. Email

C. Flyer

D. Facebook or Twitter

E. City or Project website

F. Other



What is your age?

33%

55%

13%

0%

0%

A. Under 18

B. 19-30

C. 31 – 55

D. 56 – 70

E. 71 or older



What is your primary connection to the 
Basalt Creek Planning Area?

11%

32%

0%

0%

0%

32%

3%

24%

A. I live in the area

B. I work the area

C. I own property in the area

D. I recreate in the area

E. I shop in the area

F. I go to school in or near the area

G. Two or more above

H. Other / None of the above



Where do you live?

28%

5%

33%

35%
A. The Basalt Creek planning area

B. Tualatin

C. Wilsonville

D. Other



Bike, Pedestrian and Trail Network

33



Bikes, Trails and Pedestrian Network

34



In the future, how might you 
walk or bike through the Basalt 
Creek area? (choose one)

35

18%

21%

50%

3%

3%

5% A. Commuting to and from work
B. To get to transit (bus or WES)
C. To run errands
D. For exercise or recreation
E. To access recreation / natural areas
F. Other / Not sure



How often do you think you 
would walk or bike in Basalt 
Creek in the future?

36

24%

15%

17%

29%

15% A. Daily
B. At least once a week
C. At least once a month
D. Less than once a month
E. Rarely or never



How often do you currently 
walk or bike?

37

13%

13%

15%

36%

23% A. Daily
B. At least once a week
C. At least once a month
D. Less than once a month
E. Rarely or never



Transit Network

38



In the future, how might you use 
transit in the Basalt Creek area? 

39

65%

0%

11%

3%

8%

14% A. To commute to and from work
B. To run errands
C. To visit Bridgeport Village
D. To visit the Wilsonville Town Center
E. To get kids to and from school
F. Other / Not sure



How often do you think you would 
use transit in Basalt Creek in the 
future?

40

50%

3%

28%

17%

3% A. Daily
B. At least once a week
C. At least once a month
D. Less than once a month
E. Rarely or never



How often do you currently 
use transit?

41

80%

7%

5%

7%

0% A. Daily
B. At least once a week
C. At least once a month
D. Less than once a month
E. Rarely or never



Parks & Natural Areas

42



A variety of parks facilities 
and amenities are possible…
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Neighborhood Park

44

15 to 20 acres



Pocket Parks

45

Less than an acre



Nature Interpretive Areas

46



Conservation Areas

47



Outdoor Education

48



Public Art

49



Which type of amenity would 
you like best in Basalt Creek?

50

15%

3%

3%

18%

26%

5%

31% A. Neighborhood Park
B. Pocket Parks
C. Nature Interpretive Areas
D. Conservation Areas
E. Outdoor Education
F. Public Art
G. Other / Not sure
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15 12 8

14 9 4



Infrastructure:  Water
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Infrastructure: Sanitary

53



Infrastructure: Stormwater

54




