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Steve Kelley
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Angela Brown
Friday, June 18.2004 9:02 AM 
Andrea Vannelli; Steve Kelley
FW: Tualatin Basin Natural Resources Coordinating Committee

--------Original Message--------
From: blaineackley@comc ast.net '[mailto:blaineackley@comcas t.netl 
Sent: Thursday, June 17, 2004 7j:31 PM  
To: lutplan@co.Washington.or.usi 
Cc: mclains@metro.dst.or.us
Subject: Tualatin Basin Natural1 Resources Coordinating Com mittee 

To whom  it may concern:

We  own land that has a riparian zone running through the property 
at the present time. I urge you to think carefully about the 
restrictions that you place on this land because of the present 
situation that we face. Often,; your actions may have unintended 
consequences that can result in ̂harming the very riparian resources that 
you intend to protect.

Our situation is that the ppen pasture lands adjacent to our 
property on the West and South! sides have been sold to developers in 
order to beat the land restrictions you are presently debating. Our 
little two acre parcel will be Surrounded by 43 homes at a density of19 
homes per acre.

Please remember that you will have another land use compensation 
measure on the November ballot.. No one enjoys having someone else, 
especially a governmental body,; telling them what to do and how to do it 
so there my be a backlash at the ballot box.

Finally, now that our immediate neighborhood will change for our 
lifetimes as we know it, please do not enact regulations that will only 
force us to sub-divide and leave our property as well.

Please think about what you are doing. Long term changes can mean  
a lifetime to many senior citiztens.

Sincerely yours,
Blaine C. Ackley 
Frances J. Beebe 
655 NW  229th Ave.
Hillsboro, OR  97124

mailto:blaineackley@comcast.net
mailto:blaineackley@comcast.netl
mailto:lutplan@co.Washington.or.usi
mailto:mclains@metro.dst.or.us


WARREN W. ANEY
CEJOIFIED WlLDUFE BIOLOGIST, Tta WILDLIFE SOOKTY

Certif ied  Sen ior  Ecolo gist , The  Ecologi cal  Societ y  of  Ameri ca

3 August 2004

RECE VED
AUG 0 5 2004

PLANNING DIVISION 
Land Use & Transportation

Hie Tualatin Basin Natural Resources Coordinating Committee 
Washington County Department of Land Use and Transportation 
Planning Division, 155 N. 1st Avenue, Suite 350-14 
HiUsboro, OR 97124

Thank you for providing this opportunity for commenting on proposed programs to mgnngp 
development effects on stream corridors, floodplains, wetland^ and upland forests of die Tualatin 
River Basin. In March I provided some comments on these issues and they are still relevant (see 
enclosed letter). At this time I would like to emphasize a few summary recommendations:

First, protect trees. Research indicates that trees have more beneficial effects on stream, 
watershed, and ecosystem health than any other single component in our urban landscape.

Second, provide an interconnected system of large, high quality wooded sites. Larger sites 
support more wildlife and plant diversity. Connecting corridors provide habitat and dispersal 
opportunities for all forms of wildlife and plants.

Third, where appropriate provide pathways where people can interact with and appreciate natural 
values. Granted, people and pets can interfere with and harass wildlife. But the more pathways 
you have, the more you diverse and minimize these human-induced effects.

Finally, and I may be mistaken, but I am under the impression that the decision-makers have not 
been given or have not developed a clear vision of what we are trying to achieve. We should all 
be asking ourselves, what do we want Washington County and Tualatin Valley to be like 20 years 
from now? We should be putting this vision into a consensus statement that everyone can see and 
everyone can use to evaluate how well we are doing in moving towards fulfilling that vision.

Warren W. Aney
Senior Wildlife Ecologist

cc. Metro Council

9403 SW 74TH AVENUE • TIGARD, OREGON • 97223 
PHONE: 503-246-8613 • FAX: 503-246-2605 • E-MAIL: aney@usa.net

mailto:aney@usa.net


WARREN W. ANEY 
Certoied  Wild ufe  Biol og is t ,’ ThE Wbl dl ife  Society  

Certif ied  Senio r  Ecolog ist , The  Ecolo gical  Societ y  of  Amerk

29 March 2004

Re: Protecting Fish and Wildlife Habitat in the Tualatin Basin

I appreciate this opportunity to provide comments bn proposed decisions regarding wildlife 
habitat ^ protection in the. Tualatin basin. These comments evolve from my perspective as a 
professionally certified senior wildlife ecologist with over 40 years experience, as well as my 
femiliarity with the area as a resident of the Metzger nei^borhood in Tigard.
Ecosystem values

Proper management of urban and suburban ecosystems can do much to protect or promote 
ecosystem health in Washington County metropolitan areas. A healthy ecosystem is by
diversity, stability, productivity, and resilience. These qualities are evident when is an 
abundance and variety of native species, when die system supports and produces a constant variety 
of resources and values such as clean water and attractive landscapes, and when the system quickly 
bounces back from disturbance or change.

Healthy ecosystems provide a variety of important social and economic services. These include^ 
but are not limited to, water retention and groundwater recharge, reduced flooding, higher quality 
surface water, and increased property values and quality of life due to attractive landscapes and 
nearby opportunities for outdoor recreation.

An unhealthy ecosystem is more typical of urban and suburban settings. This state of poor 
health is made evident in several ways, including domination by a few alien and invasive species, 
flashy streams with poor water quality, uninteresting and repetitive landscapes, and vulnerability to 
change with slow recovery from disturbance.

A number of scientific studies report a direct and positive relationship between ecosystem health 
and the size and quality of natural sites in urbanized areas. Many of Aese findings have recently 
been verified in the Portland metropolitan area through research and field data collection.1 These 
direct and positive relationships include the following:

• Bird species diversity. Larger and higher quality wooded sites have a greater variety of 
native bird species, especially at-risk neotropical migrants2 such as flycatchers, swallows, and 
warblers. Smaller and lower quality sites tend to have fewer native bird species and a greater 
abundance of non-native species such as European starlings and English house sparrows.

• Native plant diversity. Larger and higher quality wooded sites tend to have more native 
plants. Smaller and lower quality sites tend to have more non-native and invasive plants such 
as Himalayan blackberry, tansy ragwort, giant knotweed, and reed canary grass.

• Stream water quality. The amount of tree canopy influences the biological water quality 
of streams. That is, the more trees present in a watershed, especially along the stream, the

1 Hennings, L. A., and D. W. Edge. 2003. Riparian bird community structure in Portland, Oregon: habitat, 
uibanization, and spatial scale patterns. The Condor 105:288-302.
2 Neotropical migrants are species that breed in temperate areas such as Oregon and winter in tropical areas 
such as Mexico and Central America. Because of their vulnerability to habitat changes in both breeding and 
wintering areas, many of these species are at risk of becoming threatened or endangered.

9403 SW 74TH AVENUE • TIGARD, OREGON • 97223 
PHONE: 503-246-8613 • FAX: 503-246-2605 • E-MAIL: aney@usa.net

mailto:aney@usa.net
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higher die quality of the water in that stream in terms of biological indicators such as 
aquatic insects and native fishes.

These research findings emphasize the importance of protecting high value habitat and imposing 
some limits on the development of medium and lower value habitat. For exarrqile, it is important to 
protect trees as much as possible, even in lower value habitat This research found that we can 
maintain or improve the quality of water in urban streams by keeping or adding trees near streams as 
well as throughout the watershed. It is also inqiortant to manage stormwater and control the amount 
of impervious surfiice, but trees appear to have the greatest effect on improving stream and water 
quality.
Recommendations

There needs to be concerted science-based effort to protect and develop healthy ecosystems and 
to monitor ecosystem health throughout the decision area. The proposed Tualatin Basin Partners for 
Natural Areas program appears to be headed in that direction, particularly if it adheres to or 
incorporates these generalized suggestions:

• Higher value habitats should be large, well-distributed, and interconnected so as to retain 
their value as healthy ecosystems.

• Medium and lower value habitats should be protected and developed when needed to help 
provide an adequate level of habitat distribution and connectivity.

Even if a site is given only limited protection, trees should be protected or introduced as 
much as possible.

• Managing entities should consult with experts to design effective minimization, mitigation 
and monitoring programs, both on a neighborhood basis and on a project-by-project basis. 
Even under intense development, well-designed programs could partially ameliorate losses 
to fish and wildlife habitat quantity and qu^ty and also collect information on the scope 
and effect of these programs.

• The effects of any adopted habitat protection program need to be evaluated over time so as 
to collect information on the scope and effect of these programs. In this way we can learn 
and improve during the process of implementation.

Warren W. Aney
Senior Wildlife Ecologist



Angela Brown

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Scott Ashcom [ashcoms@msn.com] 
Monday, August 09, 2004 10:17 AM 
lutplan@co.washington.or.us 
Goal 5 ESEE Analysis Testimony

OAA Washington
County Goal 5.d... 9 August 2004

To: Andrea Vannelli
From: Scott Ashcom

Oregon Agricultural Alliance

Andrea:
Please enter the attached testimony into the record on the 

Goal 5 proceeding. Thank you.

Don't just search. Rnd. Check out the new MSN Search! 
http://search.msn.click-url.eom/go/onm00200636ave/direct/01/

mailto:ashcoms@msn.com
mailto:lutplan@co.washington.or.us
http://search.msn.click-url.eom/go/onm00200636ave/direct/01/


OAA
PO Box4323, Portlanfl, OR 97208 503-524-5n4, Fax-503-524-55B7 astic0ms@msil.c8in

4 August 2004

Tualatin Basin Natural Resources Coordinating Conunittee 
Washington County Department of Land Conservation & Transportation 
Planning Division, 155 N. 1st Avenue, Suite 350-14 
Hillsboro, OR 97124

RE: Testimony of the Oregon Agricultural Alliance Concerning Recommendations of the Tualatin 
Basin Steering Committee for Goal 5

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the recommendations of the Tualatin Basin Goal 5 
Steering Committee and staff report. The Oregon Agricultural Alliance is a general farm organization 
representing farmers, nurseries, ranches, and agribusiness statewide. We have members in die Tualatin 
Basin who may be impacted by adoption of a Resolution and Order in this matter. We ask that these 
comments be entered into the record of proceeding.

Washington County Was Found in Compliance with Goal 5 
in its Initial Acknowledgement by the Land Conservation and Development Commission

After a halting start at compliance with the LCDC's Goals and Guidelines, resulting in an 
enforcement order, Washington County was acknowledged in compliance with the Goals and Guidelines 
of the Land Conservation & Development Commission in the mid-1980s. Washington County was 
acknowledged in compliance with all LCDC Goals & Guidelines, including Goal 5. Changes in LCDCs 
Goal 5 administrative rules made in 1996 were of a minor, housekeeping nature. Washington County is 
still in compliance with those rules. There is no need to revise county policies or ordinances in any 
manner to assure compliance with LCDC Goal 5.

Commission Resolutions and Orders to Implement the Proposed Goal 5 
Program Recommendations are Pre-mature and should 

Be Deferred Until After Metro’s Goal 5 Program is Approved by LCDC

The Partners for Natural Places is a collaborative effort involving government agencies in 
Washington Coxmty and Metro. To adopt by resolution and order the recommendations of the Partners 
for Natural Places would be to attempt to commit Metro to adoption of Washington County regulations 
and fees as part of Metros Goal 5 Regional Habitat Protection Program. While this may be lawful, it is 
not advisable. The Tualatin Basin Goal 5 Program Report recommendations are a "preliminary draft." 
Moreover, the recommendations, which include sweeping new regulations and fees, come fiom a 
Natural Resources Advisory Committee and a Goal 5 Steering Committee with no citizen members firom 
the regulated community. The Coordinating Committee recommendations should be reviewed by a 
citizen advisory committee before referral to the Commission for action of any kind. Certainly, the 
recommendations of the Coordinating Committee should not be referred to Metro imtil thoroughly 
reviewed by a citizen advisory committee.



Washington County Should Appoint a Citizen 
Advisory Committee to Review Recommendations of the 

Coordinating Committee Prior to Any Commission Resolution and Order

The public involvement effort by Partners for Natural Places was not adequate for a program 
with such sweeping and costly proposals. It appears that public involvement in development of the 
Program Report was limited to twelve hours of public workshops and a two hour public hearing. The 
regulated community should be involved in developing the regulations, not simply informed of them in 
the process of their adoption. Goals and Guidelines of the Land Conservation and Development 
Commission require it. Washington Cmmty should immediately appoint a citizen advisory committee 
with broad representation from the regulated community to review all recommendations of the Tualatin 
Basin Natural Resources Coordinating Committee and Tualatin Basin Steering Committee prior to any 
recommendations being forwarded to the County Commission for adoption.

Summary of Recommendations 
to the Washington County Commission in this Proceeding

Washington County is now in compliance with LCDC Goal 5. The Draft Program to Implement 
the Tualatin Basin Goal 5/ Natural Resources Draft ESEE for significant Riparian Corridor and Wildlife 
Habitat is proposed to assist Metro in its Goal 5 planning efforts. New regulations and fees to be 
imposed upon land owners in Washington County are proposed. Such proposals should be considered by 
a public citizen advisory committee including members of the regulated community of landowners 
before adoption by the county.

Washington County should immediately appoint a citizen advisory committee to review 
recommendations of the Natural Resources Coordinating Committee and Tualatin Basin Steering 
Committee. No recommendations should be forwarded to the commission for adoption which do not 
include recommendations fix)m a citizens advisory committee on Goal 5. The Commission should adopt 
no Resolution and Order regarding a Goal 5 program to be forwarded to Metro imtil citizens advisory 
committee review recommendations have been received. Metro needs no Resolution and Order from 
Washington County to implement a Goal 5 planning program from Washington County. Any county 
Resolution and Order in this proceeding should be adopted only after LCDC has approved Metro's Goal 
5 Program, currently in development.

Respectfully submitted,

Scott Ashcom 
Executive Director

cc: Washington County Commission



editv

Date: 6/24//03

To: Tualatin Basin Coordinating and Steering Committees 

From: Jim Labbe, Audubon Society of Portland

Re: Inadequacy of Tualatin Basin Goal 5 Program Approach to protect fish and wildlife 
habitat . ,

We have participated actively in the Tualatin Basin Partners to date because we support 
their efforts to achieve basin and regional goals to protect and restore fish and wildlife in 
the Tualatin Basin. These goals include:

!•) To conserve, protect, and'restore a continuous ecologically viable streamside 
corridor system, from the streams’ headwaters to their confluence with others streams 
and rivers, and -with their flobdplains in a manner that is integrated with the surrounding 
urban landscape."1 j

2.) Improve "habitat health ■within each of the Region's 27 hydrologic units including the 
eleven hydrologic units inside the Tualatin basin. "2

We have seen value in the "basin approach" in presenting an opportunity coordinate 
natural resource planning at different scales and address cumulative in^acts within the 
logical ecosystem boundaries of the Tualatin River Watershed. Such an approach is 
essential to protect and restore the health and connecti-vdty of the Basin’s habitat and the 
native aquatic and terrestrial Ispecies it supports. The ■watershed approach is also essential 
to move toward normative flow conditions (peak and base flows) to protect and irr^rove 
aquatic habitat, water quality, and public health and safety. The need to address basin 
scale cumulative impacts to fish and wildlife habitat and basin hydrology were the focus 
of our previous comments on the ESEE analysis (January 8,2004) and ESEE decision 
(April 2). ,

1 Metro Goal 5 Vision Statement.
2 Tualatin Basin Partners IGA.



On May 24, the Tualatin Basin Coordinating Committee adopted the Tualatin Basin 
Steering Committee,s recominended approach for proceeding with program development

that no "further increases of land-use buffers...be pursued 
an "exception in specified, limited situations."

This approach recommended 
as a general rule" but only as

We have expressed our strong opposition to this approach because it leaves many of the 
basin's remaining habitat areas, including high veilue riparian habitat, imdeveloped 
floodplains, habitats of concern, and upland habitat vulnerable to loss or degradation by 
future development In doing so the program that does not address environmental needs 
many wildlife species and fails to systematically address cumulative effects of habitat 
loss and degradations well documented in the Portland-Metro region (Hollands et al 
1995, American Forests, 2001, Cole 2002, Metro 2003, Frady et al. 2003). We are also 
concerned that the Tualatin Basin approach compromises restoration goals and 
opportunities for developing a successful mitigation program by allowing development to 
encroach on habitat with high restoration and enhancement potential.

The other design and revenue tools being considered for the program decision leave 
discretion to avoid habitat destruction to individual landowners and developers. While 
essential complements to land-use regulations, these tools are insufficient to prevent 
habitat loss and fragmentation over time and space. As laud tenure changes and 
development pressures increase across parcels, zones and jurisdictions, design and 
revenue tools will not prevent loss of habitat and habitat connectivity across the 
landscape.

If the Tualatin Basin Partners fails to develop a program that requires new development 
to avoid the highest value regionally significant habitat in the basin, the direct and 
cumulative environmental impacts of future development will continue to degrade the 
basin and its sub-watersheds,; displace and diminish local biodiversity, and thereby fail to 
meaningfully achieve the regional and basin goals for the protection and restoration of 
fish and wildlife habitat

Below we outline why the Tualatin Basin Partners' approach is inadequate to protect 
ecological functions and values that support fish and wildlife habitat in the Basin. We 
identify the highest value habitats that we believe should be protected from development 
to the maximum extent of thq law and provide examples of existing regulatory programs 
in the region that provide models for such a program.

inadequacy of existing regulations to prevent habitat destruction.

Clean Water Service Vegetated Corridor Standards

The Clean Water Services’ (CWS) existing water quality standards for vegetated 
corridors were developed to provide minimal protection (out of political compromise) for 
water quality and select aquatic species in the Tualatin Basin. With some exceptions, 
CWS standards provide significant protection for fish and wildlife habitat within their 
spatial extent



However existing CWS standards were not designed to protect riparian wildlife 
habitat, particularly along the lowland tributaries of the Tualatin River. CWS standards 
requiring a 50-foot buffer for most sensitive areas, including most low-gradient 
tributaries, are inadequate to viably protect high value, regionally significant riparian 
habitat and the ecological functions that support the integrity and connectivity of habitat 
for aquatic and terrestrial wildlife species in the urban environment

In most areas, CWS's vegetated standards do not protect the transition area between the 
wetland vegetation and upland forest vegetation. This "zone of influence" is not directly 
influenced by hydrologic conditions but still affects stream and wetland habitat by 
providing shade, microclimate, woody debris, nutrients, and organic and inorganic debris, 
and habitat for wildlife that tise or depend on healthy, functional riparian and floodplain 
ecosystems (Metro 2002). In the lower gradient tributary reaches of the Tualatin Basin, 
the zone of influence includes the hyporeic and channel migration zones, the latter being 
approximated by the 100-year floodplain (Boulton and Shellberg 2001). CWS's 50-foot 
riparian buffers applied to streams and wetlands rarely encompass the extent of the 100- 
year floodplain or the 1996 flood immdation area along low gradient tributaries.-
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Figure 1 (above) form Metrd's Local Plan Analysis compares the minimum riparian 
buffer widths recommended in the scientific literature (Metro 2002) to the riparian 
corridor widths provided by Metro’s Title 3 water quality regulations and the State Goal 
5 Safe Harbor. The protections in Title 3's primary streams without steep slopes 
(equivalent to CWS's existing vegetated corridor standards) provide low or minimal 
protection for only five functions.



The intensity of adjacent land-uses that directly influence the quality of the riparian 
habitat justifies maintaining wider riparian corridors in order protect ecological functions 
^d values in the urban environment (May and Homer 1998, Metro 2002). This principle 
is not reflected CWS's existing 50' buffer standards that provide the absolute minimiiTn 
protection to support aquatic habitat

Clearwater Services’ existing 50' buffer widths are particularly inadequate to protect 
riparian habitat where tributary channels lack steep slopes or significant streamside 
wetlands that would otherwise provided a wider corridor. In these areas, 50-foot riparian 
buffers leave key stream reaches vulnerable to loss of remaining riparian trees (the 
existing or enhanced riparian buffer) from flood and wind throw disturbance. In these 
areas, clearing of adjacent floodplain vegetation leaves remaining trees and banks 
particularly vulnerable to wind loading and the erosive force of floodwaters, especially 
where incised channels and non-cohesive bank materials predominate (Labbe 2002). In 
other words, minimum vegetated corridors mandated by CWS's design and constmction 
standards (50 feet buffers) are not likely to persist overtime due to patterns of 
disturbance. |

If left to existing CWS buffer standards, the basin's remaining unprotected upland forest 
habitats will also be at extreme risk of being lost to development over time. Likewise, 
the majority of riparian and upland habitats of concern are outside of CWS vegetated 
corridor buffers.

The extent and content of most local Goal 5 programs in the Tualatin Basin are also 
inadequate to prevent the loss of high value fish and wildlife habitat In reviewing local 
Goal 5 programs in the Tualatin Basin we found that:

> The protections for Goal 5 riparian resources do not exceed CWS vegetated 
corridor standards. For exanqDle, all jurisdictions allow development of some form 
in the 100-year floodplain. This leaves undeveloped floodplains, and associated 
riparian habitat, vulnerable to degradation and loss.

> No existing programs provide objective criteria for avoiding habitat destmction, 
choosing instead to rely on the vague and ill-defined standard of "maximum 
extent practicable" as tire criteria for avoidance. Only under exceptional and 
discretionary circumstances does this absolutely require new lurban development 
to entirely avoid a protected Goal 5 resource.

High value habitats where development impacts can and should be avoided to the 
maximum extent of the law.

We cannot support a program that falls so far short of both the ecological imperatives and 
legal authority of the Tualatin Basin Partners to prevent habitat loss and degradation 
through appropriate land-use regulations. A Goal 5 Program that provides no new 
measures to prevent the incremental, unmitigated loss of the highest value regionally 
significant habitat is at variance with basin and regional policy directives. It also burdens



the public at large and future generations with the negative social, environmental and 
economic consequences- including significant public and private financial costs- of 
unmitigated habitat destraction.

A reasonable alternative, at minimum, would be to develop a program that requires 
future development to avoid clearing, grading, and paving to the maximum extent of the 
law in Class I riparian and Class A wildlife habitats, undeveloped floodplains, and 
habitats of concern.

One ^proach for riparian habitats would be to extend the existing Clean Water Services 
vegetated corridor standards! to Class I riparian habitats and undeveloped floodplains. 
Alternatively, clear and objective standards could be established to require future 
development (clearing and grading for construction of roads or structures) to avoid high 
value habitats by establishing maximum allowable disturbance areas. Flexibility could be 
built into this approach by developing an environmental review process with a clear 
purpose, timing, and procedure to be implemented by staff trained in natural resource 
science and planning.

Some jurisdictions around the region have already developed local land-use regulations 
that require development to limit disturbance areas in order to avoid protected goal 5 
resources. Below we provide three examples of jurisdictions that have established such 
programs that provide woridng models for developing a habitat protection program in the 
Tualatin Basin:

The City of Portland has applied existing environmental zones to riparian and upland 
habitat in different portions of the City for over 12 years. The protection zone (p-zone) 
requires a maximum disturbance zone determined by finding the area of the parcel 
outside of the resource zone and subtracting it from a threshold square footage depending 
on zone. The maximum threshold is 5,000 square feet

The City of Wilsonville requires that no more than 5% a significant natural resource zone 
(protected goal 5 resource) on a parcel be impacted. An environmental review process 
applies where lots that would be rendered unbuildable or for lots greater than an acre and 
greater than 85% significant natural resource zone.

Lake Oswego requires all developments in "Resource Conservation Districts" (RCD) to 
designate a minimum of 50% of the RCD as the “RC Protection area” (RCP). No 
development is allowed in thje RCP. The RCP must be located to provide connectivity to 
other RCPs or RCD lands, if they are present The RCP also must meet criteria for 
retaining the largest trees on the property, preventing blow-down hazards, protecting 
steep slopes, avoiding water resources, protecting wildlife habitat, and maintaining 
contiguous canopy and maintain the scenic values.
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ROBERT AND PATRICIA BAILEY 
7455 N W HELVETIA ROAD 
HILLSBORO, OREGON 97124

July 29,2004

recei ved
AUB 02 200^

I divi sio n  Land Use & Transportation

The Tualatin Basin Natural Resources 
Coordinating Committee 

Washington Coimty/DLUT; Planning Division 
155 N. First Avenue, Suite 350-14 
Hillsboro, Oregon 97124

Public Written Testimony

Coordinating Committee,

Metro recently completed their industrial lands survey. They included acreage in 
Helvetia, north of Hillsboro. That decision is now under appeal by several parties in the 
Helvetia area, including us. One of our objections to the Metro assessment process is that 
it overlooked the amount of effected flood plain that Gulch Creek involves, between N W 
West Union Road, parallel N W Helvetia Road, and then south as it crosses west under N 
W Helvetia Road then crosses under the Sunset Highway. From there, it joins Wqibel 
Creek, which in turn is a tributary of the McKay Creek.

We submitted photographic testimony of the flood of 1996. The expanse was over 100 
yards wide at Helvetia and Pubols Road intersection. Likewise at Helvetia and Schaaf 
Road intersection. It broadened to 200 yards as it developed a holding pond north of 
Groveland Road and as it backed up because of the low flow under the Sunset Highway.

Gulch Creek drains the Helvetia Highlands and multiple farmers aim their drain tiling 
toward Gulch Creek. Any disruption downstream would have flood impact and 
potentially create obstacles to the proper drainage of agricultural lands to its north, west, 
and east.

Gulch Creek is frequented by waterfowl, heron, migratory birds, amphibians, beaver, and 
has been habitat for small fish and crawdad. Cutthroat trout were last in it about 30 years 
ago and before much of the riparian vegetation was cut back and the creek “ditched”.

Please work to include protection of Gulch Creek.

pectfully

Robert and Patricia Bailey
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Laura Taylor

From: OregonreaIestate@cs.com
Sent: Friday, August .06,2004 11:34 AM
To: Laura_TayIor@co.washington.or.us; Angela_Brown@co.washington.or.us
Subject: Mapping Adjustment to Allow for Riverhouse Approval AR-03-18 & CWS File #2947 [GFI-T8489-

4119118F610A83771

To whom it may concern.

I have attached letter and Tax Map as a request to continue the map correction to all parts of Tax 
Lots# 1301 & 1400, Map 2S124BC, Washington County, Oregon in order to reflect approved 
development of a 210 unit congregate care and assisted living facility adjacent to the Tualatin 
Senior Center. Correct Project Boundaries of Tualatin Architectual Review Decision# AR-03-18 and 
Clean Water Services Service Provider Letter# 2947 need to be reflected in your Mapping by 
including all of Tax Lot# 1301 8i 1400 .

Again, see letter and tax map attached.

Sincerely,

Rich Baranzano 
Owner

8/6/04

mailto:OregonreaIestate@cs.com
mailto:Laura_TayIor@co.washington.or.us
mailto:Angela_Brown@co.washington.or.us


RIVERHOUSE
Richard and Ronald Baranzano 

P.O.B0X 505
18615-18645 SW Boones Ferry Road 

Tualatin, Oregon 97062 
E-mail: Oregonrealestate@cs.com

August 9,2004 

Laura S. Taylor
Tualatin Basin Natural Resource Coordinating Committee 
Washington County/DLUT 
155 N. 1st Avenue, Suite 350-14 
Hillsboro, Oregon 97124

RE: “Riverhouse”, 2S124BC Tax Lots 1400 and 1301 

Dear Laura:

RECEIVED 

AUG 0 9 20Q(
LAND DEVELj . ...ciii csitVICES 
LAND USE & TRANSPORTATION

For your records and as part of Present Review, I am attaching the fifty nine(59) page 
Justification, Dated Jime 20,2003 that accompanied our Submittal to Clean Water 
Services resulting in om award of Clean Water Service Provider Letter, FUe# 2947 
[GFI-T8489-4119118F610A8377]. Also attached is the Two(2) page transmittal 
previously e-mailed and faxed to your office requesting mapping adjustments that will 
outline the sound siting of our project that together with enabling administrative rules, 
will allow our Project to go forward in a consistent manner.

Again, this project is an economically important, socially significant, environmentally 
soimd and energy efficient development. It is adjacent to bus lines, the Senior Center and 
in the center of Tualatin’s Core Urban Renewal Area.

Respectfully,

/Zjks^Q,
Richard A. Baranzano [J 

Owner

PAGE 1 OF 63

mailto:Oregonrealestate@cs.com
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RIVERHOUSE
Richard and Ronald Baranzano 

P.O.B0X 505
18615-18645 SW Boones Ferry Road 

Tualatin, Oregon 97062 
F-mail! Oregonrealestate@cs.com

August 5,2004

Sent Via e-mail: lutDlan@co.washington.or.us. Laura Tavlor@co.washington.or.us.
shopkins@ci .tualatin.or.us
ALSO SENT VIA FAX: 503.846.4530

Tualatin Basin Natural Resource Coordinating Committee 
Washington County/DLUT 
155 N. 1st Avenue, Suite 350-14 
Hillsboro, Oregon 97124

RE: Riverhouse, 2S 1 24BC Tax Lots 1400 and 1301 

To Whom It May Concern:

Architectural Review Decision# AR-03-18 approved the development of a 210-umt 
congregate care and assisted living on a 3.11 acre property (see tax lots listed above).
These tax lots are between the Tualatin River on the north and SW Boones Ferry road on 
the south. As a condition and prior to this approval, applicant was granted Service 
Provider Letter, File# 2947, by Clean Water Services. However, OAR 411-056-0007 
places a Licensing Moratorium on assisted living facilities until 2005, so construction 
will not be able to begin for at least a year.

City of Tualatin staffhas indicated that the ESEE mapping needs to be updated to reflect 
this approval. In feet, staff did submit, and received a mapping adjustment for this 
property. Unfortunately, the correction was not carried forward on all parts of the tax lots 
in question(see Tax Lot^ 1301 & 1400, M^ 2S124BC, Washington County attached, 
for the purpose of clarifying Riverhouse Project Location and Tax Lot boundaries).
Please accept this letter as a request to continue the map correction on all parts of fee tax 
lots listed above.

This project is an economically important, socially significant, environmentally sound 
and energy efScient development It is adjacent to bus lines, fee Senior Center and in fee 
center of Tualatin’s Core Urban Renewal Area. Please correct fee map to allow this 
development to move forward.

Respectfully,

Richard A. Baranzano _)

mailto:Oregonrealestate@cs.com
mailto:utDlan@co.washington.or.us
mailto:Tavlor@co.washington.or.us
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JUSTIFICATION TO CLEAN WATER 

SERVICES FOR DEVELOPMENT OF 

SUBJECT PROPERTY- PRESENTLY TAX 

LOTS # 1301 AND 1400, BOTH MAP 2S1-24BC, 
WASHINGTON COUNTY, TUALATIN,

OREGON

Richard Aveiy Baranzano, Property Owner 
Heidi Berg, Site Assessment Coordinator, Clean Water Services

Jnne 20.2003



RIVER HOUSE AT COMMONS HARBOR 
TUALATIN. OREGON
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JUSTIFICATION TO CLEAN WATER SERVICES FOR DEVEOPMENT 
OF SUBJECT PROPERTY-PRESENTLY TAX LOTS 1301 & 1400, BOTH 

MAP 2S1-24BC, WASHINGTON COUNTY, TUALATIN, OREGON

Heidi Berg, Site Assessment Coordinator 
Clean Water Services 
155 N First Avenue, Suite 270 
Hillsboro, Oregon 97124

Richard A. Baranzano 
Box 505
18615-45 SW Boones Ferry Road 
Tualatin, Oregon 97062

June 20,2003

Dear Heidi,

The purpose of this submittal is to establish the uniqueness of this Subject Site( aerial & 
location maps attached, 3 pages) within a significant Urban Infrastructure and to 
establish valid justifications for encouraging the environmentally sound and viable 
development of this highly significant and unique Downtown Tualatin Development Site. 
Also, to all concerned, our hope is for this proposal to reflect our ongoing planning and 
development presence in the center of the most carefully planned suburban communlty( 
attached article reprinted from Urban Land, 4 pages) in the Portland Region and 
Possibly the entire Pacific Northwest. Although we are the largest remaining Site and 
the only Riverfront Site in the Downtown Tualatin Core Area guided by the Central 
Tualatin Concept Plan( see attachment, 1 page) and Core Area Parking District( see 
attachment, 5 pages), present setbacks required by Clean Water Services shrink our 
Site and present a significant challenge to the viable development of our Site. 
cannot provide the necessary spectrum of retirement care from congregate care to
assisted living without the size of project and the number of units that we are proposing.
It was originally the hope that a rich mix of uses would create a vital core for the City of
Tualatin. We are now presenting that opportunity.

It is important to note that as the population of Washington County grew by 181% 
between 1980 and 2000 and the population of Tualatin grew by 306%, Tualatin’s 
population in the 45-64 age group, during this same time period, grew by 553% I 
(see attachment, 1 page)

In response to this aging population, Tualatin has developed into a major medical 
center hosting Meridian Park Hospital( see attachments, 4 pages), a regional 
Kaiser Medical Clinic, Health First Medical Group and 5 other major health care 
providers.



JUSTIFICATION TO CLEAN WATER SERVICES FOR DEVEOPMENT 
OF SUBJECT PROPERTY-PRESENTLY TAX LOTS 1301 & 1400, BOTH 

MAP 2S1-24BC, WASHINGTON COUNTY, TUALATIN, OREGON

Twenty-eight years ago, the City of Tualatin formed their Downtown Urban Renewal 
Area( see attachment, 1 page). Several years later, the Core Area Parking District was 
defined and established. The Core Area Parking District Is a 17 acre area in the Center 
of Tualatin’s Urban Renewal District. The central hub of this area is the $ 30,000,000 
Tualatin Commons-a mixed use development of shops, restaurants, offices, a hotel, and 
residences. Elements of the Commons have won the “Governor’s Livability Award”( see 
attachment, 1 page) for Excellence in Planning and the Project is nationally recognized 
as a shining example of suburban planning within an existing downtown.

The Legal Justification and the underlying Bonding Basis for the Commons relied on the 
submittal of documents that claimed that such a large public expenditure would be 
justified due to the fact that such a Project would create a ripple effect by providing a 
catalyst for new development in the Core area immediately surrounding the Project.
Our Subject 3+ acre Riverfront Development Site, by far the largest undeveloped Site in 
the Core Area, represents this Promise. As yet, the Legal and Bonding Justification 
requiring the creation of viable surrounding development remains largely unfulfilled.

In 1978, as a requirement of development of Subject Site, the City of Tualatin required 
two easement dedications for greenways( see Exhibit “A” attached, 4 pages), one 
along Hedges Creek and the other along the Tualatin River. We were one of the first 
Tualatin property owners required to make such a dedication. Shortly afterward, we 
were Permitted and placed engineered and compacted rock fill on the property bringing 
more of the Site above the 100 year flood-plane. We have actively planned a Two 
Phase Project. Phase I will be on the Tualatin Riverfront and Phase II will be fronting 
Boones Ferry Road. Some services will be shared between both buildings. During the 
peak of the 1996 flood, the riverfront Site remained above the floodwaters.

Careful planning has been ongoing for twenty-eight years, Tualatin has a regional and 
national reputation for doing everything they can to be pro-active in their planning. Our 
concepts should continue to command a leadership role and the existing infrastructure 
has set the stage for a complete downtown. A significant Mixed-Use Senior 
Housing Project is now being proposed on the only Site that could allow and 
encourage the elderly a practical ambulatory access to the Senior Center and its 
provided public services. Please assist in enabling this refreshing endeavor.

Respectfully,

Richard Averv Baranzano



JUSTIFICATION TO CLEAN WATER SERVICES FOR DEVEOPMENT 
OF SUBJECT PROPERTY-PRESENTLY TAX LOTS 1301 & 1400, BOTH 

MAP 2S1-24BC, WASHINGTON COUNTY, TUALATIN, OREGON

PURPOSE OF PROPOSAL

It is generally recognized that citizens in the 58 years of age and older category 
represent one of the fastest growing segments of our society. The primary market 
response to this growing need has been to provide a variety of housing types and 
services for persons in the higher income brackets, ranging from full life care facilities 
(medical, meals, recreation, and housekeeping) and nursing homes to congregate 
housing (meals, housekeeping but not medicaO, ond assisted living (meals and limited 
medical assistance). These various facilities are represented in Tualatin and throughout 
the greater Portland area. With each additional level of service, whether it is meals, 
transportation, housekeeping, medical assistance or medical facilities, an additbnal cost 
factor is added which must be absorbed by the occupant, either through higher rents or 
higher initial fixed payments, or both. As a result, these facilities, for the most part, tend 
to provide too many services before they are needed and are unnecessarily costly. At 
the other end of the spectrum are a limited number of facilities which have been 
subsidized under various government programs designed to serve those in the lowest 
income ranges.

There is little being provided for citizens over 58 who fall in the middle to higher income 
ranges who desire some of the amenities but not all of the services and attendant costs 
associated with senior housing. For instance, there are a growing number of single 
woman, either widowed, divorced or never married, who are in good health and prefer 
to take care of themselves, but at the same time do not want to live alone. They prefer 
a more secure environment than the typical garden apartment complex, dietary 
offerings, and the companionship and social contact with others in their same age 
range. Similarly, there are couples with grown children who are looking for a simpler life 
style with many of the amenities of elderly housing that provide the necessary support 
for at least one spouse. We believe that this is a niche in the market place that needs to 
be filled.

Our intent is to provide quality senior housing next to the Tualatin Senior Center at this 
truly unique location for persons desirous and capable of independent living with many 
of the amenities, such as security, recreation, social programs, attractive grounds within 
a park system adjacent to this regional Senior Center along with the full complement of 
urban services and transportation, but without medical services and at a rent level that 
is actually more affordable and convenient than living alone in owner-occupied housing. 
Similar complexes, accessible to fewer services have been built in the San Francisco 
Bay area and are quite successful. This will be one of the first facilities of this kind in 
Portland immersed within a public facility infrastructure within a traditional downtown to 
be built on Commercially Zoned Properly.



JUSTIFICATION TO CLEAN WATER SERVICES FOR DEVEOPMENT 
OF SUBJECT PROPERTY-PRESENTLY TAX LOTS 1301 & 1400, BOTH 

MAP 2S1-24BC, WASHINGTON COUNTY, TUALATIN, OREGON

DEMOGRAPHICS

The demographics for that segment of the senior population we anticipate will be 
attracted to Phase I of the development along the Tualatin River wilt be somewhat 
different than the other forms of senior housing. The average entry age will be lower; 
probably about 74. Woman will most likely make up 70% of the community, single men 
15% and couples 10%. Residents on the whole will be healthier and ambulatory in 
order to enjoy an independent lifestyle. Most will be moving from no more than 10 or 15 
miles away.

PROJECT SITE

Tualatin has become Southern Portland’s' Regional Service Center. The Proposed 
River House Site is located on 3 acres on Central Commercial Zoned Property within 
the 17 acre Core Area Parking District Urban Renewal Area. The Commons and 
surrounding property within the Parking District, including Subject, have a residential 
overlay allowing housing as outright-use. We feel that the only way to truly maximize 
services to ambulatory seniors wouid be to locate such housing on highly valued 
commercial property complimented by existing service infrastructure.



JUSTIFICATION TO CLEAN WATER SERVICES FOR DEVEOPMENT 
OF SUBJECT PROPERTY-PRESENTLY TAX LOTS 1301 & 1400, BOTH 

MAP 2S1-24BC, WASHINGTON COUNTY, TUALATIN, OREGON

SERVICES AND PUBLIC FACILITY INFRASTRUCTURE NEARBY

ADJACENT and ACROSS BOONES FERRY ROAD - Tualatin/ 
Durham Senior Center( 8,500 sq.ft.- complimentary lunch 5 

days/week? & see attachments, 11 pages ), Tualatin Community 

Park( 27.11 acres- Community Center[ see attachment, 2 pages ], 
Westside YMCA[ see attachment, 1 page ], jogging, tennis. 

Community Park Fitness walk[ see attachment, 1 page ], nature 

trails ), Tualatin Public Library( see attachment, 7 pages ) and 

City Hall, Core Area Public Parking Facilities

. WITHIN400 FEET- Regional Tri-Met Transportation (Express 

Bus to Downtown Portland, Buses to: Washington Square, Lake 

Oswego, Tualatin,Tigard and Barber Blvd. Transit Centers 

Tualatin’s’ Meridian Park Hospital and Medical Offices ), 
Additional Public Parking, Restaurants, Hotel, Banks in and 

around Tualatin Commons( 19 acre mixed use development - 1/3 

mile promenade around lake forwalking and with fountain plaza 

entertainment area, sitting areas, drinking fountains and 

contemplative areas, see attachments, 2 pages )

WITHIN 650 FEET - Convenience Store, K-Mart, Liquor Store, 
additional Restaurants, additional Banks, Print Shop, Doctors’ 

Offices, Dentists, Insurance, Accounting, Travel Agencies, Flower 
Shop, Dry Cleaner, Fast Foods, Fine Restaurants. Also, 
impending Passenger Rail Service West of Site ( see 

attachments, 5 pages )

WALKING DISTANCE -Fred Meyers, Hagen’s’ Supermarket, 
Kaiser Clinic and. Sport Nation.



JUSTIFICATION TO CLEAN WATER SERVICES FOR DEVEOPMENT 
OF SUBJECT PROPERTY-PRESENTLY TAX LOTS 1301 & 1400, BOTH 

MAP 2S1-24BC, WASHINGTON COUNTY, TUALATIN, OREGON

UTILITY SERVICES INFRASTRUCTURE

Sewer trunk-line upgraded in size and rebuild as gravity sewer. 8” Lateral constructed 
North across Hedges Creek to sen/e Phase I of Project The Tualatin Urban Renewal 
Agency will be constructing a new Half-street improvement and building us access from 
the Northern Leg of a four-way intersection, 12’ sidewalk with tree-wells, permanent 
road crossing refuges, undergrounding of utilities and the creation a new intersection 
serving the Site all along the entire Boones Ferry Road frontage of the Project. A 10” 
water line lateral connects to main line with t-valve under Boones Ferry Road with 
lateral entering Project Site at mid-point of Road frontage at Phase II Project Site. 
Phase I may be connected directly to Senior Center, Tualatin Community Park 
Recreation Facilities, emergency fire access and 8” water line.

PROJECT

The Project will probably proceed in two Phases. Phase I will consist of approximately 
115 Senior Living Units and will be located on the Tualatin River adjacent to the Senior 
Center. Phase II will consist of approximately 100 Senior or Assisted Living Units and 
will be located on Boones Ferry Road South of Phase I. Final number of Units and 
Senior housing mix to be determined.

MARKET LITERATURE ON AGING

The older population is itself getting older. In 1994 the 65-74 age group(18.7 million) 
was eight times larger than in 1900, but the 75-84 group(10.9 million) was 14 times 
larger and the 85+ group(3.5 million) was 28 times larger(A Profile of Older 
Amencans:1995, AARP&AoA). We have found that 9 percent of people aged 65 to 69 
need help with any personal care; 45 percent of people aged 85 and older (2.6 women 
for every man) need help. Also, of the 20.8 Million households headed by older persons 
in 1994, 78% were owners (M^hs of An Aging America, Longino 1994). The River 
House will provide a safe, yet convenient, reasonable and attractive market driven 
alternative for the large population of aging independent females who are finding 
increasing difficulty in living alone in their own homes.
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Dave  Lelan d

A public/private development 
creates a city center and an 
identity for a suburban com* 
munity, population 17,000 
and growing.

Reprinted Iroin Urban Land, published by ULI-the Urban 
Land Institute. fi25 Indiana Avenue. N.W., 

Washington. DC 20004.

The diy of Tualatin, Oregon, was in thesame 
boat as many rapidly growing suburban com-
munities. Wth a strong employment base of 
technology and industrial parks, the dty had 
doubled in size in a decade, and the continu-

ous arrival of new residents from California and be-
yond was keeping up the growth rate. Located just 
south of Portland, Tualatin lacked a strong identity 
of its own and was in danger of becoming simply an 
ordinary suburb—that is, until a combination ofdr- 
cumstances and vision and hard work led to a solu-
tion: the development of a central place, a down-
town, a dvic “living room” on a 19-acre site. This 
new dty center has given Tualatin a unique and 
positive identity. Its realization testifies to the power 
of a true public/private partnership.

Evolution of an Opportunity
In 1975, Tualatin established a redevelopment dis-
trict at its center. The aim was to encourage the de-
velopment of a village-scale downtown through in-
frastructure improvements and other incentives. 
Increased urban renewal tax revenues would pay the 
cost of the dty’s investment. Soon tax increment 
revenues began to materialize from suburban retail 
development and to accrue in excess of the redevel-
opment district’s bonded debt service.

In 1985, die dty’s redevelopment agency, the 
Tualatin Development Commission, resolved to ac-
quire land at a prime location in the middle of down-
town. The purchases, totaling 19 acres, took place 
in a series of transactions from 1985 through 1987. 
Most of the land was undeveloped, but in a few 
cases buildings were acquired and demolished. The 
most significant parcel was the Hervin pet food fac-
tory, which occupied a prominent position (geo-
graphically, visually, and aromatically) in the center 
of town. The development district’s tax increment 
reserve account enabled the development commis-
sion to set aside the funds for developing the site 
without incurring additional bonded indebtedness.

At first, the development commission sought a 
retail development for the property. But poor eco-
nomic conditions in the 1980s and the arrival on the 
retail scene of big-box retailers and power centers 
conspired against this use. Tualatin could not attract 
the prime tenants necessary to trigger the proposed 
retail center within the development commission’s 
mandates for a pedestrian-oriented dty center.

By the early 1990s, commerdal vacancies were 
low in the downtown area, but new development 
was not occurring. Interest in proceeding with the 
development of the 19-acre site was high.

But, after two failed attempts by major develop-
ers to carry through with the projects on the site, 
the dty was a bit hesitant. It ^dded to take the mat-
ter to the general public. A forum was held in which 
the development commission asked community resi-
dents what they wanted in their dty center. Ten ob-
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This manmade lake 
turned a centrally 
located 100-year 
floodplain into a 
focal point of Tuala-
tin's downtown. The 
mixed-use project's 
landscaped plaras 
and esplanade em-
phasize its pedestrian 
orientation.

Ten objectives emerged. These became the basis for 
guiding development of the property. The develop-
ment goals for this site, said most citizens, should be:
• a strong civic focus, through the use of public fii- 
cilities and spaces;
• a tradidonal downtown, achieved through the en-
couragement of diverse, private development;
• good pedestrian and vehicular circulation;
• day and night uses;
• a strong visual presence at major entrances to 
downtown;
• an improved economic climate for downtown 
businesses;
• convenient and adequate parking
• links to nearby retail, civic, and recreation uses 
and to the city park a block away;
• a downtown built for the long term (50+ years); and
• retention of downtown’s retail market share.

The pubh'c was saying, “We do not want another 
strip mail We want a blend of public and private uses— 
a special place.” Rapidly growing suburban commu-
nities usually lose the opportunity to create a signifi-
cant town center quite early in the city’s development 
Tualatin’s citizens did not want to lose their chance.

Project Feasibility
In 1992, the time was right. The market was improv-
ing. The development commission had money in re-
serve for implementation. Local officials were eager

to make something special happen. Most city resi-
dents favored the idea of developing a pedestrian- 
oriented centra] place.

A feasible development based on market realities 
would require a marriage of citizen objectives with 
sound real estate principles. The development com-
mission hired a consulting firm, Leland Consulting 
Group, to recommend options for the property and 
manage the process. The consultant’s initial assess-
ment noted that although parts of the property had 
high visibility and good access to strong traffic vol-
umes, the back part of the property was weak. Also, 
the site would need to be filled as it was virtually en-
tirely within the 100-year floodplain.

Leland Consulting also observed that the dty was 
nervous about negotiating for an extended period of 
rime with a master developer who might tie up the 
property for a year or more. The window of opportu-
nity was small, mainly because of the politics involved, 
and there was pressure to produce results quickly.

Leland recommended a mixed-use, public/private 
urban development that would enhance the down-
town area and not compete with existing uses. In an 
effort to reduce costs and create value, Leland fur-
ther recommended digging a lake in the center of 
the site and using the dirt from the excavation to 
elevate building pads above the 100-year floodplain. 
The lake would create a ring of value around the en-
tire site, including the weaker back part of the prop-
erty. The city’s provision of an esplanade and land-
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scaped public spaces in the mid-
dle of the downtown would also 
add signiBcant value to adjacent 
real estate.

To spare the development 
commission the concerns of deal-
ing again with a single large devel-
oper, Leland recommended that 
the commission function as the 
land developer and deBne a series 
of small, bite-sized projects that 
could be tackled by small- or 
medium-sized developers.

With the enthusiastic support 
of the development commission 
and the city’s Urban Renewal Ad-
visory Committee, a technical de-
sign team was put together to de-
velop further plans. Key members 
were Leland Consulting Group 
(project managers and real estate 
economists), Stasmy Architecture 
(architects and urban designers), 
and Walker & Macy (landscape ar-
chitects and planners). Harper Righ- 
ellis (dvil engineers). Geotechni-
cal Resources (soil sdentists),
SRI/ Shapiro (lake biologists), 
and Lane Advertising & Public 
Relations (marketing and commu-
nications spedalists) also played 
major roles.

Initial studies showed that a 
public investment of $5 million 
(not including the cost of the land assembled years 
ago) would be needed. CThis Bgure compared favor-
ably with the $11 million in public investment require-
ments estimated for previous plans.) About half of 
this investment could be recovered through land sales.

In its endorsement of the preliminary plan in 
July 1992, the development commission established 
several ground rules:
• Three of the seven development parcels had to be 
committed before construction of the lake would start.
• The public sector’s construction budgets for pub-
lic improvements could not exceed $5 million.
• Construction had to commence by the summer 
of 1993.

The consulting team drew up a fast-track sched-
ule and performed detailed studies. The market study 
was refined, and seven parcels around the lake were 
delineated for private development The project was 
ready to present to the public.

Lane Advertising & Pubb’c Relations led the 
campaign to keep the public informed and to assess 
community attitudes. A small but vocal faction in 
the community opposed the project because it be-
lieved the public sector should not be involved in 
development. But most of the community was sup-

SWTiablkv-SIcnwiod Road
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portive. Lane prepared a slide show demonstrating 
how the lake design met the criteria of the original 
citizens’ goal statement and presented it widely. Key 
decision makers in the community were contacted 
and their concerns incorporated into the project 
plans. A continuous flow of press releases, a press 
Idt, media interviews, flyers, a poster contest for ele-
mentary school children, and stories in the city’s 
newsletter kept the public informed. A motto for 
the project—the “heart of a great dty”—was chosen.

The Development Program
The distinguishing features of projects developed 
around the lake were to be their urban scale, their ur-
ban form, and their pedestrian orientation. Tualatin 
Commons would not look like any other business 
area in Tualatin or like any typical suburban devel-
opment. The development program envisioned a 
wide range of uses, including a suites hotel, two Class 
A office buildings with some ground-level retail space, 
rental apartments and condominiums, a mixed-use 
(commercial/residential) complex, two freestanding 
high-quality restaurants, extensive public features in-
cluding a lake and public esplanade, a community 
center, and off-street parking. An open-air market

Site plan of Tualatin 
Commons.
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colonnade is located adjacent to the larger rustic 
fountain, providing an area for events, feirs, Satur-
day markets, and other public assembly activities.

Performance-oriented design guidelines, drawn 
up by the architects and city staff, were the basis for 
design discussions between the development com-
mission and prospective developers, project proposals 
were evaluated for more than their fmancial aspects.

To market the development parcels, die city 
sent mailings introducing the project to a database 
list of potential developers, real estate brokers, and 
bankers, and the consultants and dry staff met with 
interested parties. Project updates were regularly 
mailed to names on the list. A site plan and architec-
tural renderings provided a clear image of the lake 
and the development surrotmding it at completion. 
Market studies pinpointed opportunities for differ-
ent income-producing land uses.

As is the case with most successful public/private 
ventures, private capital followed public commit-
ment. While a number of developers showed signifi-
cant early interest, the dty had to commit dedsively 
to construction and long-term maintenance of the 
lake and public esplanade before any private developer 
would sign a development and disposition agreement 
and commit capital to the project

The site offered a number of important advan-
tages to developers. The price of die land was com-
petitive with similar proper^ in die area but induded 
the lake as a value-adding amenity. Developers would 
not have to come up with the purchase price until 
the design process was completed, thereby saving 
property-carrying charges, and the public approvals 
process was streamlined, thereby saving time and 
money. All needed infrastructure would be provided 
by the development commission. Approximately 
30,000 cars drove by the site daily. Most important, 
there was a growing market opportunity in virtually 
every sector. Financing restrictions had put com-
mercial construction on hold for a number of years, 
while demand continued to grow.

The combination of market opportunity, the' 
public commitment to build the lake, and the strong 
design and developer package resulted in the sale or 
commitment of sue of the seven private development 
parcels in less than a year. Four parcels had letters 
of intent by the initial ground-breaking deadline. 
Ground breaking for the lake and other public ele-
ments took place in July 1993, and the public portions 
of the development were completed by May 1994, 
when the community celebrated the grand opening.

At that time, die 40-suite hotel and the first 
phase of the 44-unit residential development were 
nearing completion. In June, ground was broken for 
the two office buildings by Gionet Development and 
Equity Development, totaling 87,000 square feet; 
one of die restaurants is scheduled to break ground 
this fall. Construction will begin this month on a 
mixed-use commercial and residential complex con-

taining 13,000 square feet of retail space, 27 apart-
ments, and seven condominiums. The developer is 
See Properties. The only private development par-
cel remaining to be sold is the site for a second res-
taurant (and, at die time of this writing in early fall, 
negotiations are underway widi a prospective pur-
chaser). The private developments are projected to 
have a total value of over S22 million at buildout. Si 
million more than was projected in die early planning.

Tualatin Commons was developed as a true 
public/private parmership. The private development 
parcels, including the adjacent off-street parldng ar-
eas, are owned in fee simple. The owners arc re-
sponsible for maintaining their structures and park-
ing lot and for paying property taxes. The public 
sector owns die lake, foe wide promenade around 
foe lake, and foe landscaped public plaza and foun-
tain. The city is considering building and owning a 
community center that will include a small perform-
ing arts facility, meeting space, and a home for foe 
Tualatin Chamber of Commerce. All of foe public 
uses are owned, operated, and maintained by foe dty. 
The Tualatin Parks and Recreation Department is 
responsible for scheduling events in foe plaza, which, 
it has promised develojiers, will be regular and fre-
quent to attract foe public. A concert series last sum-
mer premiered foe plaza’s schedule of events. A new 
paddleboat concession brings activity to foe lake.

By all appearances, Tualatin Commons is a suc-
cess. The project came about because the commu-
nity had a vision for its future and because foe pub-
lic and private sectors were willing to take part in an 
unusual parmership. The Urban Renewal Advisory 
Committee had advocated for a village-style down-
town since 1975. In 1992, a group of concerned dti- 
zens organized themselves into Tualatin Futures, 
and this group made support for foe implementation 
of Tualatin Commons its first task. Strong dty lead-
ership played an equally critical role. The develop-
ment commission, made up of elected dty coundl 
members, along with senior dty staff and foe con-
sultants worked tirelessly to ensure that foe project 
objectives were met. Their work and a strong mar-
ket combined to give Tualatin foe urban identity it 
was seeking. ♦

Dave Leland was development adviser and project manager 
for Tualatin Commons. He is managing director of Leland 
Consulting Group, real estate economists and project managers, 
of Portland, Oregon, and Denver, Colorado.
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Central Tualatin Design Guidelines

Janua^ 24,2000, the Tualatin Development Commission approved the 
Tualatin Commons Enhancement Strategy Work Plan to further enhance 
the identity of the downtown core area. A component of that strategy was 
to create design guidelines for the Central Design District. The design 
guidelines originally developed for the Tualatin Commons project were 
used as a beginning point for this process.

As part of this process. The Central Tualatin Concept Plan" was 
developed. This plan, in conjunction with the design guidelines, provides 
the fundamental structure necessary to guide development of public, 
private and City properties. The Concept Plan recognizes and respects 
existing uses as a vital part of the evolution of Central Tualatin. By utilizing 
the Concept Plan as the organizing framework for development, the rich 
mix of uses envisioned will create a vital core for the City of Tualatin.

To create the design guidelines, a 14-member Focus Group comprised of 
downtown property and business owners, representatives from the Urban 
Renewal Advisory Committee and Architectural Review Board was formed 
and held a series of sbc meetings during the period May - August 2001. 
Input from the general public was solicited during an open house held on 
August 16, 2001.

The Design Guidelines Report is comprised of four major topics;

• Central Tualatin Concept
• City Connections
• Spaces and Landscapes
• Buildings

Included in each topic category is a series of guidelines and a graphic icon 
to represent those guidelines. Download the Central Tualatin Design 
Guidelines report.

City of Tualatin

18880 SW Martinazzi Ave. 
Tualatin, OR 97062

httD://www.ci.tualatin.or.us/ed/DesGuidelmes.htm 4/14/2003
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The Core Area Parking District was established in 1979 and 
encompasses 24 acres in the downtown area roughly bordered by SW 
Martinazzi Avenue to the east, SW Boones Ferry Road to the west, SW 
Nyberg Road to the south, and Hedges Creek to the north. The Core Area 
Parking District is within the Central Urban Renewal Area of downtown 
Tualatin.

Core Area Public Parking 8.5Mx11" 17kb 
Red Lot Clot A) B.ff'xl 1" 89kb 

White Lot fl.ot Cl 8.5"x11" 159kb 
Yellow Lot (Lot R 8.5"x11" 72kb 
Green Lot (Lot G) 8.5"x11" 89kb 
Blue Lot fLot K) 8.5"x11" 117kb 

All Core Area Parking Maos 8.5’,x11" Multipaqe 871kb

The Core Area Parking District is governed by the Core Area Parking 
District Board (CAPDB) which meets on a quarterly basis on the 
Wednesday following the third Monday in February, May, August, and 
November each year. Additional meetings are schooled on an “as 
needed” basis. Seven members comprised of downtown business owners, 
property owners, and citizens serve on the Board for three-year terms.

Since its inception, the Core Area Parking District Board has been active

httD://www.ci.tualatin.or.us/ed/Core_Area_Parkmg.htm 4/14/2003
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in many aspects of the District including construction of parking lots, 
managing parking lots, performing parking analyses, and other functions 
that have proven vital in ensuring adequate public parking within the 
District.

Five parking lots are located in the Core Area Parking District and provide 
a variety of short and long-tenn parking based on location and the type of 
businesses in the immediate vicinity. Enforcement of time zones is done 
to insure that the short-term spaces are available for customers. Violators 
are subject to fines, or in the event of multiple violations without payment 
of the citation, possible booting of their vehicle.

Finances for the District are generated through the Core Area Tax on 
businesses within the District. Funds collected are applied to maintenance 
of parking lots, landscaping, and staff to enforce parking regulations 
through the Parking Enforcement Officer.

City of Tualatin
18880 SW Martinazzl Ave. 

Tualatin, OR 97062 
Phone: (503)692-2000

Comments or concerns about website? 
webmaster@cl.tualatin.o*r.us

Last Revised: 3/4/03

Search | Contact Us I Government Services 
Employment.PPPOrtuniUe? I Leisure/Recreation | Uvlno In Tualatin 

ausinftgSJnJwalatln I Departments

http://www.ci.tualatin.or.us/ed/Core_Area_Parking.htm 4/14/2003
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humidity: 82%

Source; Oregon Climate Service

Home Page

Demographics
Population

1980 1990 1998 1999 2000 2001
7438 14,664 21,405 21,345 22,791 23,270

245 8̂08 311,554 397,600 404,750 445^42 455,800
^1 1 " 241919 278,850 323,600 326,850 338,391 345,150
S^^980C19w !2000 us  Census; 1998.’ 1999,2001 Center for Population Research and Census. Portland State 

University. 0 indicates data is unavailable.

City of Tualatin 
Washington County 
Clackamas County

Washington County 

Clackamas Coimty

727 sq miles 627 persons/sq 
mile

1,879 sq 184 pe^ons/sq 
miles mile

Sources: figures based on 2001 PSU 
population estimates;
Oregon Bluebook county square 
mileage

Comniunity Age Groups

Under 5 years 

5-19 years 

20-44 years 

45-64 years 

65+ years 

Median Age

1970
0

0

0

0

0

0

1980
747

1990
7,330

2000
1,730

1,782 3,421

3,755 7,421

863 2,076 4,776

201 765 1,327

27 31

Source:i: US Census. 0 orN/A indicates data is not available. Median value Is the middle value, not an average.

Housing

http://l 59.121.111,9/FMPro?-db=Community .fp4&-Format=forms.htm&-lay-webpage&-. 4/14/2003

http://l


How to Find Us H ealthcare Services Classes & Health InformaHon Finding a Doctor

■h'JSt Su=>iW

Home

Our Hospitals |Our Hospitals

Emanuel Emanuel 
Children's Hospital 
Hospital
■ Patient Guide

■3 GOj

Good Meridian
Samaritan Park 
Hospital Hospital

Mount
Hood

AboutLegacy

Employment

Professional
Educatbn

0
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ODD
Site Map

Legacy Meridian Park Hospital 
19300 SW 65th Avenue 
Tualatin, Oregon 97062 
(503) 692-1212

Links to:
Overview of Legacy Meridian Park Hospital
Area map anci driving directions
Campus map
Visih'na Hours.

L(x:ated in the Portland suburb of Tualatin, Legacy Meridian Park Hospital was 
established in 1973 to serve the rapidly expanding population of the fastest 
growing area of the state. The hospital has 117 available inpatient beds and 
provides inpatient, emergency and outpatient services to a five-county area that 
includes portions of Clackamas, Multnomah, Washington, Yamhill and Marlon 
counties. The 48-acre campus includes the main hospital, two medical office 
buildings, the Radiation and Oncology Center, the Community Health 
Education Center. Legacy's second Women's Breast Health Center and the 
Temporary Living Center. A major expansion program recently completed has 
added a heart catheterization lab, expanded the intensive care unit to 32 beds, 
and expanded outpatient services, surgical services and the Family Birth 
Center and added 100 additional parking places.

Legacy Meridian Park In the News:

• October 3.2002 - Meridian Park Invites Community to Kid's Safety Fair 
Oct 12

• May 20.2002 - New Physical Therapist Joins Legacy Rehabilitation' 
Services at Legacy Meridian Park Hospital

• July 24.2001 - Legacy Meridian Park Hospital Awarded Accreditation 
from Joint Commission

• Junes. 2001 - Lymphedema Management Services Added at Meridian 
Park

http://www.legacyhedth.org/findus/hospitals/mph/mph.ssi 4/14/2003
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Area Map and Driving Directions
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From the North -1-5 Southbound

• Take exit 289, turn left at the stoplight
• Cross the overpass and proceed on Nyberg Road
• After the curve, proceed on SW 65th Avenue and take the second left off 

of SW 65th onto the hospital grounds
• The main entrance is to the left

From the South -1-5 Northbound

• Take exit 289, turn right at the stoplight and proceed on Nyberg
• After the curve, proceed on SW 65th up the hill
• Take the second left off of SW 65th onto the hospital grounds
• The main entrance is to the left

From the East - i-205 Westbound

• Take exit 3, turn right on Stafford Road, then left on Borland Road
• Follow Borland Road until it dead ends at SW 65th Ave
• Turn right and follow the hospital signs to main entrance

From the West -1-205 Eastbound

http://www.legacyhealth.org/findus/hospitals/mph/mph.ssi 4/14/2003
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• Take exit 3, turn left onto Stafford Road and proceed to the dashing red 
light at the SW Borland Road intersection

• Turn left on Borland Road and proceed about 4 miles until Borland ends 
at SW 65th

• Turn right on 65th
• Turn right again into the drive leading to Meridian Park's main entrance

Community Health Education Center

• The Community Health Education Center is the building on the north 
side of Meridian Park Hospital. It has its own parking lot in front of the 
building

• If you are coming from 1-5 (heading South on 65th Avenue), take the first 
drive on your left after turning onto 65th

• If you are coming from 1-205 (heading North on 65th Avenue), take the 
second drive on your right after turning onto 65th

I Return to top of page |

Campus Map

http://www.legacyhealth.org/findus/hospitals/mph/mph.ssi 4/14/2003
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Home I How to Find Us | Healthcare Services | Classes & Heatth Information | 
Finding a Doctor | About Legacy | Employment | Professional Education |

Site Map
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The Central Urban 
Renewal District 
encompasses 327.48 
acres in the downtown 
area of Tualatin.

Tualatin Commons is at 
the heart of the District. 
This mixed-use 
development includes a 
man-made lake, plazas, 
office buildings, hotel, 
restaurants, townhomes, 
apartments and a unique 
business/townhome 
complex called 'Tualatin 
Mews." The Tualatin

Central Urban Renewal District 
March 2002

Commons Landmark Project is currently in the final design stages and is 
anticipated to be constructed in 2003.

To gain a greater visibility for the Tualatin Commons and downtown area, 
the Tualatin Development Commission has developed the Tualatin 
Commons Enhancement Strategy Work Plan that outlines future 
improvements to remove blight and to further insure the vitality of this 
area. Proposed enhancements include:

Two pedestrian crossings on SW Boones Ferry Road constructed 
in Summer 2001.
Landmark (2003)
Expansion of Parking Lot G (future)
Expansion of Parking Lot C (completed in winter 2001)
Streetscape enhancements and utility undergrounding along SW 
Boones Ferry Road between SW Martinazzi Avenue and SW 
Tualatin Road (2003)
Streetscape enhancements including art and parking lot signage in 
the Commons/downtown area (2003)

http;//www.ci.tualatin.or.us/ed/(Turd.htm 4/14/2003
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Parent Golden BooOe Winner for 'Best Park Playground' In 
the Portland area by the readers of Portland Parent 
magazine. The award-winning playground translates history 
Into an Interactive play area for children of all abilities.

Urban Planning and Design
Professional Achievement In Planning - American Planning 
Association, Oregon Chapter, 1999

M
ualatin Commons recognized for establishing a sense of 
place, focus, and unique Identity.____________________

Governor's LIvabllltv Awards - Livable Oregon, Inc., 1998
The Mews at Tualatin Commons recognized as an exemplary 
development project that reinforces Oregon's quality of life 
and support of Its transportation and land use goals._______

Special Commendation. Livable City Center Awards, Livable Oregon, 
Inc., 1995

te!
ualatin Commons recognized for promoting outstanding 

[public-private partnerships In urban design.____________

Ixcellence In Community Deslon Award - City of Tualatin, 1994
The Tualatin Development Commission received this award 
for quality urban design for Tualatin Commons.__________

Urban Forestry

Government Prelect; Urban Forestry Plan - Oregon Urban and 
Community Forestry Coundl and Oregon Department of Forestry, 
2002

Awarded for outstanding achievements and contributions to 
urban forestry. Read the Press Releasel . . i

Outstanding Contributions to Urban Forestry. Government Category
Oregon Urban and Community Forestry Council and Oregon 
Departrrjent of Forestry, 1996

The award was received for providing exemplary leadership 
and vision resulting in outstanding tree 
preservation/conservation or planting and maintenance. 
prograrhs.__________________________________________

Oregon Tree CItv of the Year - Oregon Urban and Community 
Forestry Council and Oregon Department of Forestry, 1994

Awarded for outstanding achievements and contributions to 
urban forestry.______________________________________

Tree CItv USA Growth Awards - The National Arbor Day Foundation

Planning and Management: tree inventory and analysis, 
wildlife habitat, park and open space; 1998 
Education and Public Relations: Interpretive program; 
Planning and Management: management plan, park and 
open space; 1996
Education and Public Relations: continuing education for 
tree workers; Planning and Management: improved 
ordinance, wildlife habitat, park and open space; 1995 
Education and Public Relations: publicity event; Planning 
and Management: Improved ordinance, standards and

httD;//www.ci.tualatin.or.us/city/A\vards%20We,ve%20Received/awards_received_index.h... 4/14/2003
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AGREEMENT AND GRANT OF EASEMENT

THIS AGREEMENT, made and entered into this 30th day of DecemKo-r- 
1977, by and between the City of Tdalatin, Oregon, a municipal corporal 
tion, hereinafter referred to as "City,*' and Alvs M. Rogers . thp 
personal representative of the estate of Elsie" V. Kruper. kichard
Baranzano and Ronald Baranzano, individuals, hereifrart^*- —^---- *
collectively as "Baranzano.”

WITNESSETH:

referred to

WHEREAS, in connection with the City's declared intent to amend 
the zone classification upon real property owned by Baranzano, it is 
necessary that an easement in and to a portion of said real property 
be granted to the City of Tualatin for a public pedestrian and bicycle 
pathway, and

WHEREAS, Baranzano is willing to grant said casement, and the City 
is willing to accept the same for the stated purposes upon the terms and 
conditions sec forth below.

IN CONSIDERATION of the mutual promises, covenants and undertakings 
of the parties and pursuant to the required performance of Baranzano con- 
taxned in Resolution No. 295-77 adopted by the City Council of the City 
of Tualatin on October 2A. 1977, it is agreed as follows:

r Ai.yS ^°S®rs , the personal representative of the estate
ot Elsie V. Kuper, Richard Baranzano and Ronald Baranzano, collectively 
and individually, do hereby grant to the City of Tualatin. Oregon, and 
its successors in interest, an exclusive, perpetual easement in, over 
and across the following described real property to be held and used 
by Che City of Tualatin for a public pedestrian and bicycle pathway:.

A portion of a tract of land described in Book 188, Page 361 and 
Book 144, Page 598, Film Records, Washington County, Oregon, in 
the Northwest quarter of Section 24. Township 2 South, Range 1 West 
Willamette Meridian, City of Tualatin, Washington County, Oregon 
and more particularly described as follows: ' '

beginning at a point on the centerline of State Highway 217 (S.W. 
Boones Ferry Road), said point being North 00o01'08" West, 593!17 
feet, and North 82o54*00" East. 1.120.85 feet from the west quarter 
comer of said Section 24; fhence North 00O01,08" West, 30.23 feet 
to a 5/8 inch iron rod in the northerly right-of-way line of said 
Highway 217; thence North OOOOI'OS" West, 148.00 feet to a point on 
the westerly line of land conyeyed to Richard A. Baranzano and Ronald 
Baranzano by contract of sale dated February 28, 1977, recorded 
March 10, 1977, Book 1149, Page 849, recorded in Washington County 
Deed Records, Oregon, said point being the true point of beginning- 
thence North 01001*08" West. 44.00 feet; thence South 74033^57" East, 
234.06 feet to the easterly line of said land conveyed to Richard 
A. and Ronald Baranzano; thence South 00°01*30" East. 30.00 feet; 
thence North 77°52,38" West. 229.98 feet to the true point of begin
ning.

Page One - Agreement and Grant of Easement / Jt



•Parcel 2?

A strip of land fifty-six (56') feet in width lying twenty-eight 
(28*) feet on each side of the following described centerline: 
Beginning at a 3/4 inch iron pipe on the southerly bank of the 
Tualatin River at a point which is South 01°21,27M East. 60.00 feet 
from the northwest comer of that property described in said Book 
188. Page 361; thence North 77059,52,, East, 233.85 feet to a one 
(1M) inch iron pipe on the southerly bank of the Tualatin River and 
the terminus of this description (bearings and distances based on 
County Survey No. 16860).

(2) The City does hereby accept the grant of easement made in 
Paragraph (1) above subject to the terms and provisions of this agree
ment.

(3) The City shall have the right to construct, reconstruct, main
tain and repair the necessary improvements within the easement area. 
Prior to any such work being performed by the City, its employees, 
agents, contractors or representatives, the City shall submit to 
Baranzano. or their successors in interest, a work plan describing the 
work to be performed. In the performance of any such work, , the City 
shall use its best effort not to remove natural vegetation within
the easement area.

(4) The City shall at all times during the term of this easement 
keep in force a policy of public liability and property damage in.surance 
in a company authorized to do business in the State of Oregon to insure 
against the risk of injury or damage to property of any person or per
sons lawfully using the public casement herein granted.

(5) The terms and provisions of this Agreement shall inure to the 
benefit of the successors in Interest and assigns of the parties.

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have executed this Agreement on the 
date above mentioned.

CITY OF TUALATIN, OREGON

— ■

ATTEST:

By =B
^ ^e^Dna^^'epte^encatlve ot Che 

Estate of Elsie V. Kruper

Page Two - Agreenent and Grant of Easement



RICHARD BARAN

STATE OF OREGON ) 
County of Washington)

RONALD BARAN

Jba
this ^ day of January. 1978.^',personally appeared befoxre me 

---------  " \ddini --------- -----— J ',‘ -------------____________ rcmT^d Yvonne L. Adding. after being duly sworn.
acknowledged that they are the Mayor^rancTRecorder of the Cxty of Tualatii 
Oregon, a inunlcipal corporation, that they did sxgn the foregoing instru* 
ment on behalf of the City of Tualatin, and acknowledge the same to be 
their voluntary act and deed on behalf of said.CIity ■ Tuletit "”

Notary Pul 1 ic i.pr.XJtegori.4'T:

ss.

ilW i»vA> Jf * vie A JUw *V.Vv*^ I I

My Coramiss ion>I®^ires^i-;- — 0'..:V.'ON |

STATE OF OREGON )

. On this JLS^ay of December, 1977. personally appeared before 
/T>/ ijL- . the personal representative of the Estate of
ElsiArv. and-acknowledge the foregoing to be his voluntary . ? ?
act and deed. i .

me

I I
My Commission Expires: .3Cv>^,l^6 (

STATE OF OREGON )
County of Washington)

On this day of December. 1977, personally appeared before*me
RICHARD BARAN2AN0, and acknowledged the foregoing to be his^ Voluntary.> 
set and deed.

y » • •
• • I. w c T'f' r '> _______

Notary Public for Oregon •
f.

68.

My Commission Expires:
PENNSYLVANIA 

STATE OF OC C.<Sl-0,tl. )
County of unmet )

rtontg^Cy^

. On this day of December, 1977, personally appeared before me
RONALD BARANZANO, and acknowledged the foregoing to be his voluntary 
act and de^d.

. .a JAMtS E. WILE

■ My Commission Expires:
* ^

—— —
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Cify of Tualarin
OREGON

ABOUT CITY OF TUALATIN 
Arts

City Codes & Charter

Clubs & Organizations

Community Events
Emergency Services

New Residents
Parks, Greenways & 
Natural Areas

Public Involvement
Recreational Opportunities
Schools

Science & Technology 
Grants

Senior Services 

Tualatin Public Library 
Volunteer Opportunities 
Youth 
Search

LIVING IN TUALATIN
LIVING IN TUALATIN

BUSINESS IN TUALATIN WHAT’S NEW PARKS LIBRARY

Senior Services
Welcome to a Great Place to Be!

The Tualatin/Ourham Senior Center buzzes with the energy of 
dedicated volunteers and staff working to meet the needs of seniors, 
Including frail and Isolated elderly people, living in the Tualatln- 
Durham area.

Lunch is served at noon each weekday. Other activities include 
quilting circles, billiards, cards, line dancing, china painting, Tuesday 
evening socials, computer classes, and more.

Our center promotes wellness - providing activities Including 
speakers, programs, and classes to encourage seniors to stay active 
and healthy. TTie Tualatin/Ourham Senior Center is committed to 
promoting wellness and successful aging in our community.

The Tualatin/Ourham Senior Center provides nutrition, recreation, 
and social services to adults 60 and over through a cooperative 
relationship between the cities of Tualatin, Ourham and Washington 
County. The center is managed by Loaves & Rshes Centers, Inc.

Center Hours: Monday-Friday 9:00 a.m. - 4:30 p.m.
Tuesday evening social: 6:30 p.m. ’
Saturday card party and 
potiuck: Every 4th Saturday at 6:30 p.m.

Location:
8513 SW Tualatin Road 
(located In beautiful Tualatin
Community Park)

Office hours: Monday-Friday 9:00 a.m. - 5:00 p.m.

Teiephonc/Fax:
503.692.6767
503.692.9720 Fax
Voice messages may be left after-hours 
at S03.692.6767

Mailing Address: 8513 SW Tualatin Road
Tualatin, OR 97062-7092

Section Topics
■General Inform
■ Program & Ever
■ Meals on Wheel
■ Lunch Program
■ Directions to Se
■ Wellness
■ Gifts and Donat
■ Reserving the S 
.for Group Use

■ Senior Center S 
committee

■ Newsletter
■ Volunteer Oppo

Loaves
The ludenfs-On

For more information, please contact Judy Sutton, Senior Center 
Manager, 503.692.6767 or e-mail at jsutton@Ifcpdx.org

Community Services Department 
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Programs and Events Calendar

Some of the center's regular activities include:

• monthly health clinics
• flu shots, foot doctor, wellness activities
• free legal advice and tax assistance
• birthday and holiday theme parties
• arts and craft classes
• day trips
• speakers
• beginning computer classes
• country line dancing
• chili feeds
• adopt-a-park
• reading, cards and quilting
• artist showcase and craft store

Computer Tutoring
What: One-on-one instruction by Larry Kurtz
When: By appointment 
Fee; No fee
Call 503.692.6767 for more information and to schedule 
appointment.

Country Line Dancing
When: Wednesdays from 10:30 a.m. to 11:30 a.m.
Fee: $2.00 per class

Oil Painting - Intermediate
When: Mondays from 9:00 a.m. to noon

Wellness
VNA Foot Clinic
What: Medical examination of feet
When: Twice monthly on tJie first and third Thursday from 8:30 
a.m. to 1:30 p.m.
Fee: $20.00
Appointments required by calling 503.692.6767.

Section Topics
■ Loaves & FIshe*
■ Tri-Met
■ Red Cross
■ Washington Coi

£,
Loa ves

TheMenls-On

For more Information, contact:
Judy Sutton, Senior Center Director, 503.692.6767, e-mail 
jsutton@lfcpdx.org.

Community Services Department 
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Section Topics
■ Loaves & Fishe;
■ Tri-Met
■ Red Cross
■ Washington Coi

Lunch Program
Come have lunch with us! The lunch menu changes daily. Enjoy 
musical entertainment and a delicious, nutritious, hot meal served 
by volunteers.

All seniors 60 years old and older, regardless of Income, are 
invited.

Sign in at the front desk.

Our basic noon meal supplies one-third to one-half of a senior 
adulfs daily nutrition requirements. Each menu Includes:

• salad
• entree
• starch
• vegetable
• bread
• dessert

Nine special dlets are also available for diabetic, low cholesterol, 
low sodium or soft requirement.

Eligibility: 60 years and older
Donation: "pay as you can’ basis. Our suggested donatioln is 
$2.25. Diners under age 60 will be charged $5.50, the full meal 
price.

For more information, contact:
Judy Sutton, Senior Center Director, 503.692.6767, e-mail 
jsutton@lfcpdx.org.

LOAVES &
The MeaTs-Oii-l

Community Services Department 
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Our center promotes wellness - providing activities including speakers, 
programs, and classes to encourage seniors to stay active and 
healthy. The Tualatin/Durham Senior Center is committed to 
promoting wellness and successful aging in our community.

Many wellness-oriented programs and events are available on a year- 
round basis. Come Join us and learn how to live a healthier life!

We have Information on:

• insurance
• medicare
• housing
• in-home services
• support groups
• government programs
• transportation

Wellness Comer
For more health related informaOon, contact Legacy Health System

Section Topics
■ Loaves & Fishes
■ Tri-Met
■ Red Cross
■ Washington Coi

LOAVESBc
The MeaJs-On-\

TUUUI

Search Position Phone E-mail
Judy Sutton
Senior Center
Director

503.692.6767 }suttbn@lfcpdx.org

Coryll Martin
Needs Assessment 
Coundlor/Outreach

503.692.6767 Not available

For rnore information, contact:
Judy Sutton, Senior Center Director, 503.692.6767, e-mail 
jsutton® lfcpdx.org.

Community Services Department 
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Volunteer Opportunities
M'K'iT'r-T-’CiKS

Why Should 1 Volunteer?
Malnutrition Is a silent epidemic among seniors. Your volunteer 
support will help elders who depend upon Loaves & Fishes for these 
life-saving meals.

Many of Loaves & Fishes volunteers are retired men and women; 
healthy, active older adults who work with others to provide hot, 
nutritious meals and social contacts to seniors who are unable to 
meet their own nutritional needs.

The Tualatin/Durham Senior Center is powered by an enthusiastic 
and dedicated group of volunteers, including employees and 
volunteers from Legacy Meridian Park Hospital; and members of 
VFW Post 3452, Eastern Star, Tualatin Kiwanis Club, Winona 
Grange, and area churches.

Whatever your age and work experience. Loaves & Rshes will 
welcome your support

Where Can I Volunteer?
There are volunteer opportunities daily at the Tualatin-Durham 
Senior Center.

How Can I Volunteer?
Volunteering can be fun and rewarding. Many volunteers tell us that 
they feel good about being part of an organization which Includes so 
many people working together to help others. Your contributions of 
bme and caring will be greatly appreciated.
Meals-On-Wheels Drivers

Section Topics
■ Loaves & Fishes 
■Tri-Met
■ Red Cross
■ Washington Coi

El

• 1 % hours per day
• A reliable vehicle and valid driver's license
• The ability to lift 25 pounds

Lunch Meals

• 2-3 hours per day
• Interest In food preparation

Other Needs

• Steering Committee member
• Fund-raising activities
• Office and clerical
• Wellness Team
• Gift Shop
• Adopt-a-Park
• Senior Health Care Advocates

Volunteers are truly the 'heart and soul* of Loaves & Fishes. We 

http://www.ci.tualatin.or.us/living/Senior%20Services/volunteer_opportunities.htm 4/14/2003
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m
LOAVES &FISHES

The Meals-On-Wheels People

TUALATIN/DURHAM

The Tualatin/Durham Digest is a publication of: 
Tualatin/Durham Loaves & Fishes at the 

TuMatin/Durham Senior Center 
PO Box 601, Tualatin, OR 97062 

Phone:503-692-6767
Email: isunon@lfctxlx.org
Web page: www.loavesandfishesonline.com
Gom.Services Web page: www.ci.tualatin.0r.u5

Center Manager. Judy Sutton
Kitchen Coordinator Donna James
Client Services Coord, Coryll Martin
Volunteers/Receptionist TDS Center members

Tualatin/Durham Senior Center is open 
weekdays from 9:00 am to 4:30 pm

Tualatin/Durham Loaves & Fishes meals 
served wwkdays from 12:00 — 12:30 p.m.

Meals-on. Wheels are delivered to homebound 
seniors upon request.

» The suggested meal donation is $2.25.
Guests under age 60 are asked to pay the full meal 

cost of $5.50.

NO ONE WILL BE DENIED A MEAL 
BECAUSE OF INABILITY TO PAY. 

For more information on the meal programs 
Call 503-692-6767

503-:692-6767 April 2003 VoL5No.4
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CI»5ses_SP0NS0REp BY TUiU^TIN/pURHAM SENIOR CENTER
For a listing of da^ts anid acdvides, stt die Activities Calender for/^riL ■ ;
♦ Steps to Healthy Aging: MondtQ^ from 11:15 - 11:45; Fridays from 10:4S to 11:15. 
Class promotes stimulation of the body’s muscles and joints and renews strength and&xibility 
using a combination of chair & standing exercises. No fee. * • •

Ageless CondHiohiaat-Tifesdavs & Thuisd^ 1:15 pm to 2:00 pm. Incite your 
flexibility, balance & enduraw^e through movement and stretch. Free open to adults of all ages.

♦Computer Clnb—beginnihg classes for older adults. Learn the basics, move 
on to e-mail and the Internet. Group I meets on the 1 st & 3rd Tuesday from 
10:00 a.m. to noon. Group n meets on the 2nd & 4th Tuesday from 9:00 a.m. 
to 11:00 a.m. New students call 503-692-6767 to register. Cost: $4.00 per session..

♦Craftsr Scrapbooking isthe theme for our next craft class scheduled on Wednesday,
A^ 2,fi6in l0:45 a.m. -11:45 a.m» We have the pictures. We have the materials.
We have the toolsL Learn the art of scrapbooking while creating a page for the Senior 
Center’s scrapbook. No fee, just kits of fun and an opportunity to meet new people.

♦Diabetes in Older Aduhs, presented by Dr. Janus Maybee F.N J*.
Friday, April 11 @ 1:00 pan. Bring your questions.

♦Line Dancingt Wednesdays, 10:30 a.m. to 11:30 a.m. Great music, lots of fim and 
a great way to get some aerobic exercise. Beginners are welcome. Cost: $2.00 per session,

♦Tualatin Historical Society: The societymeets on the first Wednesday of cach roonth 
@ 1:30 pm. Note; See next page for specific program, date, and time.

♦CopinginNew Territory...
presented by Suzanne Roberta-Join Us M the Tualatm/Durham Sciiior Ccnter 
on Tuesday, April 8 @ 6:30 pin. Learn coping skills that help you care for 
yourself as you care for your aging parents. Program sponsored by 
Farmington Square - Tualatin. Refreshments.
♦TdeutHy Theft; How you can protect yourself^ presented by Jerry Stevens 
from Eldcr Safe. Monday,.^ml 14 @ lilKM) am. Co£fee & pastry will be available.

For a complete listing

a Health Education brochure or call 503?335-3500 and they wiU send you one.
♦"55 Alive" Mature Drivmg, Wednesday & Thursday. April 9 - 10t 9:00 a.m.

to 1:00 pm. Fee: $10.00 (checks only) Class is held at Legacy Meridian Park Hospital.

♦Walk the Square at Washington Square: Monday - Friday, 7:30 - 9:30 am.
Cost: $15.00/lifetime n^mbersh^.

♦Recent Bereavement Forum: Monday, April 21,5 - 6:00 pm. Cost: Free. A 
one-hour group for those who have had a loss within two to ten weeks.

♦Grief Recovery: Mondays, April 28 - June 9,1-3 pm or 7-9 pm. 0>st: SIO.OQ.
Six week class designed for those who have had a loss three months ago or longer.



APRIL BIRTHDiAY/
1 LoisMd^ugal
2 Lena DcRosia
2 Elcne E. La Pierre 
4ShiricySigvaldscn
5 Doris Jciittson
6 EvetynlUditcr
6 Maorian Larson
7 Phyllis Rygg
8 Zoe Hoard
11 Ernestine jCawvqr
12 Reo Bacon
13 Kari Watson
15 Marian Squkr
16 Margery Hart
17 Geneva TfF
17 Gene Sirnshauser
18 Leonard French
19 Joan Anderson
19 Jackie Pride
20 Fran Nadons
21 Riidi George
22 Olhne Oirdn 
22WilIiainMcQuilHan
23 Carl Story
24 Eleanor Gruenberg ;
26 Betty Thomas
27 Doris Brown
28 Bonnie Rcvclcy
29 Martha Wood
30 Ellen Friedline 
30 Helen Pitonak
30 Reva Stroupe :

Foot Care Clinic; 1** and S"1 
Thursdays starting @8:30 am. 
Cost is $25.00. Give your feet a 
treat, they will love you for h. 
appointment include soaking, 
trimming and a foot massage. 
Bring your own towels. Call 
503-692-6767 for an 
appointment

STEPS TO HEALTHY 
AGING...Research has shown 
that seniors of all different 
kinds of physical conditions 
have much to gain from 
exercise and staying 
physically active. There are 
many ways for all seniors to 
work toward this goal. Staying 
fit is now easier than ever! 
Whatever your current physical 
condition, you can become 
more active arid start down the 
road to better health.

According to the Surgeon 
General, just 30 minutes of 
activity each day can boost 
your health. And you don't 
have to pack those 30 minutes 
into one session. Try a 
10-minute walk in the morning. 
Come early to the center 
and walk around the Tualatin 
Community Park before lunch. 
One time around equals .6 of a 
mile. Spend 10 minutes doing 
household chores and another 
10 minute workout in the 
evening.

Take part in our Easy Moves 
program held at Loaves & 
Fishes Centers.
Tualatin/Durham Senior Center 
offers them weekdays (except 
Wednesday).

Monday @11:15 a.m., 
Tuesday & Thursday @ 1:15 
p.m., Friday @ 10:45 a.m.

Remember, the most 
important aspects of healthy 
aging include:
® Eating better 

Moving more 
® Maintaining social 
contact

Loaves & Fishes provides 
nutritious meals at our senior 
dining sites and delivers 
Meals-OD-Wheels to the 
homes of many of our 
program participants.
In addition, we provide 
information, nutrition 
programs and services to aid 
in healthy aging and 
maintaining wellness.

Janus Maybee, F.N.P. will be 
at the Tualatin/Durham 
Senior Cento: on 
Friday, April 11 @ 1:00 p.m. 
to discuss Diabetes in older 
adults. This is your 
opportunity to learn about the 
causes, treatments and 
prevention of diabetes in 
older adults.



COMING IN APRIL
& MAY

Portland Community 
College: Classes begin on 
April 1st. The senior 
center is hosting the 
following classes. Getting 
Started in Painting; 
Spanish Conversation; Oil 
Pastels; Computer 
Fundamentals for Adults, 
Level I & II;
Yoga; Excel; Access 
2000/97 & Intro to the 
Internet.
Call 503-538-9774 to 
register.

Tualatin Historical
Society: Wednesday. 
April 2, @ 1:30 p.m.

Coping in New Territory.
Tuesday, April 8 @ 6:30 
pm. This program is held 
at the Tualatin/Durham 
Sem*or Center and 
sponsored by Farmington 
Square - Tualatin. Author, 
Suzanne Roberts, will 
address how adult children 
can successfully handle the 
many challenges of caring 
for aging parents. How 
to avoid power struggles, 
control issues, sibling 
conflicts, guilt and how 
to set boundaries.

Diabetes Info: Janus 
Maybee, F.N.P. will be at 
the Tualatin/Durham 
Senior Center on Friday, 
April 11, @ 1:00 pm to

discuss diabetes in older 
adults. This is your 
opportunity to learn about 
the causes, treatments and 
prevention of this serious 
problem.

Identity Theft: Identity 
thieves don't take a holiday. 
"Incidents of 
identity theft of those over 
the age of 60 increased by 
218 percent between 
2000 and 2001, according 
to the Federal Trade 
Commission “Elders in 
Action”
(Januaiy/February 2003). 
Leant what you can do to 
protect yourself fiom 
becoming a victim. Jerry 
Stevens, a volunteer for 
Elder Safe, will speak 
on this subject, Monday, 
^ril 14,11:00 am at tte 
senior center.

Newcomers Open House:
Our April Newcomers 
Open House is scheduled 
for Wednesday, April 23 @ 
11:00 am. Meet other 
seniors in your community. 
Enjoy coffee or tea and 
some pastries. Take a tour 
of the center. Lunch 
is provided by Loaves & 
Fishes at noon.
Newcomers Open House is 
held monthly on the fourth 
Wednesday.

LAWYER: new time & 
date: Thursday, April 10 
@ 1:00 pm. Heidi Chames 
is temporarily taking over 
for Brian Peterson.

COMMUNITY EVENTS

Loaves and
Fishes Center. Inc, grand 
opening. Monday,
April 7th @3:00pm. Our 
new Kitchen is up and 
running and we are inviting 
the pubUc to help us 
celebrate. John us. This 
new building that house 
our kitchen and 
administrative ofGces is 
located on 31” & C^itol 
Hwy, across fiom 
Multnomah Art Center and 
Southwest Loaves and 
Fishes.

Farmington Square -
Tualatin presents 
Understanding Alzheimers 
an April 16, fiom 6 - 7:00 
pm. Farmington Square is 
located at 17950 SW 115* 
Ave., Tualatin, at comer of 
Tualatin Road and 
115* Ave.

Farmington Square -
Tualatin presents: Art 
Show Westside Christian 
High School, Friday,
April 11, from 2-4 pm and 
Saturday, April 12, from 
9 am- 3 pm.
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Hispanic Celebration 
Special Menu

Chicken Fajitas Burritos 
Salad Bar
Stir Fry Vegetables 
Raspberry Bar

Sloppy Joe
P1Bricn Potatoes
Sunshine Salad
Frosted Banana Cake 
Roasted Pork Sandwich 
Baked Potato Chowder

Smothered Sirloin Tips 
Fahey Egg Noodles
Salad Bar
Pineapple Upside Down Cake 
Chef Salad

Chickena La Orange
BroNfn Rice
Italian Cut Sreen Beans 
Bread Pudding
Sliced Turkey <f Cheese 
Sandwich/SpUt Pea Soup

Roast Beef w/Mushroom
Gravy

Mashed Potatoes
Salad Bar; Apple Cake
Roast Beef Sandwich
Soup - Cook's Choice

tu^Pra^byieriari , , # to, Extension - - . -h'
Beef is tortilla (iasseroic
Mexicali Mix Vegetables 
Salad Bar
Banana Pudding Cake
Soup & Sandwich
Cook's Choice

Salisbury Steak w/6ravy
Fancy Noodles
Oregon Bean Medley 
Strawberries
Chicken Salad Sandwich. 
Minestrone Soup

Curried Chicken
Couscous
Salad Bar
Raspberry Bar
Soup (f Sandwich
Code's Choice

Turkey Tctra2zini
Brussel Sprouts
Apricot Gelatin Mold 
Brownie w/Vanilla Frosting 
Pastrami Sandwich 
dam Chowder

Ham w/Raisin Sauce
Dressing
Salad Bor
White Cake

or
Roasted Chicken

Norvvboti The Card Players . TB
Beel a Macaroni cdsserole
Salad Bor
Vanilla Pudding

Ham & Cheese Sandwich 
Soup - Cook's Choice

Chicken Bariger
Scalloped Potatoes
Chopped Spinach
Chocolate Chip Cookies 
Roast Beef & Cheese Sand. 
Lentil Soup w/Rst Garlic

Beef Burgundy
w/Spiral Noodles

Salad Bar
Chocolate Mousse
Soup & Sandwich
Cook's Choice

Roast Pork w/Gravy
Mashed Potatoes
Red & White Slow
Frosted Yellow Coke
Meat Loaf Sandwich 
Tmato Soup

Breaded Fish
O’Brien Potatoes
Salad Bar
Mixed Fruit Crisp
Soup S Sandwich
Cook 's Choice

Pork w/VegctdbIcS
White RIcc
SalodBor
Tapioca Puddihg.
S^ A Sandwich 
cook's Choice

ft<ast B^fw/Sravy
Mashed potatoes ;

Frosted Spice Cake
Hm S CheM Sandwidt 
FreiuA Onida Soup

Tirkey Dijon Casserole
Seiasohed Rihe
Sated Bdr ;
^hdhttPMdding

Baked Potato Bar

Spoghetti dMeot Balls
Oricgpn ^nMcdley

(^^Ty;Cbbbler
Sliced Turkeyd Cheese 
seuHtwiek; ^ut pea Soup

Pork Ribettes w/ Country
. ^vy; Sated Bor
Corn Breed
Pear Halves w/whd topping 
Sodpd Sanidwidi
Cook's Choice

shepherd's Pie
Mashed Potatoes
Salad Bar
Blueberry Buckle 
Chlckeni^cH.
Soup ~ Ccwk,s Choice

Swiss Ste^.w/Sravy
Boilpd Whitie Pdtatoies
Cut: GrecnBcdhs
Loy^d Salad; Pound Cake

ihickenStr^anoff
Fartcy^ Noodles 
^ted Boh 
iAppte^iice

Pina

A
KMVESfcFISHES

■mu^hOMniiSitiPaiiit
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Wilma Kribs

S^rvl^Organ

9:CW: Qtiiftere "
10:00: Computer Club 
1:00: Blood Pressure
1:15 Ageless Cond./Bal.

6:30pm Tues. Night Soc.

I^OOSpainlsh Conv.

10;30: Line Dancing 
12:00: Senior Dining
1:00: Oil Pastels
1:15: Historical Society

8:30: Foot Care Clinic
9:00: Quilters
10:00: Excel 1
12:30: Pinochle/Bridge 
1:00: Computers 1
1:15: Ageless Cond./Bal.

9:30: Yoga
10:00: Walk for Health 
11:15: BINGO
12:00: Senior Dining
1:00: Computers 2

IMliS
9:30: MOVIE
11:15: Easy Moves
12:00: Senior Dining 
12:30: "Name That Tune" 
3:00: L&F Grand Opening

9:00: Quilters
10:00: Computer Club 
12:00: Senior Dining
1:15 Ageless Cond./Bal.

6:30: Aging Parents 
6:30pm Tues. Night Soc.

9:45: Steering Commit. 
11:00:Spanlsh Conv. 
10:30: Line Dancing 
12:00: Senior Dining
1:00: Oil Pastels

7:00: Spanish Conv.

p:00: Quilters
10:00: Excel 1
12:00: Senior Dining 
12:30: Pinochle/Bridge , 
1:00: Lawyer
1:00: Computers i
1:15 Ageless CondTBal.

9:30: Yoga
10:00: Extension
10:00: Walk for Health ^ 
11:15: BINGO
12;00: Senior Dining
1:00: Diabetes Discussior 
1:00: Computers 2

mmmmmisi&mmmmmMs^p^pSpSSilptll

9:30: MOVIE
11:00: Identity Theft 
11:15: Easy Moves
12:00: Senior Dining 
12:30: "Name That Tune"

9:00: Quilters
9:00: Computer Club 
12:00: Senior Dining
1:15. Ageless Cond./Bal.

6:30pm Tues. Night Soc.

10:00: Spanish Conv. 
10:30: Line Dancing 
12:00: Senior Dining
1:00: 011 Pastels

7:00: Spanish Conv.

8:30: Foot Care Clinic 
9:00: Quilters
10:00: Brce/1
12:00: Senior Dining 
12:30: Pinochle/Bridge 
1:00: Computers 1
1:15: Apeless Cdnd.7Bal.

9:30: Yoga
10:00: Walk for Health 
11:15: BINGO
12:00: Senior Dining
1:00: Computers 2

9:30: MOVIE
11:15: Easy Moves
12:00: Senior Dining 
12:30: "Name that Tune"

Kobiburnm
10:00: Computer Club 
12:00: Senior Dining
1:15: Ageless CondTBal

6:30: Tues. Night Soc.

10:00:Spanlsh Conv. 
10:30:Line Dandng
11 ;0p: Nowconiei's Soa 
12:00: Senior Dining
1:00: 011 Pastels

7:00: Spanish Conv.

9:00: Quilters
10:00: Excel 1
12:00: SehiprDlnirig 
i^3p|Pjhb^l6^rtdgo 
1:00: Computers f ■ 
1:15: Ageless CondTBal.

9:3 0: Yoga

10:00:.Walk for Health 
11:15: BINdb
12:00: Senior Dining
1:00: Computers 2

6:15pm:
Pptiuck/Cards 
All Welcome

9;30: MME ^
I l^es t
l&oO^ienlopDinfn^ 
i2:30;"fiame ThatTune"

9:00: Quitters
9:0d: Computer Club 
i2m%iprpliilfig: 
litSf Agii^ Concl!i^al

6:30: Tues, Night Sda

10:00: Spanish Conv..
10:3b:UneDahdng 
i2:boiSeni6i; blrilng 
12ri'5iWils6nyiH'e 
Community Choir 
1:00:011 Pastels
7:00: Spanish Conv.

Vtnisopvilie ComhtltO^CKofr WfP.ti^
Tualatin/durham Senior CenteronWetinesday, AprllSO, 
at12:15pm.JornusforlunchandsomBwonderful

e::- ■:::
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Parks', Greenways & Natural Areas
Tualatin Community Park

This 27.11 acre active park, with an award-winning Skate Park, Is 
located on the Tualatin River at 8515 S.W. Tualatin Road.

Tualatin's first park was a grove of trees behind Robinson's store on 
Boones Ferry Road. It then moved to a woodsy stretch under the 
Southern Pacific Railroad trestle where 4th of July celebrations were 
held. That park adjacent to the Tualatin River was expanded with a 
gift from Harvey Van Raden in 1972 to become Tualatin Community 
Park.

Community Park has three sports fields, tennis and a basketball 
courts, a playground, a skate park for skate boarding and In-line 
skating, and four picnic shelters. A boat ramp allows access to the 
Tualatin River. These are among the facilities available at 
Community Park.

If you would like to gauge the distance of your fitness walks, please 
click on Community Park Walk Map for mileage.

The park Is also home to the Tualatin Crawfish Festival, put on by 
the Tualatin Chamber of Commerce. The annual festival Is a family- 
oriented, fun-filled time of live music, food, games, crafts, and the 
famous crawfish eating contest.

Interpretive signs In the park offer Information about the cultural 
and natural history of the area.

Facilities located in Community Park 

Senior Center
The Tualatin/Durham Senior Center Is located In Tualatin Community 
Park along the banks of the Tualatin River. Social, nutritional, 
recreational, and educational activities abound for adults 60 and 
over.

Nutritious lunches are served weekdays and healthy Meals on 
Wheels are delivered to homebound elderly residents as a service of 
the Tualatin/Durham Senior Center.

The Senior Center may be rented by groups through the Community 
Services Department by phoning 503.691.3061, or email 
thansard@ci.tuaiatin.or.us.

Leisure opportun 
facilities and the 
the local environ 
foundations of cc 
pride.

Van Raden Community Center
The Westside Family YMCA provides cultural, recreab’onal, and social 
activities which are based out of the Van Raden Community Center.
The programs help build strong individuals, families, and community 
as a component of the City's recreational services.

The Van Raden Community Center is available for rent by groups

http://www.ci.tualatin.or.us/parks/Paiks,%20Greenways%20&%20Natural%20Areas/com.. 4/14/2003

mailto:thansard@ci.tuaiatin.or.us
http://www.ci.tualatin.or.us/parks/Paiks,%20Greenways%20&%20Natural%20Areas/com


through the Westside^ Family YMCA, by phoning 503.885.8576. 

Shelter Reservations
Four picnic shelters are available for rental by groups from April 
through October. Each has its own distinct character. The shelters 
are great for company picnics, family reunions, children's birthday 
parties, and sports team ’get-to-know-you' and 'end-of-season' 
parties. For reservation information, contact the Community Services 
Department at 503.691.3061, or email thansard@ci.tualatin.or.us.

Skate Park
An award-winning skate park provides young people with a safe 
place to skateboard and in-line skate. Tualatin youth actively 
participated in the site selection, design process, and fund-raising 
for this skate park that raised more than $170,000 In contributions 
from 460 donors.

Young people became empowered, learned about local government, 
strengthened civic pride, and presented a positive image of youth 
through their successful efforts to build this skate park.

You must have the Adobe Acrobat Reader to view and print the 
documents. If you do not have the reader you can download It, for 
free, from Adobe by clicking on the yellow Icon.

s
Community Services Department 

©COPYRIGHT 2002. CITY OF TUALATIN. ALL RIGHTS RESERVED SITE MAP CONTACT US

http://www.ci.tualatm.or.us/parks/Paiks,%20Greenways%20&%20Natural%20Areas/com... 4/14/2003
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Westside Family YMCA

Welcomel

The Westside Family YMCA contracts with the City of Tualatin to 
provide year-round recreation, social, and cultural programs for 
people of all ages. The mission of the YMCA is simple: we build 
strong kids, strong families, and strong communities.

A YMCA membership is not required for participation In any 
programs offered through the Van Raden Community Center, Non-

Recreational Opportunities
Schools

residents of the City of Tualatin pay an additional $10 per person, 
per activity.

Science & Technology
Grants
Senior Services
Tualatin Public Library

Van Raden Community 
Center:

8535 SW Tualatin Road
(located In beautiful TUalatIn Community
Park)

Office Hours: Monday - Friday, 9:00 am - 5:00 pm
Closed dally 12:00 noon - 1:00 p.m. ‘

Volunteer Opportunities
Youth
Search

Telephone/Fax: 503.885.8576
503.885.8511 Fax
503.691.0574 TTD
Voice messages may be left after-hours at 
503.885.8576

Mailing Address: 8535 SW Tualatin Road
TUalatIn, OR 97062-7092

Staff

Be a part of the fun!

Join the staff at the Westside YMCA/Van Raden Community Center.

The YMCA/Van Raden Community Center needs volunteers, staff 
and instructors for a variety of recreation programs an activities. In 
particular, certified Aerobic instructors and summer camp 
counselors are needed. For more Information, please contact 
Sabrina Slusser at 503.885.8576.

Westside YMCA/Van Raden Community Center Staff 

Call 503.885.8576 for:

Section Topics
■ Gasses and Act
■ Registration Prc
■ Facility Rentals
■ Volunteer Oppo
■ Frequently Askc
■ Learning Acade:
■ What's New

WEST?
FAMILY

YMCA

Sabrina Slusser, Exec. Director 
Kate Mullican, Program Director 
Octavian Jackson, Admin. Assist.

Ext. 102 
Ext. 104 
Ext. 100

You must have the Adobe Acrobat Reader to view and print these 
documents. If you do not have the reader you can download it, for

http://www.ci.tualatin.or.us/living/Recreational%200pportumties/YMCA_mdex.htm 4/14/2003

http://www.ci.tualatin.or.us/living/Recreational%200pportumties/YMCA_mdex.htm
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City of Tualotin
iH’oregon

ABOUT CITY OF TUALATIN 
Advisory Committee 
Book Discussion 

Calendar of Events 

Grown-ups 

How to Rnd Us 
How to View My Account 
How to Renew Materials 

How to Reserve Materials

PJyBlilG
:BUSItffiSS;iN;tUAUm what ^'nevv  ;

Library Policies

LIVING IN TUALATIN

M ... Library

Welcome to the Tualatin Public Library 

Located at:
18880 SW MartinazzI Avenue 
Tualatin, OR 97062
(located in City Hall building at the comer of Boones Ferry Rd. and 
MartinazzI Avenue)

Useful Phone Numbers:

Kids 8i Teens
Outreach & Special 
Services

Photo Album

Story Times

ICirculation Desk ii503.691.3074
iBook Renewal Line 503.691.3075 (available 24 hours)
Information Desk il503.691.6884
jFAX

P........................ 1
Telephone Reference Library Hours:

Search
We welcome your comments and suggestions. Please e-mail the 
Library Manager at jcorkett@cl.tualatin.or.us.

Community Services Department

LlBRARy^
■UBRARY ■

Section Topics 
staff Picks 
Calendar of eve 
Child safety on 
Homework help 
Internet policy 
Scrapbook 
Story time 
Pass to Adventi 
Kids & Teens 
Telephone refer

Volunteers " IlMonday - Thursday 119:30 a.m. - 8:30 p.m.
1 Friday - Saturday 9:30 a.m. - 5:30 p.m. |

1 1 Sunday 12:30 p.m. - 5:30 p.m. |

© COPYRIGHT 2002. CITY OF TUALATIN. ALL RIGHTS RESERVED SITE MAP CONTACT US

http://www.ci.tualatin.or.us/library/library_mdex.htm 4/14/2003
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TualatinPublicLibrary

National Library Week 

April 6-12, 2003

Every day more than 120,000 Rbrarians 
nationwide connect students, families, 
senior citizens, businesspeople, teachers 
and professors with the information they 
want and need to be successful In a 
swiftly changing and increasingly global 
era. As the economy has faltered, more 
and more Americans have relied on 
libraries for help finding jobs, free access 
to thousands of books and videotapes 
and as a place to connect with their 
neighbors and colleagues.

This week the Tualatin Public Ubrary and 
communities across the country 
celebrate National Library Week and the 
valuable contribution of libraries and 
librarians in schools, universities and 
public libraries. Libraries ore part of the 
American dream - places for lifelong 
learning and free and equal access to a 
world of resources.

It's easy to take our libraries and 
librarians for granted. I encourage 
everyone to take a moment to thank 
our librarians for the services they 
provide.

National Library Week is a great time to 
see what's new @ your library and how 
your librorian can direct you to the 
information you need when you need it.

April 2003 Events

Arbor Week 

April 6-12, 2003
Did you know that one acre of forest 
absorbs six tons of carbon dioxide and 
puts out four tons of oxygen? Arbor 
Week is April 6-12th, 2003 throughout the 
state of Oregon. Tualatin's goals this 
year are to recognize and celebrate the 
rriany values of trees, demonstrate how 
to properly plant trees, and advocate 
for the enhancement of Tualatin's urban 
forest. Look for a complete list of 
activities on page five of this newsletter. 
For more Information, please call Shelly 
Ellett at 503.691.3065.

April is
National Poetry Month

Inaugurated by the Academy of 
American Poets in April 1996, National 
Poetry Month (NPM) brings together 
publishers. booksellers, literary 
organizations, libraries, schools, and 
poets around the country to celebrate 
poetry and its vital place In American 
culture.

The Tualatin Public Library Pencil Poets 
are displaying their poetry in Starbucks 
at Hedges Green in April, as well as at 
the Oregon Gardens for an Earth Day 
Celebration beginning ApnT 19th. For 
more information please contact in- 
house poet H.S. (Sue) Lange.



The Changing Work 

Environment
A Free Lecture Series
Join us for individual lectures or the full 
series where you will hear experts In the 
field of communication share the latest 
information on changing work 
environments.

To reg’ister, please call 503.977.4933. For 
additional information or for questions 
call PCC at 503.538.9774. Please use 
CRN # 27595 when registering.

April V - Understanding and Handling 
Conflict
At work or at home, conflict is an 
unavoidable, even necessary part af aur 
lives. This lecture focuses on how to 
meet the challenges of conflict.

April 8*h - Five Easy Steps to Healthy 
Communication

Participants will recognize their own 
communication styles and learn how to 
influence ■■ understanding, lower stress, 
and foster a healthy workplace.

April 15,h - Office Politics: Survival In the 
World of Work

This class will explore the realities of the 
workplace and the options for survival as 
well as advancement.

April 22nd - Understanding and Directing 
Emotions

This workshop presents a memorable 
way to understand what’s going on and 
how to work with these strong emotions 
in a positive and productive way.

April 29,h - Improve Communication 
Skills and Stay Out of Arguments

This lecture will focus on observing 
listening techniques that work and those 
that don’t. Participants will learn the 
range of real situations from family 
dinner table conversation to office 
conflicts.

May 6,h - How Different Are We?

Lecture covers gender and orientation 
diversity. Learn acceptance, helping 
each other progress and succeed, 
strengthening professional relationships, 
and handling change through positive 
leadership skills.

Book Discussion Group
This month’s group is reading and 
discussing Pay If Forward by Catherine 
Ryan Hyde and Siege by Helen 
Dunmore.

Looking ahead, next month's group will 
be reading Savage Beauty - The Life of 
Edna Sf. Vincent Millay by Nancy Milford.

it■



The publisher comments: “Thirty years
otter the smashing success of Zelda, 
Nancy Milford returns with a stunning 
second act.

If F. Scott Fitzgerald was the hero of the 
Jazz Age. Edna St. Vincent Millay, as 
flamboyant In her love affairs as she was 
in her art. was its heroine. The first 
woman ever to win the Pulitzer Prize. 
Millay was dazzling in the performance 
of herself. Her voice was likened to an 
instrument of seduction and her Impact 
on crowds, and on men. was legendary. 
Yet beneath her studied act. all was not 
well. Milford calls her book "a family 
romance” — for the love between the 
three Millay sisters and their mother was 
so deep as to be dangerous. As a 
family, they were like real-iife Little 
Women, with a touch of Mommie 
Dearest. Written with passion and flair. 
Savage Beauty is an iconic portrait of a 
woman’s life."

We’ve Made Some 

Changes
We hope you've noticed some of the 
recent improvements we have made to 
the library. Teens: Check out the new 
teen area with comfortable seating and 
cool curtains. Adults: Tax forms are now 
located next to the copy machine, and 
free publications are next to the new 
adult seating area in the Reference 
Section! Everyone: We have installed a 
new security system in late March. We 
hope this will limit theft and keep our 
popular titles available for patrons to 
check out and enjoy. Also. The City of 
Tualatin has been working for months to 
update the look at feel of our website. 
The goal was to make the site more user 
friendly and enhance the content. We 
also wanted to make the site more 
pleasant to look at. Visit us at 
www.ci.tuQlatin.or.us
The library staff strives to make 
your experience at the library enjoyable

and efficient. Please share any ideas 
you may have that would make this an 
even better place!

Tualatin Public Library 
April Programs

Ongoing Events In April 
Toddler Story Time. 10:00am 8. llJXDam 
on Tuesdays. Ubrary. Ages 24-36 months. 
Registration is required; fjease call the 
library at 503.691.3072 to register.

Preschool Story Time. 10:00am & 3:30pm 
on Wednesdays. Library. Ages 36 years. 
No registration required. Read-Aloud 
Day is the last Wednesday of each 
month. Come read to your child from 
our selection of great read-aloud books! 
Call Cherie at 503.691.3072 for more 
Information.

Spanish & English Conversation Group. 
Tuesday evenings In April. 6:00pm. 
Library. Newcomers welcome.

Homework Center. Mondays-Thursdays. 
3:30-6:00pm. Library. The Homework 
Center features after-school snacks, 
tutors, computers, word processors, 
homework supplies, and instruction in 
library research skills. For more 
information, please contact Carol at 
503.691.3070.

http://www.ci.tuQlatin.or.us


Tualatin Public Library 
April Programs - Continued

April 1«
Mad Science Fire A Ice Program, 
Tuesday, April I*’, 12:30-1:45pm, Library. 
Join the Mad Scientist and travel into the 
land of Fre and Ice! From the HOT 
fire used to get our overweight friend 
Eggbert into a tight spot, to the sub-
zero COLD which will create a cloud 
right inside our library, the Mad Scientist 
will amaze you with SCIENCE.

Watch as the amazing Bernoulli effect 
causes small and large balls to float in 
mid-air and frozen Co2 makes fantastic 
bubbling potions. For the grand finale: 
make your very own slime with our 
visiting Mad ScientistI No registration 
required.

April 2r»
Ukrainian Egg Decorating, Wednesday, 
April 2*1, 6:30-8:30pm. Library. Learn the 
intricate art of egg decorating. 
Registration is required please call 
503.691.3071 to sign-up.

Adult Book Discussion Group, 
Wednesday, April 2nd, 7:00pm, 
Mastodon Room. Adult Services 
Supervisor Julieann Ross leads the group 
the first Wednesday of each month. This 
month’s group is reading and discussing 
Pay If Forward by Catherine Ryan Hyde 
and Siege by Helen Dunmore. Also, the 
group is invited to a joint book discussion 
with the Tigard Book Discussion Group

and the author of Pay It Forward, 
Catherine Ryan Hyde on April 9,h, 
7:00pm, at the Tigard Public Library. The 
Tigard Library is located at 13125 SW Hall 
Blvd in Tigard. Questions? Please call 
June at 503.691.3069.

April 4th
Teen Photo Contest Awards, Friday, April 
4th, 4:00pm, Library, Open to the pubfic. 
See who the winners are and enjoy 
refreshments.

April 7»>
Build Your Own BIrdhousel Monday, 
April 7,h, 6:00-7:00pm, Ages 5-12 years, 
Tualatin City Council Chambers (Directly 
across from the Tualatin Public Library). 
Join us and learn how to make your very 
own birdhouse in honor of Arbor Week 
2003. Mikey from Home Depot will join 
us for this fun project. No registration 
required.

Apriinw
Playgroup, Friday, April 11th, 10:30am- 
12:00pm, library. This playgroup is for 
youths 12 months & older. What is 
playgroup? Stories, songs & play - 
including special activities designed to 
develop motor skills. This playgroup is 
presented by the New Parent Network 
and is sponsored by the Washington 
Commission on Children & Families. 
Interested? Call Sheila Walker at (503) 
846-2139 to register.



Tualatin Public Library 
April Programs ~ Continued

April 12»h
Arbor Day Celebration, Saturday, April 
12fh, 9:30am-1 ;00pm. Event Schedule is 
as follows:

10:00-11:00ain
Tree plant, Indian Meadows 
Greenway "C" at the 
Intersection of Alsea and Siuslow 
Lane. We will plant a Heritage 
Cherry Tree and 20 maples. 
Please bring a shovel, gloves, 
and a water bottle. Questions? 
Call Chanda Stone at 
503.691.3087.

9:30a m-4:00pm
Friends of the Library Book Sole. 
Tualatin Public Library.

11:00-11:4Sam
Composting with Kent, an OSU 
Master Gardener, This is a 
gardening program for adults in 
the Council Chambers. No 
registration required.

11:00am-11:30am
"Every Tree Tells a Story” Special
Story Time, all ages. Library,

11:30ann-12:00pm 
"The Bubble Gum Tree" Special 
Story and Mime Program, all 
ages. Library.

12:00pm-1:00pm
Choose to Plant a Tree or Make a 
BIrdfeeder. These are messy 
activities for children age five 
and upl

12:00pm-12:30pm 
Tree Talk by John Karsenboom 
from the Garden Corner. This is a 
presentation for
adults. Join us in the Tualatin City 
Council Chambers (Directly

across from the Tualatin Public 
Library) and learn about 
specimen trees, focal point trees, 
and growing trees in containers.

April 16tt>
Special Storytime with Paisley, the 
Newfoundland Dog! Wednesday, April 
16th at 10:00am. & 3:30pm, for children 
ages 3-6 years. All children wilt receive 
their individual photo of themselves with 
this gentle giant.

April 17th
Art of Spiritual Dreaming Book Discussion 
Group, Thursday, April 17th, 7:00pm, 
Mastodon Room, Library, Join others in 
exploring the book "The Art of Spiritual 
Dreaming" by Harold Klemp. A book 
discussion is a fun way to share Insights 
and experiences and learn more about 
spiritual dreaming. The great French 
Renaissance thinker Montaigne wrote, 
"Dreams are faithful interpreters of our 
inclinations; but there is art required to 
sort and understand them." Rita Maupin 
leads the group. Questions, please call 
Julie Wickman, Library Program 
Specialist at 503.691.3069.

April 19«>
Pencil Poet’s Poetry Sharing for Kids and 
Families, Saturday, April 19,h. There will 
be no regular Monday night meeting.
The group will be going to the "Oregon 
Gardens" on Saturday, April 19th. 
Time, TBA (I will let them know.) limited to 
current group. In-house poet H.S. pue) 
Lange leads the group. Questions? Call 
Sue at 503.691,3074 for more 
information.
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April 21It
Rainbow Writers Poetry Group. Monday 
April 21st. 7:00^:30pm in the Mastodon 
Room. Library. In honor of April Fools* 
Day..."A Little Laughter Goes a Long 
Way". We’ll be doing some humorous 
poems limerick style! In-house poet H.S. 
(Sue) Lange leads the group. Questions? 
Can Sue at 503.691.3074 for more 
information.

April 25th
After-Hours Anime Movie Night for Teens 
Grades 6+. Friday. April 25,h. 7:30-9;30pm. 
Join us for another teen movie night! 
Enjoy door prizes, refreshments, and 
snacks. This program is free and there is 
no registration required.

April 30th
Dio De Los Ninos Celebration. 
Wednesday. April 30th. 4:30-5:30 p.m. 
Join us to celebrate the Mexican holiday 
"Day of the Child” with a puppet show, 
fun surprises and delicious treats! All 
children are welcome. You don’t have 
to speak Spanish to enjoy this programl

Spanish Story Time. Wednesday. April 
30th. 5:30pm. Library. All ages welcome, 
no registration required.

It’s @ Your Library™!
The Tualatin Public Library is part of the 
Community Services Department of 
Tualatin and serves a diverse population 
of over 23.000. The library is open 65 
hours per week and features a dynamic 
collection of materials, including books, 
videos. CDs. DVDs, puppets, and more. 
The Library’s mission is to provide access 
to a wide range of materials, programs, 
and services to meet the needs of the 
community, Tuaiatin Public Library is one 
of 13 libraries in the Washington County 
Cooperative Library Services (WCCLS) 
network. Libraries in Washington County 
work together to share resources and 
information in a spirit of cooperation to 
provide excellent countywide library 
services. To access our iibrary catalog, 
logon to www.wilinet.wccls.lib.or.us.
For more information regarding library 
programs and activities, contact the 
Tualatin Public Library at 503.691.3072, or 
503.691.3069. Or log on @ 
www.ci.tualatin.or.U5.

http://www.wilinet.wccls.lib.or.us
http://www.ci.tualatin.or.U5


Tualatin Development Commission

ERVICES Welcome to the Tuajadn Comnioiis
In 1975, Tualatin established a 
redevelopment district at its center.
The aim was to encourage the 
development of a village-scale 
downtown through infrastructure 
improvements and other incentives.
The Tualatin Development 
Commission was formed to oversee 
development of the district. In 1985, 
the Tualatin Development Commission 
resolved to acquire land at a prime 
location in the middle of downtown.
The purchases, totaling 19 acres, took 
place in a series of transactions from 1985 through 1987. The most 
significant parcel was the Hervin pet food factory, which occupied a 
prominent position in the center of town.

A design was developed incorporating a man-made lake and mixed-use 
public/private urban development Construction began in 1993 and wili be 
completed in 2002 with the construction of the Commons Landmark, the 
signature piece of the Commons development

The Tualatin Commons includes a 70-suite hotel, five restaurants, two 
Class-A office buildings, townhomes, apartments, leased office space and 
home-over-office / retail spaces.

The Tualatin Commons is just one of the projects that the Economic 
Development Department managed on behalf of the Tualatin 
Development Commission.

City of Tualatin

18880 SW MartInazzI Ave.

http://www.ci.tualatin.or.us/ed/commons.htm 4/14/2003
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Parks, Greenways & Natural Areas

Tualatin Commons

Bienvenido - Blenvenue - Wilkommen - Benvenuto

Welcomel Tualatin Commons was dedicated and opened to the 
public on May 20, 1994. Some Interesting facts about the lake 
are:

UiS. Equivalent Metric Equivalent
ar6irnferehce:-A - 1,780 feet 534 meters •
Surface Area: . j- v; : 3.1 acres . 1.254 hectares
Volume: 6 million gallons 22.8 million liters
DepthA^;Btedge:.;i 6-18 inches 15 - 45 centimeters

area:. 9 feet 270 centimeters .

Water lost from evaporation is made up from on-site wells which 
were the original city water supply. Lake water Is not filtered or 
chemically treated for drinking or swimming.

Diagram of Commons (click htn tor map)

Natural History
As you walk along the west side of the Tualatin Commons, you will 
notice the plaza Is inscribed with the natural and cultural history of 
the Tualatin area.

The Crawfish 
Comi

Parks and oper 
beauty to an a 
people satisfac 
improving theii

Rules
To ensure that everyone's visit to Tualatin Commons is safe and 
enjoyable, THE FOLLOWING ACTTVITIES ARE NOT ALLOWED:

Swimming, wading, boating, fishing, casting in or ice skating 
on the lake
Skateboarding, rollerskating or in-line skating
Having dogs or other animals, except a seeing eye or hearing
ear dog by persons with disabilities
Bicycle riding
Consumption or possession of an open container of alcohol 
Operating any sound amplification devices, including radios 
Model boats powers by gasoline or other liquid fuel on the 
lake
Feeding or causing harm to birds or other wildlife 
Placing signs, markers or posters 
Sleeping between sunset and sunrise

Violation of any section of the Tualatin Corpmons rules. Municipal 
Code 5-3, is a civil infraction.
This is an abbreviated list of the Tualatin Commons rules.
Complete copies are available from the City of Tualatin Community

http://www.ci.tualatm.or.us/parks/Parks,%20Greenways%20&%20Natural%20Areas/tuala... 4/14/2003
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AGENDA

WASHINGTON COUNTY BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS

Agenda Category: Consent - Land Use and Transportation______________

Agenda Title:

(CPO 2,4.5)

Presented by:

AUTHORIZE AGREEMENT WITH TRI-MET FOR COMMUTER 
RAIL DEVELOPMENT AND OPERATION

Kathy Lehtola, Director, Land Use and Transportation

SUMMARY (Attach Supporting Documents if Necessary)

This agenda requests approval of inteigovenimental agreement with Tii-Met. This is the 
Definitive Agreement that describes die County’s and Tri-Met’s roles in the project

\
The Definitive Agreement

In June, 2002, the County entered into a Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) with Tri-Met 
delineating the key points of agreement regarding the Commuter Rail Project and serving as a 
basis for a subsequent Definitive Agreement

The Definitive Agreement describes Tri-Met’s role in the project, including to design, acquire, 
construct install, equip, own and operate the Project Tri-Met will seek and be Grantee for all 
federal grants and be Program Manager.

(Continued)

DEPARTMENT’S REQUESTED ACTION:
Authorize execution of this agreement between Washington Cormty and Tri-Met.

COUNTY ADMINISTRATOR’S RECOMMENDATION:
I concur with the requested action.

Agenda Item No. 1«E»

Date: -.3/18/03
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AUTHORIZE AGREEMENT WITH TRI-MET FOR COMMUTER RAIL 
DEVELOPMENT AND OPERATION 
March 18,2003 
Page 2

The Agreement notes that the County shall contribute specified amounts of funding towards the 
construction and operation of the Project, and retain certain obligations and review and approval 
rights. Further, it describes the County’s role in the development of a federal Full Funding Grant 
Agreement (FFGA), the approval of design plans and specifications, commuter rail vehicle approval 
rights, and the coordination between the Project and the County’s MSTIP Lombard Street Project. 
Funding for the County’s participation in final design, constmction and early operations is to be 
paid for with Project administrative funds available through the FFGA.

The agreement describes the County’s responsibilities with regard to a Shared Use Agreement with 
Portland and Western Railroad, a Purchase and Sale Agreement with Union Pacific Railroad, and an 
Intergovernmental Agreement with the cities of Beaverton, Tigard, Tualatin, and Wilsonville 
regarding permitting and equitable levels of project-sponsored improvements.

A copy of the agreement is available at the Clerk’s desk for review.
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Washington County, Oregon
Land Use & Transportation

Kathy Lehtola, Interim Director last modified 04/26/200216:47:27

Land Use < Transporta(ion
Project Drawings
Station Plans
Media Intormation

1. Prelect Description
2. Prelect Cost
3. Background
4. Regional Support
5. Status
6. Funding

7. Benefits
8. Fast Facts
9. Stations/Park and Rides
10. Commuter Rail Vehicles
11. Partner aoendes
12. Ridershio and Cost

Project Description
The new Commuter Rail project will serve critical public mobility needs 
in the eastern Washington County transit corridor through joint use of 
freight rail lines to move commuters through this fast growing sector of 
the region. The Commuter Rail links with MAX Light Rail to connect 
its riders with Hillsboro, Portland, Gresham, and the Portland 
International Airport.

The 15.3 mile long, five station project between 
Wilsonville and Beaverton will utilize an existing 
rail road corridor and link five eastern Washington 
County Regional and Town Centers. Park & Ride 
facilities will serve all stations, except at Washington Square and at the 
Beaverton Transit Center. Service will run weekdays, in the peak commute 
hours, with an estimated daily ridership of4,650 in die year 2020.

Project Cost ^
Total capital cost for the Commuter Rail project is estimated at $120 million (year-of-expenditure 
dollars). Federal, state and local funding shares will cover construction costs. Local cities and 
Washington County have committed $25 million in local funds. The 2001 Legislature committed $35 
million in state lottery bond proceeds for die project. A request for federal authorization and funding 
for the balance is underway.

Background
In 1996 Washington County, the Cities of Beaverton, Tigard, Tualatin, Wilsonville and Sherwood, 
Tri-Met, Metro and ODOT began studying the feasibility of commuter rail along a branch rail 
corridor that parallels Interstate-5 and Highway 217 between Wilsonville and Beaverton. In 1999 
Washington Coimty and the Federal Transit Administration (FTA) began Alternatives Analysis and 
an Environmental Assessment process. Both processes have been successfully concluded, and the

http://www.co.washington.or.us/deptmts/lut/commrail/train.htm 4/16/2003
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project is wrapping up Preliminary Engineering and seeking federal approval to begin Final Design.

Project Scheduie
i ^gOO^y j gOQg i 2003 ■ 2004^ :
hjgMjwy Dtrign

FTAApprovjl

bi IiiIhbh hmi

uoiauuuiM)

Service Begins
'FTA •• Fedaral Tr*nsport»Uon Administration ^ .

Regional Support
An extensive public involvement process was 
undertaken, with a high level of public and 
business support demonstrated for the project 
Washington County, the Cities of Beaverton, 
Tigard, Tualatin, Wilsonville, JPACT, and the 
Metro Council all unanimously selected 
Commuter Rail as their Locally Preferred 
Alternative, when given the other transit 
options of no-build and a new express bus 
service.

Status
Congress appropriated $1.5 million in federal

funds for Preliminary Engineering (PE). In the PE phase of project development conceptual designs 
were advanced to the 30% level and detailed cost estimates were developed. The Final 
Environmental Assessment was published in January 2001, and a Finding of No Significant Impact 
(FONSI) was issued in April 2001.

Funding

Total project capital costs are estimated to be 
$120 million.
Washington County has dedicated $25 million 
for the project
The State of Oregon’s share of this project is 
$35 million. Legislation was passed in Jime of 
2001 to dedicate this money fiom lottery 
backed bonds

Operations Plan
Equipment Type Diesel Multiple Unit (DMU) 
TrUn Frequency 30minutes

Maximum Speed 20 MPH (Lombard SL)
60 MPH (north of Tualafin)
75 MPH (south of Tualatin) 

37 MPH
5.30 — 6.30 am, &
4:00 - 7:00 pm

Avmage Speed 

Seridte HoursFederal funding authorization for the balance is 
being requested in this year’s Federal
Transportation Appropriations bill. Commuter ______________________
Rail is one of the Portland Metropolitan Region’s three "top federal priorities". 
Responsibility for the cost of operations, estimated to be $4 million annually, will be 
determined during Final Design.

Benefits It
The average daily Commuter Rail ridership is estimated to be 4650 individuals in the year 
2020.
Commuter Rail travel times between Wilsonville, Tigard, Tualatin and Beaverton are 
projected to be 35% - 50% faster than equivalent auto travel times.
The annual 1.1 million+ Commuter Rail ridership is three times more than that achieved by an 
express bus system with twice the frequency, using bus-preference traffic signals and by-pass 
lanes at 40 different intersections.
The $8 million per mile capital cost of Commuter Rail is significantly less expensive per mile

http://www.co.washington.or.us/deptmts/lut/commraiI/train.htm 4/16/2003
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RTVERHOUSE
Richard and Ronald Baranzano 

P.O.B0X 505
18615-18645 SW Boones Ferry Road 

Tualatin, Oregon 97062 
E-mail: Oregonrealestate@cs.com

August 5,2004

Sent Via e-mail: lutDlan@co.washington.or.us. Laura Tavlor@co.wa5;hington.or.us.
shopkins@ci.tualatin.or.us
ALSO SENT VIA FAX: 503.846.4530

Tualatin Basin Natural Resource Coordinating Committee 
Washington Coxmty/DLUT 
155 N. 1st Avenue, Suite 350-14 
Hillsboro, Oregon 97124

RE: Riverhouse, 2S 1 24BC Tax Lots 1400 and 1301 

To Whom It May Concern:

Architectural Review Decision# AR-03-18 approved the development of a 210-imit 
congregate care and assisted living on a 3.11 acre property (see tax lots listed above). 
These tax lots are between the Tualatin River on the north and SW Boones Ferry road on 
the south. As a condition and prior to this approval, applicant was granted Service 
Provider Letter, File# 2947, by Clean Water Services. However, OAR 411-056-0007 
places a Licensing Moratorimn on assisted living facilities until 2005, so construction 
will not be able to begin for at least a year.

City of Tualatin staff has indicated that the ESEE mapping needs to be updated to reflect 
this approval. In fact, staff did submit, and received a mapping adjustment for this 
property. Unfortunately, the correction was not carried forward on all parts of the tax lots 
in question(see Tax Lots# 1301 & 1400, Map 2S124BC, Wellington County attached, 
for the purpose of clarifying Riverhouse Project Location and Tax Lot boundaries). 
Please accept this letter as a request to continue the map correction on all parts of tiie tax 
lots listed above.

This project is an economically important, socially significant, environmentally sound 
and energy efficient development. It is adjacent to bus lines, the Senior Center and in the 
center of Tualatin’s Core Urban Renewal Area. Please correct the map to allow this 
development to move forward.

Respectfully,

Richard A. Baranzano

mailto:Oregonrealestate@cs.com
mailto:utDlan@co.washington.or.us
mailto:shopkins@ci.tualatin.or.us
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August 9,2004 

Washington County
Land Use and Transportation Department 
Planning Division
155 N. First Avcaiuc, Suite 350, MS 14 
Hillsboro, OR 97124

RE: Goal 5 Planning Proposal

Dear Sir:

This letter is in response to your Goal 5 Planning Proposal. 1 would like to reserve ray rights as a 
landowner with property that will be impacted by the above proposal. The indication is that my . 
property will be greatly impacted by the “Strictly Limited” zone. 1 reserve the right to maintain 
and enhance my existing bridge, road, and equipment storage located in the limited zone, I also 
reserve the right to maintain the land and riparian areas as necessary.

1 expect to retain the same rights to develop my property as was provided to those properties 
located between my property and Cornelius Pass Road. Since the Goal 5 Plan was proposed, the 
City of Hillsboro and Washington Co. Planning Departments have issued permits to remove 90% 
of the vegetation (including 100' trees), and high density development. W^en this plan was 
proposed 1 attended meetings and expressed my desire to retain my property rights.

1 also reserve the right to limit access to my property to individuals that arc my guests or those 
who have received written permission only. Tt may not be opened to the public nor their arumals.

Thank yo^

121 I^ECkistonCt 
Hillsboro, OR 97124 
503-614-0291

g.»15
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Page 1 of2RECEIVED
AUG 0 9 2001!

PLANNING DIVISION
V\feBAttf|&RaJ?(S&n^i?,nOregon

Goal 5
last modified: 07/23/2004 11:00:11 Department of Land Use &' 

Transportation 
Brent Curtis^ Manager

Enter Street Address
I
example: 155 N 1st Ave 

Rnd Address j

OR Street Intersection
Street 1 
Street 21

example; Street 1: North Hrst Ave 
Street 2: Uncoln Street

Address: 121 NE GUSTON CT Hillsboro 97124 
Taxiot Map

Legend

Allow
Lightly Limit 
Moderately Limit 
Strictly Limit

pH Tualatin Basin Outside 
of Inventory

□ Outside of Tualatin 
Basin

_Dgfinitions_far^LP_^3ram Recommendatlor
v*s-n"

.......
Washington County - ‘ Planning Division: 503-846*3519
Land Use and Transportation Departnient fax: 503-846-4412 
Planning Division v "■ E-Mail'tb: iuipinngico.waihinQton.or.us
155 N. First Avenue, Suite 350, MS 14 .
Hillsboro, OR 97124 V



9755 SW Barnes Road, Suite 300 
Portland, Oregon 97225 

503.626.0455 
Fax 503.526.0775

TRANSMITTAL FI£OEiVi

To: Steve Kelly Date: April 5,21

Company; Washington County D.L.U.T. Project Number 30476

Address: 155 N. First Avenue, Suite 350 Project Name:

City/State: Hillsboro, OR 97124

Phone:

Fax

to

W'-5 {X • ..i ■. »S

Jinmiy Bellomy 

(503) 626-0455 

Fax: (503)526-0775

i»se!i7*sip*ts->r*s

ConfidentiaUty Notice: This facsimile is intended only for the use of 
the individual and exempt from disclosure under applicable law. If the 
reader of this message is not the intended recipient, you are hereby 
notified that the uiuutfaotized dissemination, distribution or copying of 
this communication, or the taking of any action in reliance on the 
contents of this information is strictly prohibited. If you have received 
this fiKsimilc in error, please notify us immediately by telephone 
(collect). Thank you.

We are sending: These Are Transmitted: Copied To:

El Attached lEl For Your Info/File E!e

□ Facsimile □ As Requested Via Messeneer

2 # Of Pages Including Cover □ For Review & Comment

, i.Descripliba*- ' ' ’ rA1, [J

:*...

whpacific.com planners surveyors engineers landscape architects
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RECEIVED
AUG 01) 20U<I

PLANNING DIVISION 
Land Use & Transportation

9021 SW 55th Ave. 
Portland,OR 97219 
August 3,2004

Tualatin Basin Coordinating Committee:

I attended the meeting last evening in Hillsboro, and after listening to the testimony 
realized that I wanted to add my comments as well. Although I reside in Portland, Tigard 
is only a few streets away. I think it is wonderful that you are there and working on 
preserving our natural areas while planning development in the least destructive way.

My concern is that the highest value property be protected to the maximum degree in 
order to preserve connectivity. Mitigation, no matter how successful, can never 
substitute for the naturally occurring streams and wetlands. We really must protect as 
much as possible. Mitigation is a last resort only. What is destroyed is gone forever.

Our area is the envy of all who visit from the wastelands of America. Perhaps one needs 
to have once lived in the wastelands to appreciate our very special place and what 
it means to live near streams and trees that sustain all sorts of wildlife, including 
ourselves.

Susan Bexton
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AUG 0 9 2004

PLANNING DIVISION 
Land Use & Transportation

COMMENTS
Thank you for taking tha time to comment on the Tualatin Basin Goal 5 Planning Process. Your comments will become a part of the official 

public record..By submitting your signed comment today, you do not need to testify at the public hearing on August 2, 2004.
■ (If you choose not to sign, yoUr cormrmls Wi'Bbe considemi but win not become a partof the o ITucb I record.).

_________________Comments must be tdcetvBd by 5:00 pm on August 9,2004.
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Signature:
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Frederick W. Britt 
7770 NW Kaiser Road 

Portland OR 97229 
(503)629 2124 

fwb7770@netzero.com

RECE VED
AUG 0 9 200^1

PLANNING DIVISION 
Land Use & Transportation

August 5,2004

Washington County 
Planning Division, Suite 350 
155 NW 1st Street 
Hillsboro OR 9712

To whom it may concern,

I am a property owner in the Bethany area whose property has been included in the most recent 
UGB expansion. I have just become aware of the pending decisions regarding habitat 
preservation that will affect my property. I have two observations based on the information I have 
been able to gather to-date.

(1) I spent my business career, dating to 1965, as a municipal bond underwriter in Seattle. As 
such, I was involved first-hand in the explosive urban growth that occurred in King, Pierce, and 
Snohomish counties from 1965 until 1992 when I retired from that business and moved to 
Oregon. As a resident of Oregon, I became immensely impressed with the procedures in place to 
control suburban sprawl-which were in such stark contrast to the land rush mentality that had 
dominated the development in the Puget Sound basin-and for that matter, most other 
metropolitan areas in the nation.

A fact that may be lost on many — who may not have first-hand experience of the chaotic 
suburban growth that is occurring in most other areas of the country - is that our well-managed 
UGB with its dominant concept of increasing housing density—has already greatly enhanced 
habitat preservation by the simple fact that it has so effectively limited suburban sprawl.

My concern is that the implementation of a broad, new layer of habitat preservation measures 
within the UGB will be in conflict with concept of achieving the desir^ densities within the 
UGB. In a sense, call a spade a spade - if land is earmarked for development and consequently 
included in the UGB - use it effectively for that purpose, and don’t dilute the concept.

I fully support the efforts to preserve streams and drainage areas, with their associated flora and 
fauna. I am far less convinced of the merit for preserving the more upland parcels, which I 
believe are categorized as “Site-Level Adjustment” on the TBNRCC maps, simply because of 
canopy cover. The preservation of stands of trees for the purpose of habitat protection is 
somewhat flawed in this context. A stand of trees may provide refuge for hawks and owls—but if 
the fields around those trees are gone, these birds will have no place to hunt-and will move on. It 
has further been noted that suburban develooment causes the influx of new animals: cats and

mailto:fwb7770@netzero.com


dogs, that are very disruptive to the current animal populations of these areas. The concept of 
preserving areas for water quality is sound, preserving areas for the benefit of the existing 
wildlife infinstnicture that live there is a questionable rationale.

(2) I am simply stunned by the manner in which this proposal has been presented to the public 
and the short period of time that has been allowed for public comment

I returned fium a week’s vacation on Simday, July 25. Monday morning, I sorted out my mail: a 
pile for regular mail and a pile for junk mail. Between Target and Safeway in the junk mail pile I 
turned up a brochure which I flippy into the trash pile. When it turned over, I spotted 
Washington County on the cover and decided to read it, consequently learning of the open houses 
regarding the Goal 5 program-the Beaverton meeting being scheduled for that evening. I 
attended that meeting and the Public Comment session in Hillsboro Monday the 2nd, at which 
time I learned that the public comment period ended August 9th.

I learned of these meetings almost by accident and the information flowing from these meeting 
has been disjointed and incomplete. The amount you learn is proportionate to how much digging 
you do. In several phone calls to the various jurisdictions-while everyone has been polite and 
helpful— I have received conflicting information, referrals back and forth between the 
jurisdictions, and several comments of “I just don’t know” or “that information isn’t available 
yet”. I believe that many people affected by these proposals remain generally unaware of them or 
their specific content. The August 9th cut-off date does not provide adequate time for the person 
who is, in fact, aware of these proceedings to dig up pertinent information and intelligently 
respond. This is an incredibly short and ill-prepared presentation to the public and land-owners, 
in particular, of information that is so important to them.

As a result of a 10 day effort to find out more, I am in possession of three recent maps prepared 
by the three involved jurisdictions. Each of these maps, as it applies to my property, is different 
At a meeting I was allowed to glimpse at yet another map which “can’t be released because it 
isn’t finished yet” We have a public comment period ending the ninth and I still don’t know how 
these proposals will affect my property.

I am aware of what a difficult and emotionally charged issue you are dealing with and how hard 
it is to decide between many well-founded but opposing concerns. I am also aware, that 
challenges to the UGB expansion not withstanding, the time required to resolve these issues will 
probably significantly extend the period before any development occurs in the Bethany area. 
However, I believe this information should be more complete, better organized, and more 
efficiently presented to the affected landowners before it proceeds.

Frederick W. BnC



From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

fwb7770@netzero.net 
Sunday, August 08, 2004 3:42 PM 
AngeIa_Brown@co.washington.or.us 
RE: Goal 5 comments

Angela

For the past two weeks ,I have attended meetings and had conversation 
with Metro personnel. This has all been based on Metro maps that I 
had--and I was told that the Metro map was the Master for the Goal 5 
studies. These maps listed portions of my property as "moderately limit 
development." I felt thast this was a workable designation and was 
comfortable with it. Everyone I talked with at Metro re-inforced this 
posture.

Friday, August 6, and 3 days --over a weekend- before the public 
comment periods ends on Monday, Metro published a new map on their 
website. On this map my designation has been changed to "highest value 
habitat." This flies in the face of everything I was told and 
understood. The manner in which this is being handled is capricous and 
arbitrary. I am now of the opinion Metro cannot be trusted and any 
goodwill I had toward this process has been replaced with suspicion, 
distrust, and overt opposition.

Fred Britt .
7770 NW Kaiser Rd 
Portland 97229

mailto:fwb7770@netzero.net
mailto:AngeIa_Brown@co.washington.or.us


From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Clare Bronder [clareb@comcast.net] 
Sunday, August 08,2004 7:16 PM 
lutplan@co.washington.or.us 
Goal 5 Planning

ATT31657.txt
To Whom It May Concern:

I am writing to express my concerns about the Tualatin River basin’s 
sensitive lands and how they will be effected by our Goal 5 plans,

a. I support increased efforts and funding (the $3/month SWM fee 
increase)
to conriect storm water drains to a treatment facility instead of 
directly
into the streams into which the water is currently channeled. The 
health
of the Tualatin River basin, both environmentally and economically 
depend
on greatly reducing the contamination of the river basin by runoff from 
our
roads, including landscaping chemicals.
b. I support a basin-wide tree protection ordinance to protect the urban

tree canopy. It is a depressing situation that our energy demands to 
cool
our living spaces continually increase with the effects of the heat 
island
created by the destruction of valuable tree canopy.
c. I also support changes to the proposals for developing land 
designated
as "Moderately Limit". I would like to see it changed by establishing a

lower maximum allowed disturbance area.
Thank you for your consideration of my concerns.
Sincerely yours,
Clare Bronder 
10969 SW Chateau Lane 
Tigard, OR 97224

mailto:clareb@comcast.net
mailto:lutplan@co.washington.or.us
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Page 1 of 1

Angela Brown

From: Eric Canon [canonmetals@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, August 09,2004 11:01 AM
To: HeartsongN@aol.com; jlabbe@pdxstreams.org; andy@duyckmachine.com;

iutpian@co.washington.or.us; hostickac@metro.dst.or.us; pdgibbs@teieport.com; 
etruax@pearsonfinancial.com; mark@cottie.com; richard@groveweb.net; 
rdrake@ci.beaverton.or.us; mclains@metro.dst.or.us; tomh@ci.hiiisboro.or.us; 
cheri@northpiains.org; cheryl_olson@beavton.k12.or.us; deanna@involved.com; 
Dick_Schouten@co.washington.or.us; John_Leeper@co.washington.or.us; nick@atlas-la.com; 
roneshay@verizon.net; sheinrich@ci.comelius.or.us; tom.brian@verizon.net

Cc: brian@tualatinriverkeepers.org
Subject: I support strengthening our mitigation requirements.

To whom it may concern

I want to add my strong support for the protection and nurturing of our wet land and 
natural areas that provide habitat for fish and wild life. We need strong mitigation 
requirements for our area. The proposal to further weaken them flies in the face of the 
realities of our planet and our region. For our children and perhaps their very survival 
these regulations are vital.

Please, should you error, error on the side of caution and preservation, not the 
alternative.

I am so glad Metro is doing this work. We need to respect all of our world, not just the 
short term interests of a few.

Thank you for your consideration.

Eric Canon

Eric and Jeane Canon 
Eric Canon's Metalworks 
1923 Elm Street 
Forest Grove, Oregon 97116 
(503)357-3282 Phone & Fax 
Visit my Website at: 
http://www.canonmetals.com
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August 4,2004

Tualatin Basin Natural Resource Coordinating Committee 
155 N. 1st Avenue, Suite 350-14 
milsboro, OR 97214

AUG 0 5 200*1
PLANNING DIVISION 

Land Use & Transportation

RE: TESTIMONY REGARDING TBNRCC FISH & WILDLIFE
PROTECTION PROGRAM

Members of the Coordinating Committee:

The Associated General Contractors Oregon-Columbia Chapter represents over 
1,000 companies actively involved in all aspects of the commercial construction 
industry in Oregon and southwest Washington. Nearly 70% of our members 
work, reside and employ workers in the Metro region. AGC has been an active 
participant in the Metro Fish & Wildlife Protection Program process for the past 
several years and has monitored the activities of the TBNRCC in crafting the 
“Basin Approach” that was allowed by Metro.

AGC applauds the TBNRCC for their willingness to create a program that works 
best for the jurisdictions in the Tualatin Basin rather than trying to manipulate a 
program created by Metro that may not meet your specific needs or goals.

AGC also supports the manner in which you have valued jobs producing land in 
your ESEE analysis. We agree that all land capable of producing jobs should be 
“high” valued and should not be unduly restricted by the presence of fish and 
wildlife habitat—especially since the mapping of the riparian and upland habitat 
that was done by Metro has not been ground-truthed, and we know that it is 
substantially inaccurate in many cases.

AGC does have concerns, however, with the program that has been recommended 
for your consideration. Those concerns are outlined below:

1) Calculating the amount of commercial and industrial land impacted by the 
Basin Approach is difficult, if not impossible, in the time we have for public input 
on your decisionmaking process. It is our understanding that the graph of affected 
acreage that was received this week fi'om Washington County GIS staff does not 
factor in land already protected by Title 3 restrictions, and that no can give us that 
information before your decision must be made. That is problematic because we 
cannot accurately project how additional Fish & Wildlife Habitat Program

2002 AGC of America Chapter of the Year

The Voice & Choice of the Construction Industry!

Wilsoimfle, OR 97070 
505-682-3363 
800-82^6610 

Fax 503-682-1696 
■www.agc-oregon.org
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regulations will affect the commercial/industrial economy in the Tualatin Basin.

2) The 50% increase in SWM fees and the fee-in-lieu-of-mitigation fees that are being proposed 
could be a significant disincentive for existing businesses to grow their operations or even stay in 
areas that are affected, and it certainly creates issues for recruiting new businesses to the Basin. 
We understand your goal of trying to get ahead of ESA and CWA regulations with this effort, 
but we question whether a $127,000,000 program is necessary to accomplish the goals that have 
been articulated.

3) AGC is aware that the Tualatin Basin jurisdictions are concerned about the loss of 
development capacity that will result from these new regulations. We understand that your 
concern is twofold—first, will Metro be willing to change the density requirements to take into 
consideration protection of resources; and, second, how will lost capacity be recovered in the 
Tualatin Basin rather than in some other part of the region. AGC shares this concern. We are 
not confident that a subregional analysis of land need will be used by Metro to recover lost 
capacity by moving the UGB in areas where it is lost. We are fiirther concerned that there will 
be an attempt to recover lost capacity by upzoning and other design mechanisms rather than 
UGB expansion to avoid the unpopular and uncomfortable process of expansion that we have 
recently experienced. AGC firmly believes that we cannot continue to t^e productive land out 
of the inventory when we cannot clearly articulate that the benefits of doing so outweigh the 
deleterious economic consequences.

AGC asks that you proceed with caution in making your decision on the Basin Program. It now 
appears that the Metro timeline has (again) been lengthened and that they will not be considering 
your program until late November or early December. We believe you should use that time to 
fine-tune the program elements that are causing so much confusion and concern so that the 
community can better imderstand the program. To continue to hold yourselves to such a tight 
timeline when the pressure from Metro is off and there are so many unanswered questions does 
not seem a prudent course of action.

AGC is committed to working collaboratively with the Tualatin Basin jurisdictions on this 
program now and into the fiiture. My members understand the importance of clean water, clean 
*air, fish in the streams and a health eco-system. We live in this region because of its unique 
quality of life; however, we also need to be able to sustain a healthy economy to keep that 
quality of life, and we are concerned about the economic effects of more regulations.

Sincerely,

Cindy Catt^y 
Public ATfwre Director

Cc: AGC Board of Directors
Craig Honeyman, Executive Director
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April 5,2004

To: Tualatin Basin Coordinating Committee & Metro

Comments on Tualatin Basin and Metro Goal 5 Planning

Froin: Carol Chesarek
13300 NW Germantown Road 
Portland, OR 97231

■,s,%

I live in an area just outside the current UGB that is colored dark blue on the Metro maps for wildlife 
habitat, and I have two small, unmapped streams that run all year on my property, flowing into the 
Tualatin Basin. I want to ask Metro and the Tualatin Basin Coordinating Committee to put in place the 
strongest possible protections for riparian and wildlife habitats. I admire the goal of the Tualatin Basin 
Coordinating Committee to “conserve, protect, and restore a continuous ecologically viable streamside 
corridor... integrated with surrounding urban landscape... to be achieved through conservation, 
protection and appropriate restoration through time.”

I would like to make a few general comments and then move into specific concerns.

The Portland Metro area is famed for it’s “livability”. I moved here in 1984 from the Bay Area of 
California, where I had watched the march of asphalt and concrete through the Santa Clara Valley until 
virtually the whole valley floor was covered and development was moving up the surrounding foothills. 
When I arrived in Portland, I was immediately struck by the pervasive presence of woodlands, streams, 
and wildlife habitat in the metropolitan area, which had been lost in the Bay Area. If we want to 
maintain a high Standard of “livability” and keep attracting the best and brightest people to the Portland 
region, we need to maintain wildlife habitat and riparian areas which have eroded over the last 20 years, 
and which are now threatened with further development. We need to think about what we want this 
region to look like in 50 to 100 years, and consider our gratitude for wildlife habitats such as Forest Park 
that were set aside by people of foresight many years ago for our benefit and the benefit of future 
generations. Will we leave a similarly positive legacy for future generations?

I would argue that historically, we have continually underestimated the resources required to maintain 
healthy streams, wildlife habitats, and wildlife itself. Given the high cost of habitat restoration and the 
virtual impossibility of removing development in favor of recreating wildlife habitat, it would be better 
to err on the side of protecting too much habitat, and protecting it too well, than to put in place a 
program that is too weak. It is easier to loosen regulations later than to tighten them.

Further, we are just beginning to understand and quantify the economic value of the “system services” 
provided by wildlife habitats and riparian areas. Absorbing rains, reducing run-off and therefore 
flooding, holding slopes in place to reduce landslides, holding soil to prevent valuable topsoils from 
eroding and clogging streams downslope, filtering impurities to cleanse our water, these are all services 
that have definite economic value to our area that tends to be overlooked in favor of “economic” 
development. We need to leam to put a dollar value on these functions to weigh against the economic 
value of destroying them as we build industrial sites and homes.



There appears to be a strong bias towards saerificing habitat, or allowing it to be significantly degraded, 
if it exists on land intended for industrial use. But residential and industrial properties that include or 
border viable natural habitats are valued more highly than those surrounded by asphalt, concrete, and 
more buildings. It’s not hard too see why Tektronix executives decided to move their headquarters fi-om 
Beaverton to Wilsonville, where their offices could look out on a woodland that was regularly used by 
deer. Businesses may complain about having to protect habitat on their property, but in the long run it 
increases the mental health of their employees, it helps them attract top talent, and it provides positive 
PR. Intel, for example, fights for maximum flexibility in how they can use their land, but pats itself on 
the back for being an environmentally fiiendly company. Many industrial businesses also depend on 
clean water, which depends either on maintaining high quality riparian areas or developing water 
treatment plants. It’s a safe bet that the riparian areas will be cheaper providers of clean water in the 
long run, as well as providing other “system services.” We should be looking for creative ways to 
resolve conflicts between industrial use and habitats, not automatically downgrading habitat to make it 
easier to industrial developers to destroy it. Many home buyers hunt for properties that include habitat, 
or that border natural areas - putting habitat protections in place will increase the value of many 
residential properties. Perhaps we need a regional awards program for business and residential 
developers who do a good job of developing properties in a way that protects or enhances riparian and 
wildlife habitats.

Personally, I want strong protections for riparian and wildlife habitat, such as Metro’s option 1 A, put in 
place to protect the value to my home and property. In the last few years, the neighbor on one side of 
me cleared all the trees and undergrowth off an acre of his property so he’d have a sunny area where he 
could plant a dozen fiiiit trees. The neighbor across the street and uphill firom me took out another acre 
of trees, then brought in truckload after trackload of soil to expand his home vineyard. Neither broke 
any existing land use rule, but two acres of highest quality wildlife habitat was lost to what I feel were 
uses with much lower social value. And this winter, when we had all the snow and then warming, I was 
lying awake wondering if all that new soil was going to come loose and come sliding down towards my 
house. I see these wildlife and riparian habitat protections acting like zoning. I may lose some 
flexibility in how I can use my property, but I experience an overall gain in property value because my 
neighbors have to protect the habitat on their property too. Strong protections reduce the odds that my 
property will be flooded or eroded due to properties uphill firom me being cleared of their tree canopy, 
reduce the chance that I’ll lose privacy due to trees on neighboring properties being cleared, reduce the 
chances of pollution finding it’s way into the streams that run across my property. I put a higher value 
on having a juvenile Pileated woodpecker visit my birdfeeder, as one did last year, than on my ability to 
build a bigger deck or add on to my home. In fact, I would go even further than these wildlife and 
riparian rales, and suggest that Metro consider putting a permanent rural designation on areas with a 
large percentage of Upland wildlife class A habitats.

I’m also in favor of a strong UGB, but if putting strong habitat protections in place restricts development 
enough, I would favor expanding the UGB to accommodate well protected riparian and wildlife habitats. 
I would not favor expanding the UGB unless the habitats are strongly protected, though.



More specific comments.

It’s difficult to comment specifically on many topics since the various limit levels haven’t been defined 
yet by the Tualatin Basin Coordinating Committee.

The programs put in place by the Tualatin Basin and Metro should include regular reviews of progress 
against goals and allow imposition of stronger protections over time if they’re needed.

Prohibit designations should be put in place for Riparian class A and Upland Wildlife class 1 habitats on 
land that has already been developed, for example in the rural residential areas near where I live. 
Property owners have value on their land, and the protections for the remaining habitats are more 
important than enlarging homes, adding new out buildings, etc. I also suggest that Metro put a 
permanent rural designation on these areas.

There is much discussion about maintaining wildlife habitat around Forest Park so that it doesn’t 
become an island. It would be helpful to put together a study outlining which nearby habitats are critical 
to maintaining the wildlife populations in Forest Park, so they can be protected. It isn’t clear to me if the 
Metro habitat maps address this.

Some planners may view medium and low quality habitats, particularly those on industrial lands, as 
having no value. While Metro has done a great job of mapping the habitats that exist and rating it’s 
quality, much of our wildlife has been forced to use lower quality habitat because it’s all that’s available 
to them. So I believe that some consideration should be given to whether the habitat is being used, and 
not just it’s current quality, in determining levels of protection. For example:

Jacobson Road, between Helvetia and Cornelius Pass Road. The farm fields and riparian 
area south of Jacobson Road are regularly used by Red Tail Hawks through summer and 
winter - there are one or two hawks hunting from telephone poles on most days of the 
year. Neo-tropical migrant birds use the shrubby riparian area.
The north end of the Hillsboro airport adjacent to Evergreen Parkway, is used by a 
variety of raptors who are watched daily by Intel employees.
There is a shrubby area just north of Intel Jones Farm campus on NE 25th in Hillsboro 
that has been home for many years to a pair of kestrels who nest nearby and h\mt firom 
the telephone wires. This area isn’t mapped as habitat in the Metro inventory, but clearly 
it’s well used by these kestrels.

I’m particularly concerned about the riparian area for Abbey Creek, where it crosses Kaiser Road in 
north Bethany at the Washington County line. Parts of this area are rated from allow on up to strictly 
limit. But there is a heavily used wildlife corridor, where I have personally seen bobcat, elk, and deer, 
that runs along the stream, virtually along the county line. The 2002 UGB expansion brought lands up 
to the county line into the urban area. There is some forest cover, but the area is currently usable by 
wildlife because it’s surrounded by rural properties such as horse pasture. If residential development is 
allowed to run up to the edge of the mapped habitat, virtually on top of the wildlife corridor, the value of 
the corridor will be significantly reduced. This riparian area extends into floodplain north of the 
Washington County line and Abbey Creek runs into Rock Creek a little to the west, creating a large 
riparian zone and floodplain that deserves to be buffered from high density residential development. I



would encourage the Tualatin Basin Coordinating Committee to create a rural buffer area on the south 
edge of the Abbey Creek riparian area to protect this wildlife corridor, extending beyond the lands 
currently designated as riparian habitat to be protected. I would further encourage Washington County 
and Beaverton, as they plan for development of this area of Bethany to place high density development 
along Springville Road and leave the northern part of Bethany with rural and low density development.

I’m not in favor of any one time compensation for property owners who may feel the value of their 
property has been reduced by habitat protections, I would urge the Tualatin Basin and Metro to consider 
some form of ongoing payment for the “system services” provided by these habitats. I see this as being 
valuable because it could be used to encourage property owners to maintain or improve the quality of 
the habitat and riparian areas on their lands. This compensation could take the form of property tax 
reductions, lower water and sewer bills, etc. The reductions could be calculated based on the quality of 
the habitat and the proportion of the property that’s in habitat. I realize that money is tight right now, 
but this type of program could also help defuse anger from people who resent new regulations by 
showmg Aem the cost being borne by those who benefit from the “system services” provided habitat 
and riparian areas on their property.

All ndes and regulations will be meaningless unless they are given teeth. The program has to include 
meaningfiil penalties for violations. A fine of $10 will not stop someone if they can see a $1000 profit 
in an action.

Industrial landscapes, including sidewalk strips, should be seen as potential areas for habitat creation. 
Those businesses who push for reducing or eliminating protections for riparian areas and wildlife 
habitats on their property will invariably install some form of artificial landscaping that requires ongoing 
maintenance. All business owners should be encomaged to install landscaping that incorporates native 
plants and creates habitat for native birds and animals. I cringe every time I drive along Jacobson Road 
in Hillsboro and see the miles of grass installed in the sidewalk strips, well beyond where there are any 
businesses or residences. This grass landscape is actively used by non-native cow birds and starlings. 
Grass costs money to install, both for sod and for irrigation, and requires ongoing maintenance and 
watering. The weekly maintenance includes mowing with gas powered mowers, edging with gas 
powered edgers, then clearing the clippings off the sidewalk with a gas powered blower. Later, the 
clippings are hauled away in a gas powered truck. Not to mention the chemical fertilizers and broad 
leaf herbicides that are used. This is a daft use of gasoline and money to create habitat that’s only used 
by non-native species. These areas could easily be planted with native plants like low growing Oregon 
grape, red flowering currant, and vine maple that could provide habitat for native birds instead of grass, 
and it would cost less money, require less water, create less air pollution, and be all around more 
environmentally fiiendly in the long run. The Metro and Tualatin Basin Goal 5 programs should include 
regulations or educational programs to encourage the installation of low maintenance native plants to 
create habitat wherever possible on business properties.

Someone needs to do a common sense reconciliation of the suggestions for reducing wildfire hazards 
and protecting wildlife habitat and riparian areas. If I were to follow the “rules” for reducing wildfire 
risk on my property, I would have to clear almost all the trees from my 2.5 acre property, including 
those along the two small streams. I’m not about to do that both because I value the habitat the trees 
create, and because I like living among them, but it would be nice if someone could tell property owners 
how to increase the protection for their homes without destroying habitat, if it’s possible.



Finally, it’s very frustrating too see government sponsored development in floodplains. Where 
floodplains have been zoned for industrial development and/or urban renewal districts, jurisdictions 
should ^just their zoning and programs to get this development out of floodplains. Aside from 
destroying floodplain and increasing the chances for flooding on nearby properties, the taxpayers 
shouldn’t be saddled with the cost of repairing the properties after they flood. This is just bad policy, 
forgivable if a jurisdiction didn’t understand the flood risk before 1996, but not forgivable if it isn’t ’ 
fixed now that the 1996 floods showed us all the risk and cost of flooding.

Thank you for your consideration.

Carol Chesarek
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Angela Brown

From: Carol Chesarek [chesarek@teIeport.com]
Sent: Monday, August 09,2004 10:25 AM
To: tom.brian@verizon.net; rdrake@ci.beaverton.or.us; cheryl_olson@beavton.k12.or.us;

lutplan@co.washington.or.us
Cc: jlabbe@pdxstream.org
Subject: proposed reduction in North Bethany habitat protections

August 9, 2004

To the Tualatin Basin Natural Resources Coordinating Committee:

Tom Brian, County Commissioner (Chair)
Rob Drake, Mayor of Beaverton (Vice Chair)
Cheryl Olson, Mayor of North Plains

Last Thursday, August 5th, the Tualatin Basin Natural Resources Steering Committee proposed changing areas 
designated as "Future Urban" to "Urban", thus reducing protection for habitats in these areas, including North 
Bethany. I strongly oppose this change.

Because the North Bethany area was just brought into the UGB, the urban zonirig hasn't been established and we 
have an opportunity to maintain development capacity and protect habitat by doing the sensible thing - putting 
density on the farmlands in the southern part of the area, away from the majority of the habitat in the North 

' Bethany area, which lies along the northern edge of the area. This would put the majority of development closer 
to the Bethany Town Center, closer to PCC Rock Creek, and into the area already served by Tri-Met. If we're 
going to develop farmland, we might as well use it as effectively as possible by putting high density deveopment 
on it. Protecting wildlife and riparian habitat in North Bethany doesn't have to conflict with new development, but 
this proposal by the Steerinig Committee will raise the likelihood of such conflicts by encouraging more 
development in the most valuable habitat areas. Why should we create a conflict where it doesn't need to exist?

Abbey and Rock creeks run across the northern edge of the North Bethany area. The area includes a functional 
mix of riparian and wildlife habitats that support elk and bobcat, among other animals. I saw an elk grazing in the 
fields in this area as recently as two weeks ago, and I've also seen a bobcat where the Abbey Creek wildlife 
corridor crosses Kaiser road. This habitat is especially valuable because these creeks still have functioning 
connections to their nearby headwater streams, and also provide connectivity to Forest Park for wildlife.
Wildlife from Forest Park can still access these lowland riparian areas in North Bethany, a type of habitat that the 
park itself doesn't include.

If this North Bethany habitat is destroyed or fragmented by development, where in this sub-watershed are we 
going to find an equivalent location to use for mitigation? After passing through North Bethany, Rock Creek 
heads into the suburbs (not a likely place for elk & bobcat habitat), and upstream is Multnomah County so the 
options are limited.

Loss of this upland and riparian habitat along known floodplain will also increase the chances of flooding in 
downstream suburban areas by increasing ElA and reducing the "sponge" effect provided by these habitats.

Last but not least, I haven't seen very many mitigation projects in Washington County that effectively replace all 
the ecological functions provided by existing habitats. If we replace functioning habitat with less valuable, lower 
functioning habitat, we aren't going to achieve the program's goal of an overall increase in habitat quality. Most of 
the riparian mitigation areas that I drive by in the Bethany area are choked with invasive species. We shoujdn t 
count on mitigation to replace functioning habitat until we've demonstrated that it works, and not unless we re sure 
we have equivalent areas to do mitigation in. Let's keep the functioning habitats where we can, including North 
Bethany.

Thank you for your consideration.

Carol Chesarek
13300 NW Germantown Road
PoercAriCt tbiL ^nz-2i
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Angela Brown

From: Carol Chesarek [chesarek@teleporLcom]
Sent: Monday, August 09,2004 4:14 PM
To: lutplan@co.washington.or.us
Subject: Goal 5 testimony on Compensation to Property Owners

August 9,2004

To the Tualatin Basin Natural Resources Coordinating Committee:

In today's meeting of the Tualatin Basin Natural Resources Coordinating Committee, some members of the 
committee discussed the potential need to compensate property owners in some way for the loss of economic 
use due to the designation of habitat on their property. I think we need to be very careful about how we approach 
this topic, because some property owners will receive economic benefit from the proposed protection (via 
increased property values to indirect benefits such as cleaner air and reduced chanced of flooding), so any 
blanket compensation for diminished property value is a hard thing to calculate fairly.

But I do think it would be reasonable to consider compensating landowners in some way on the habitat quality 
and acreage. High quality habitat could be compensated at a higher rate than lower quality habitat, the Metro 
maps could be used to determine habitat quality and acreage, compensation to each property owner would 
be calculated based on the rate for habitat quality times acreage of each habitat type that is owned. Since these 
lands are providing “system services” to the community by filtering water, helping prevent erosion and flooding, 
etc., we could calculate the benefit they provide the community and provide ongoing payments (monthly, 
quarterly, or annually) to property owners based on that value. Think of it this way: if my property had a sewage 
treatment plant that was used by the City of Portland to treat sewage, they’d be paying me for that service. 
Residents who benefit from the services provided could be charged higher SWM fees, for example, to raise the 
funds required to compensate the property owners whose land provided the service. Alternatively, rates could be 
based on what it would cost the Tualatin Basin to buy and protect property with equivalent habitat on it, amortized 
over some period like 20 years. I'm not sure of the right financial vehicles to use, whether it’s property tax credits, 
water & sewer fees, or something else, but this type of approach could provide appropriate compensation to 
property owners on an ongoing basis and also creates an incentive for them to maintain or improve the quality of 
the habitat on their land. The enhanced SWM type fees seem like a good fit, but this use might require voter 
approval. Payments and fees could also be adjusted over time as we get better at calculating the value of the 
services provided, unlike a single payment scheme.

The property tax credit schemes that I’ve seen discussed seem cumbersome and limited in their application. I 
also think that we can’t afford to signifiantly lower property taxes right now. Given that the Tualatin Basin has 
Clean Water Services and the SWM fee, my guess is that using an enhanced SWM fees is probably a better fit. 
The key concept is really payment for services provided — think of the habitat as saving construction of water 
purification plants and sewage treatment plants, and as reducing floodwaters, then try to put a dollar value on 
those benefits, divide it proportionally among habitat owners contributing the service, and that gets you to the 
credit a property owner would get. The property owner would still owe fees for water usage, impervious surfaces, 
etc. If the credit more than offsets what the property owner owes, then he gets a payment Otherwise he sees a 
reduction in the fees he pays. I don’t know how big the payments would work out to be - I’m assuming they’d be 
significant enough to get people’s attention and make them realize it’s in their best interest to maintain or improve 
(to increase their payments) the quality of the habitat on their property.

One other advantage to this approach is that it sends a strong positive message to property owners about the 
value of habitat - the fact that they’re getting paid for it will make that value more tangible to them.

Thank you for your consideration

Carol Chesarek
13300 NW Germantown Road
Portland, OR 97231

8/10/04
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, PUNNING DIVISION Land Use & Transportation
100 Kerr Parkway, #49 
Lake Oswego, OR 97035 
July 21, 2004

The Tualati4 Basin Natural Resources Coordinating Comm ittee
Washington County Dept, of Land Use and Transportation
Planning Division
155 N. 1st Avenue, Suite 350-14
Hillsboro, OR 97124

Dear Councilmembers,

I am  wi 
protections 
I understanc 
of thousands 
opportunity

iting to indicate my strong support for applying the strictest possible 
for our Metro area's increasingly threatened remaining riparian habitats, 
that upcoming public hearings this summ er will help determine the fate 
of acres of such habitat in our region. We  must take advantage of this 
to save the riparian corridors and uplands we have left.

I am tl 
habitat. As 
portant that 
Habitat and 
this than tH1 
Moderately 
I can't see 
the protect!

ankful that the program's provisions do protect at least some high value 
a homeowner and native Portlander, though, I think it is critically im- 
everything be done to save as much of oiu: remaining Class I Riparian 
Class A Wildlife Habitat as we can. I can't think of better examples of 
e Fanno Creek and Rock Creek Greenways, which I understand are only in the 
I|.lmit category. I have seen so much of those areas developed already that 
50-percent allowance in the Moderate category giving these and other areas 
on they really need.

I'm non totally against development; I just think that there are smarter ways to 
do it. A strong habitat protection program  could allow clustered development in cer-
tain areas,{thus keeping adjacent riparian corridors and other habitats intact and fun-
ctioning. In my job as an airline pilot I get airborne views of other metropolitan areas 
(like Phoenix, Sacramento, and Colorado Springs, to name three) where development is 
allowed to proceed unchecked. The results? Mile after mile of tract homes, strip malls 
and freeways engulfing everything in their path. I don't want to see that happen here, 
but I am  convinced that it will unless we take advantage of this opportunity.

Thank you for the chance to comment.

Sincerely,

Mr. Christian F. Clere
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July 28, 2004

Tualatin Basin Coordinating Committee 
155 North 1st Avenue 
Hillsboro, Oregon 97124

Dear Committee:

Almost three years ago my wife and I moved to a townhouse overlooking a wetland near 
NW Bethany Boulevard. Our choosing to live here was influenced by the open view from 
our front room and deck looking out on a wetland. At the time we purchased the property, 
we did not anticipate the amount of wild life we would view from here. We regularly see 
herons, hawks and owls; since we also feed birds we see the more common small birds 
which will come to a feeder. Occasionally we have seen deer wandering through the area 
We have seen single coyotes during the day and heard packs howling at night

We strongly support decisions to preserve and protect wetlands for the protection of 
wildlife and for the enjoyment of persons like ourselves. We cannot imagine living here 
without the enjoyment a wetland brings us. It is our judgment that the animals and birds 
appreciate wetlands also.

Sincerely,

Kathelene Cover and John Cover 
15384 NW Aberdeen Dr.
Portland, OR 97229

cc: Audubon Society
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Angela Brown

From: RCreek2000@aol.com
Sent: Monday, August 09,2004 3:18 PM
To: lutplan@co.washington.or.us
Cc: RCreek2000@aol.com
Subject: - goal 5 testimony -

My name is Robert D. Creek and I reside at 20655 SW Parker Ct in Aloha, OR.
I also own an ajoining lot at 20595 SW Parker Ct. Both properties together 
total approx 4-1/3 acres and encompass Butternut Creek (a tributary of the 
Tualatin River). The 20595 property includes a manmade pond, formed by a dam 
on the 20655 property. As far as 1 know, this feature has been present since 
about 1967.

I am writing to express concern regarding potential impact of Goal 5 to my 
properties. I have reviewed maps on the Goal 5 website and have noted that 
a large percentage of the non-water portions are designated as areas of 
restricted development. I am particularly puzzled by the configuration on 
the latter (20595) property. Presently, there is one small house (1000 sq ft) 
built on it. The lot consists almost entirely of mowed lawn, with a couple 
of large fir trees by the water line. The property could easily sustain four 
houses of the size & style that have been already been built in the adjacent 
neighborhood. There is a paved road and sidewalk running along the front 
of it, with gas, water, sewer, electricity and cable all available. Being 
that this property is within the urban growth boundary, it would be a good 
candidate for housing development. It seems apparent to me that the 
restricted development boundaries for this property were arrived at without 
anyone actually looking at what is there now.

I attended the Aug 2nd hearing and have looked over material sent in the 
mail. It is still not very clear to me what the restricted development 
classifications exactly mean for my situation. I would like to get 
information from the Goal 5 organization that is relevant to my property.
In the meantime, due to the uncertainty that I see now, I feel compelled 
to contact a realtor/developer to explore available options.

Robert D. Creek

20655 SW Parker Ct 
Aloha, OR 97007

503-649-4136

rcreek2000@aol.com

8/10/04
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Laura Taylor

From: Anne Madden
Sent: Tuesday, August 10,2004 2:03 PM
To: Laura Taylor
Subject: FW: Goal 5 property owner comment

—Original Message-----
From: Jeff Beiswenger [mailto:Jbeiswenger@d.forest-grove.or.us]
Sent: Tuesday, August 10, 2004 9:13 AM 
To: Anne Madden
Subject: Goal 5 property owner comment 

Anne

I received the following e-mail comm ent yesterday morning (Monday, August .9) from a 
property owner north of Forest Grove (within the 0GB) regarding the Goal 5 
project. I was out of the office until today. Can this comme nt be entered into 
the public record? Or is this particular property owner out of luck since he sent 
the e-mail to me instead of the appropriate Washington County e-mail address?

Please advise.

Jeffrey S. Beiswenger, AlCP 
Senior Planner 
City of Forest Grove 
jbeiswenger@ci.forest-grove.or.us

—Original Message----
From: Ernie n' Nonie [mailto:emied@pcez.com]
Sent: Monday, August 09,2004 9:14 AM 
To: Jeff Beiswenger
Subject: jbeiswenger@ci.forest-grove.or.us - Found word(s) farm e-mail in the Text body. - Tualatin Basin 
Natural Resources Project

TO: Jeff Beiswenger

Thank you for returning my call. As I mentioned, we did not receive the meeting notice due to an address 
change, and because you said the deadline for response to the Tualatin Report was Monday, August 9,1 looked 
at the maps on your website and will reply via e-mail.

Why is the wooded area and the farm land on the northeast section even being considered by the ESEE study?

I have written below a brief history of some of the occurrences that have taken place concerning our land at 3081 
Sunset and one of my objections to this plan as I see it now.

Regards,
Ernie Davidson

To Whom It May Concern:

I own the land on Sunset Drive that is divided by High-
way 47 By-pass. Several years ago, after my father died

8/10/04
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and my mother was left alone on the ferm. I asked to 
partition the land so I could build a house on the back 
portion of our land so I would be able to look after 
my Mother and take care of the farm. I was denied that 
request because a letter from James Reitz to the County 
stated that the City had plans for this property and 
would only consider the request if I would dedicate 
100 feet from west to east at an undetermined location 
through the property, plus other dedications.

The Power Company put power lines in against our wishes; then the USA put sewer line^ in against our wishes; 
and then the county and the city condemned our land, split it in half and put in a highway against our wishes. I 
have attended several meetings and suggested various alternatives but to no avail. The County and City of 
Forest Grove took all of the land between the highway by-pass and Council Creek plus 15 meters on the 
northeast side of the Creek. (People know that a Creek through property is an added feature of land, but the 
"Powers that Be" took this from us.) And now, Tualatin Basin Natural Resources is zoning OUR land as THEY 
wish.

As the owner of the land, I am becoming upset and bitter and resent the fact that some people feel they can tell 
me what to do with my land. We have relinquished power, sewer, highway, sidewalks and sanctuary to birds for 
other people’s benefit. Our farm is split by the Northern By-pass with no direct access from east to west for our 
equipment and yet the "taking" continues. My folks and the generations before them worked hard to improve and 
preserve it for family. We are conservationist and we do respect other peoples wishes, but when we are told what 
we can do with the land that we have toiled over, worried and sweat over, it does not appear fair. We feel 
we have relinquished our share to the community.

Looking at the TBNRCC Hearing Attachment A, Page 21 of 68, we feel that our land that is marked "moderately 
limited" should be at least "lightly limited" or better yet, outside the ESEE study. At present this is farm and timber 
land.

Ernest D. Davidson 
1000 SE Shadowood Dr.
Bend, OR 97702

8/10/04
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Laura Taylor

From: Angela Brown
Sent: Friday, August 06,2004 9:44 AM
To: Laura Taylor; Andrea Vannelli; Steve Kelley
Subject: FW: Goal 5 Comments

—Original Message—
From: Paul Diegel [mailto:pauld@multlaxialsolutions.com]
Sent: Friday, August 06, 2004 6:17 AM 
To: iutplan@co.washington.or.us 
Subject: Goal 5 Comments

I am writing to comment on the Goal 5 proposals. I own farmland in Washington County, at approximately 16215 
N.W. Brugger Rd.
I agree in principle with the desire to preserve wiidiife hapitate and riparian areas. I am concerned, however, that 
the Goal 5 effort will be come a takings issue, in which somewhat arbitrary land use designation will be used to 
force certain landowners to provide parks and open spaces for the public good without adequate compensation. I 
believe that this is fundamentally unfair.
I believe that before Goal 5 can be adequately assessed or implemented, a clear definition of the appeals process 
needs to be prepared and a commitment to fairly compensating affected landowners must be made.
Thank you.

Paul Diegel, M.S., P.E.
Multiaxial Solutions, L.L.C.
3665 South Eastwood Drive 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84109 
pauld@multiaxialsolutions.corn 
801.450.5729 
801.274.6580 fax

8/6/04
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August 9,2004

Washington County Land Use and Transportation Department
Planning Comission
155 N. First Save, Suite 350 MS14
HUlsboro, OR 97124
lutplan@,co.washin|gton.or.us

To Whom It May Concern;

We would like to place conunents regarding the Goal 5 plan for the Tualatin Valley. We 
own land on both sides of NW Brugger Road (in the 16400 address area) and while we 
generally support the essence of Goal 5’s goals of riparian, wetland, habitat, and 
greenspace preservation, we are concerned about the mapped/plotted protection areas and 
how they relate to the actual land/sites. There seem to be some discrepancies as to how 
the land is designated versus the actual terrain, and we would like to be able to reconcile 
the goals with the available land.

Again, we appreciate and support the efforts of Metro and the County in Goal 5 
considerations. As landowners in the area we simply want to ensure that the designations 
are applied consistently across like lands and would like to provide specific input into this 
process.

Sincerely,

Tom Die 
2256 S. 1800 E.
Salt Lake City, UT 84106

Paul Diegel
3665 S. Eastwood
Salt Lake City, UT 84109
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Angela Brown

From: Paul Diegel [pauId@multiaxialsolutions.com]
Sent: Friday, August 06,2004 6:17 AM
To: lutplan@co.washington.or.us
Subject: Goal 5 Comments

I am writing to comment on the Goal 5 proposals. I own farmland in Washington County, at approximately 16215 
N.W. Brugger Rd.
I agree in principle with the desire to preserve wildlife hapitate and riparian areas. I am concerned, however, that 
the Goal 5 effort will be come a takings issue, in which somewhat arbitrary land use designation will be used to 
force certain landowners to provide parks and open spaces for the public good without adequate compensation. I 
believe that this is fundamentally unfair.
I believe that before Goal 5 can be adequately assessed or implemented, a clear definition of the appeals process 
needs to be prepared and a commitment to fairly compensating affected landowners must be made.
Thank you.

Paul Diegel, M.S., P.E.
Multiaxial Solutions, L.L.C.
3665 South Eastwood Drive 
Salt Lake City, Utah 84109 
pauld@multiaxialsolutions.com
801.450.5729 
801.274.6580 fax

8/9/04
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The Tualatin Basin Natural Resources Coordinating Committee 
Washington County Department of Land Use and Transportation 

Planning Division, 155 N I5* Avenue, Suite 350-14 
Hillsboro, OR. 97124

July 29,2004

RECEIVED
AUG 0 3 2001!

PLANNING DIVISION 
Land Use & Transportation

I greatly support fte proposed program to protect environmentally sensitive lands in the urban 
and urbanizing portions of the Tualatin River Basin, Wouldn’t it be great if every resident of the 
greater Portland metropolitan area including the Tualatin valley had a natural area within walking 
distance of the neighborhood in which they lived. Having lived in southwest Portland since 1968, 
I have witnessed a 10 acre field where pheasants used to fly turned into condominiums. I have 
seen the farmland south and west of Washington Square become housing. I have watched the 
Amart farm airport along Kruse way become the Westlake development. Now on Bull mountain 
and even way out Oregon highway 6 big clusters of new development dot the landscape. I hope 
enough space is set aside for parks and greenspace so that the people that live in these places 
would have the opportunity to experience the native flora and fauna of the region. With careful 
planning and benefits for both people and wildlife “Ribbons of Green” can be woven throughout 
our urban areas.

Sincerely,
Robert Duval
4545 SW Galebum st. apt.# 7 
Portland OR. 97219



Tualatin Basin Coordinating Committee 
155 N. First Ave. Suite 300 
Hillsboro, Oregon 97204. •iii
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PLANNING DIVISION 
Land Use & Transportation

July 29,2004

The Engelfried Family 
985 NW Brookwood Ave 
Hillsboro, OR 97124

Dear Tualatin Basin Coordinating Committee,
t ,

There are probably few caring people in the United States who enjoy the thought of millions of 
acres of rainforest being converted to barren wasteland. But how can we blame other countries for 
the wanton destruction of rainforests, unless we do all we can to protect the natural resources of our 
own country, on a national and local scale? Some of the most imperiled wild places of America are 
freshwater streams and wetlands, and the orgamsms that live in these places include many threatened 
and endangered plants and animals. Each plant and animal helps the ecosystem run smoothly, and it 
is impossible to tell for sure what the long-term effects of removing one species will be.

It is hard not to notice when a tropical rainforest or an old growth temperate forest is clearcut, but 
the disappearance of healthy streams and wetlands can be much more subtle.. It is possible to drain a 
few acres of marsh here and denude a stream bank of vegetation.there without causing a huge public 
outcry. However, each healthy marsh and creek—along with the near-shore envirorunent that 
surrounds it—^provides valuable habitat for wildlife and plants. We now have the chance to save 
many such places by protecting 28,000 acres of wetlands, floodplains, stream corridors and upland 
forests from development in the Tualatin River Basin. Many different studies have shown that human 
health and peace of mind is increased by the presence of green spaces near urban areas. It is 
important that we keep our towns and cities livable, and don’t let them become dead expanses of 
cement

Many parts of the Tualatin River Basin are unsuitable for development anyway. If the current rate 
of destruction continues, it could take about 20 years to develop the area’s remaining floodplains. 
This is not only bad for the plants and animals that depend on floodplain ecosystems, but for people, 
too. The floods of 1996 resulted in $60 million worth of damages, and flooded more ftan 200 homes. 
Clearly, extensive building on floodplains does not make sense. The 1996 floods also resulted in 630 
landslides, causing $20 million of damages. Many places in the Tualatin River Basin in danger of 
development are on steep slopes which will be prone to landslides—especially once the vegetation is 
removed.

So what is the best course of action? Do we want to do our part to preserve local, national, and 
global biodiversity, ensuring that environmental resources are protected for generations to come? Or



^ouW we develop 28,000 acres of valuable habitat for plants, animals, and other organisms, and pay 
mrlhons of dollar for flood and landsUde damages? It seems clear that the Tualatin River B^in 
should not have this fete. A few ways to keep this from happening are listed bellow.

A strong Regmnal Fish and Wildlife Protection program should be established to protect our 
near-shore and freshwater ecosystems, along with the organisms that depend on them.

• Protection should be increased for certain important areas, including Farmo Creek Greenway 
m Tigard and Beaverton, Ash Creek Wetlands & Floodplain at the Washington Square 
Co^ty ^enter> an(^ RocIc Creelc Greenway in Hillsboro and Unincorporated Washington

• t lowfr maximum disturbance should be established for habitat designated “Moderately 
Limit. Current levels allow for the destruction of more than half of these areas.

• The urban canopy should be protected by establishing a basin-wide tree protection ordinance 
All trees are important: not just heritage trees.

• A $2/month increase in SWM fees should be established to pay for restoration of stream 
habitat. There should be further increases to pay for habitat acquisition, restoration of 
watersheds and upland forests, and stormwater retrofits.

• Any wetlands, stream corridors, or upland forests that are destroyed should be mitigated, but 
this form of l^bitat protection” should be used only as a last resort. Mitigation is usually 
more expensive^ than protecting the original habitat, and it is very difficult to create 
replacement habitat as good as what was lost

If all these steps are taken, we can look forwards to a future in which otters will continue to frolic 
in our streams and wetlands, while ospreys fly overhead. It will be a good start to establishing a 
healthy stodard for the protection of wild places in our area. We feel confident that residents of 
the Tualatin River Basin are up to the challenge

Sincerely

Tina Eilgelfiied 

Steven Engelfiied

sviiKsia ot n»
Rosemary Eiigelfried

■jiH) ob oi '
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FEI Company
5350 NE Dawson Creek Drive 
Hillsboro, Oregon 
USA 97124-5793

Phone: 503 726-7500 
Fax: 503 726-7509 
www.feicompany.com

August 6,2004

Tom Brian 
Brent Curtis
The Tualatin Basin Natural Resources Coordinating Committee 
Washingtor] County/DLUT, Planning Division 
!55 N. 1st Avenue, Suite 350-14 
Hillsboro, OR 97124

;WED

RE: Written Information for the August 9,2004 Meeting of
The Tualatin Basin Natural Resources Coordinating Committee

Dear Mr. Brian and Mr. Curtis

Thank you for allowing us to comment on these new proposals.

FEI’s environmental goals are consistent with the Basin Project Committee. We 
purchased property in Dawson Creek Park South Owners Association where 29 of the 
139 total acres have been developed to create additional wetlands and natural space for 
wildlife. 1

FEI asks thd Committee to allow past investments and ongoing costs to support wetlands 
and other nattural places, as reasonable mitigating factors to apply towards the proposed 
development costs and/or fees. Dawson Creek Park property owners should be 
compensated for property that can no longer be developed, or the cost to develop is 
significantly increased.

When the manmade park was developed, 29 acres were set aside for wildlife habitat as a 
common area. The common areas require a significant annual investment to maintain. 
The annual cost to support the natural spaces and common areas for Dawson Creek Park 
South averages $278K annually (approx. $2K/acre). These costs are paid by the property 
owners in the park.

The Basin Proposal applies new limitations on developable land in the park that will 
increase our cost to complete our long term use of our property. FEI purchased the 27 
acres with strategic plans to develop a new 125k sq.fl. manufacturing building on the 
southeast corner of the property and a new Commons Building to the west side. Under 
the Basin proposal the cost to FEI would be approximately $250K if it was decided to 
pay the Lightly Limit fees you have proposed.

http://www.feicompany.com


FEI strongly feels the current wetland boundaries are sufficient. If the Basin Proposal is 
adopted property owners who have created and continue to support natural spaces on 
their property should be given credit toward the increased development costs.

Thank wti for youtx^nsideration of our recommendations.

Do^i Davis 
Facilities Manager 
North America 
FEI Company 
Hillsboro, OR
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Angela Brown

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:

Teresa Huntsinger [teresa@clfuture.org]
Monday, August 09,2004 3:46 PM
bfryer@ci.beaverton.or.us; wantlands@cleanwaterservices.org; Rmeyer@Ci. Cornelius, or. Us; 
jbeiswenger@ci.forest-grove.or.us; Hillsboro Jennifer Wells; murphye@ci.sherwood.or.us; 
habitat@metro.dst.or.us; julia@ci.tigard.or.us; Tualatin Stacy Hopkins; THPRD David Endres; 
lutplan@co.washlngton.or.us
Jill Fuglister

Subject: Written Testimony for Goal 5 Tualatin Basin Coordinating Committee

Please accept the attached testimony from Jill Fuglister, Executive Director of the Coalition for a Livable Future, 
310 SW Fourth Ave., Suite 612, Portland OR 97204. It Is a read-only MS Word document. I have also pasted the 
text into this message.

<><><><><><><>
Teresa Huntsinger 
Coalition for a Livable Future 
503-294-2889 
www.clfuture.org

CLF is.a coalition of 60 community organizations working to protect, restore, and maintain healthy, equitable, and 
sustainable communities, both human and natural, for the benefit of present and future residents of the greater 
metropolitan region.
<> <><><><><><>

Tualatin Basin Coordinating Committee 
155 N. First Ave.
Hillsboro, OR 97204

Dear Committee Members:

August 9, 2004

I am writing on behalf of the 60 member organizations of the Coalition for a Livable Future, in 
regards to the Tualatin Basin Goal 5 process. We are eager to see the final adoption of a 
program that will protect the remaining fish and wildlife habitat in the Tualatin Basin, and in the 
metro region as a whole. However, we have some concerns about the proposed program and 
about the process being used to develop it.

We see the current work on Goal 5 in the Tualatin Basin and by Metro at the regional level as 
one of the critical opportunities of this decade to protect and improve our quality of life and 
build upon our region’s legacy of exceptional growth management and planning. As you know, 
our quality of life is our region’s trademark, which plays a key role in attracting knowledge 
workers and technology firms, and is critical to our overall prosperity. However, the Tualatin 
Basin Goal 5 program as currently proposed would allow more than half of our remaining fish 
and wildlife habitat to be developed, putting our quality of life at risk and reducing access to 
nature for urban and suburban residents. This is something we cannot afford to do.

From a social equity perspective, a strong Goal 5 program would help ensure that all citizens 
and communities have access to nature close to home. For low-income residents it can be 
difficult to access nature outside of the city. Nearby and on-site natural areas are an asset for 
housing, and they should be protected. They provide fabulous opportunities for education and 
increased livability, and they increase property values. While some may argue that protecting 
such areas will reduce the buildable land supply, causing an increase in land prices, several

8/10/04
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studies have demonstrated that market demand, not land constraints, is the primary 
determinant of housing prices.[l] Housing affordable to low-income people is simply not 
supplied by the market, and so regardless of whether we protect fish and wildlife habitat, 
government action is required to provide affordable housing. We commend Washington 
County for spearheading the creation of an affordable housing trust fund. This and other 
actions are necessary to meet the housing needs of the Tualatin Basin’s neediest residents, 
but destroying wildlife habitat is not the solution to our affordable housing crisis.

We believe that protecting fish and wildlife habitat goes hand In hand with meeting the region's 
needs for development, even in high-density areas such as regional centers and town centers. 
Rather than creating vibrant urban areas with healthy natural areas nearby, the proposed program will 
promote mediocrity by allowing the habitat in these areas to be developed. The Goal 5 program as 
currently proposed misses an opportunity for the Tualatin Basin to be on the cutting edge of a growing 
international movement to make urban areas vibrant and livable while protecting wildlife habitat 
and reducing overall impacts on the environment.

We are pleased that the proposed program will protect approximately 4,000 acres of habitat 
classified under the “strictly limit” category. However, protecting isolated segments of habitat is 
not sufficient to assure ecological functions throughout the basin. Just as it is important to 
provide connectivity when designing a transportation system, it is important to provide 
connectivity in a wildlife habitat protection program. Fish and other wildlife use streams and 
other habitat corridors to travel. This proposed program would create fragments of protected 
habitat, interrupted by areas where habitat destruction is allowed. This approach decreases 
wildlife’s ability to use the habitat that is protected and it jeopardizes the viability of natural 
ecosystems. To provide connectivity, high value habitat areas should receive high levels of 
protection across the landscape, no matter what zoned levels of development they pass 
through. Therefore, we urge you to designate as "strictly limit" all Class I Riparian habitats 
currently designated “moderately limit”. In addition, we urge you to strengthen the standards to 
avoid and minimize impacts on all resources designated “moderately limit”.

The proposed program for mitigation should be redesigned to conform to federal and state 
standards that rely on the best available scientific analysis and aim for a no net loss of 
resource functions and values. The mitigation program as it is currently conceived would 
undoubtedly result in habitat loss.

In addition to our concerns about the proposed program, we are also concerned about the 
inadequate and opaque public involvement process. There was no simple way for interested 
citizens, property owners, and community-based organizations to review the most up-to-date 
program before the August 2 hearing because it continued to change up to the last minute. 
Additionally, the draft program was not posted on the website until a few hours before the 
hearing. How can the public review and digest complex policy recommendations and provide 
meaningful input in such a short timeframe? Furthermore, many property owners seemed to be 
unable to determine exactly whether their property fell into the “strictly limit” or "moderately 
limit” categories from the information provided, and it was unclear what sort of map correction 
process would be established. Poorly planned public involvement like this can have the 
appearance of being “window dressing”, and it fuels public mistrust of government. In the 
future, I urge you to adopt and follow clear public involvement standards that create 
opportunities for meaningful citizen participation.

Please consider the concerns we have raised and move forward by making significant 
revisions to the proposed program to ensure the long-term health of the Tualatin Basin.

Sincerely

8/10/04
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Jill Fuglister 
Executive Director

111 Eban Goodstein, “Growth Management and Housing Prices: The case of Portland, OR," December 1998; 
Rolf Pendall, “Local Land Use Regulation and the Chain of Exclusion,' Spring 2000 Journal of the American 
Planning Association.

8/10/04



FUJIMI CORPORATION

11200 SW Leveton Drive, Tualatin, OR 97062 
Tei. (503) 682-7822, Fax (503) 612-9721

RECEIVED 

AUG 0 9 2001
LAND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 
LAND USE & TRANSPORTATION

August 9,2004

Tualatin Basin Natural Resource Coordinating Committee (TBNRCC- 
Attn: Brent Curtis
c/o Washington County Department of Land Use & Transportation 
155 N. First Avenue, Suite 350-14 
Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072

Re: July 29,2004 Open House
Tualatin Basin Goal 5 Analysis

A representative of Fujimi attended the above referenced Open House. At that meeting various 
restrictions to land development were discussed, and maps were distributed. Fujimi feels these maps are 
in error, particularly for Fujimi property, located at 11200 SW Leveton Drive, Tualatin, Oregon 
(2S1W22, Tax lots 300 and 400), and adjacent property (2S1W22, Tax lot 500).
Fujimi has previously corresponded with both the City of Tualatin and Metro (see attached letter dated 
July 8,2004) regarding limits for wetlands and buffers to be contained on Tax lot 500. It is Fujimi’s 
understanding that the attached Figure shows the correct boundary locations and maps distributed at the 
Open House are in error (see copy attached).
We request that all GIS layers, i.e., maps, pertaining to our property be corrected to show agreed upon 
boundary locations.
We request that the impact areas (both inner and outer) be revised to reflect the corrected maps. It is our 
contention that all land development restrictions disclosed in the Open House and contained in the 
Tualatin Basin Goal 5 Program Report do not apply to any portion of Fujimi’s property (Tax lot 300 and 
400).
Your prompt attention to this matter will be greatly appreciated.

Sincerely.

Robert Bartcher 
Manufacturing Manager 
Fujimi Corporation

Cc:
Jason Tuck, City of Tualatin
Carol Kriggcr, METRO
Doug Rux, City of Tualatin
Stacy Hopkins, City of Tualatin
Guy Neal, PBS Engineering and Environmental
Frank Groznik, PBS Engineering and Environmental



$T GRAND AVENUE PORTLAND. OREGON 17232 27SS 
TEL 303 737 1 700 FAX 503 7 37 1 737

Metr o

July 8,2004

Jason A. Tuck 
Development Coordinator 
City of Tualatin 
18880 SW Martinazzi Avenue 
Tualatin, OR 97062-7092

RE: Fujimi Corporation Map Correction (#23-33)

Dear Mr. Tuck:

Thank you for submitting the map change request on behalf of Fujimi Corporation (2s1w22, Tax 
Lots 300 and 400) and the supporting documentation. You have asked that the boundary of the 
wetland mitigation property (Tax Lot 500) south of Fujimi’s property be changed to reflect its 
actual location. As you have stated, the Tualatin Wetland Conservation Overlay applies to this 
wetland and includes a 50-foot buffer that is fuliy contained on Tax Lot 500. It does not 
encroach upon Fujimi’s properties to the north.

We have reviewed your map correction request and find the documentation adequate. The 
change to the wetland has been made and is reflected on the attached map. The Goai 5 
riparian modei has been rerun using this new data. If you have any questions, please contact 
me at (503) 797-1817.

Sincerely,

Carol Krigger, Metro 
Association Regional Planner

CK/ff
Enclosure
l:\gm\long_rangej>lannlng\share\Goal 5\Map CorrectionsXFujlml.T ualatinREV70804.doc

CC: Robert C. Bartcher, Fujimi Corporation

Recycled Reper 
WWW. metros egion.org 
TOD 737 1304
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General (Basin-Wide)
m strictly Limit

Moderately Limit 
H^i Lightly Limit 

Allow
Outside ESEE Study 

2^^ Outside Tualatin Basin 

........ Urban Growth Boundary

Site-Level Adjustment
■■I To Strictly UmK 
Ultiail To Moderately Limit 

To Lightly Limit 
■B To Allow

Staff Report - August 2, 2004 
TBNRCC Hearing 

Attachment A 
Page 56 of 68

'»4638261leawEBesS
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Tualatin Basin Partners for Natural Places 
Draft Goal 5 Program Report and Recommendation



Angela Brown
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Vishnu Gandhay [vishnug@yahoo.com]
Monday, August 09, 2004 2:11 PM
lutplan@co.washington.or.us; tom.brian@verizon.net; Jlabbe@pdxstreams.org 
rjmimnaugh@comcast.net; chesarek@teleport.com 
Opposition to the Proposed changes to the Goal 5 Plan

To whom it may concern:

I am writing to protect North Bethany habitat. I am interested 
in protecting natural areas and habitat in our area, including 
the property to the immediate north of my subdivision (Bethany 
Terrace), a significant portion of which is sensitive habitat 
land. I would like the Coordinating committee members to know 
that I oppose the Steering Committee proposal to change Future 
Urban areas to an Urban designation because of the resulting 
loss of protection for North Bethany habitats. I protest the 
proposed reductions to the Goal 5 habitat protections in North 
Bethany. We are the stewards of this land. The environmental and 
quality of life decisions we make today will impact not only us, 
but future generations.

I am OPPOSING the following changes:
Class II Habitat drops from Strictly to Moderately Limit 
Class III Habitat drops from Moderately to Lightly Limit

Why did the Tualatin Basin Natural Resources Steering committee 
suddenly propose significant reductions to the Goal 5 habitat 
protections in North Bethany? Why haven't we the people, been 
properly notified and given time to digest the proposed changes 
and provide our comments?
Not only do I oppose the changes, but I'm angry at how this is 
being handled and so are the homeowners in this association! 
What is the committee afraid of? Why are these proposed changes 
being rushed through? Why did the Tualatin Basin Natural 
Resources Steering committee take this sudden action, and why 
isn't there additional time for citizens to respond?
I urge that the committee stop and provide a reasonable time to 
give an opportunity for those living in this area, and other 
concerned citizens to provide their opinions, pro and con, to 
these changes.

Sincerely,
Vishnu Gandhay 
5415 NW Skycrest Pkwy 
Portland OR 97229-2306

Do you Yahoo!?

mailto:vishnug@yahoo.com
mailto:lutplan@co.washington.or.us
mailto:tom.brian@verizon.net
mailto:Jlabbe@pdxstreams.org
mailto:rjmimnaugh@comcast.net
mailto:chesarek@teleport.com


Angela Brown

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

HeartsongN@aoI.com 
Monday, August 09,2004 7:54 AM
jlabbe@pdxstreams.org; canonmetals@yahoo.com; andy@duyckmachine.com; 
lutplan@co.washington.or.us; hostickac@metro.dst.or.us; pdgibbs@teleport.com; 
etruax@pearsonfinancial.com; mark@cottle.com; richard@groveweb.net; 
rdrake@ci.beaverton.or.us; mclains@metro.dst.or.us; tomh@ci.hillsboro.or.us; 
cheri@northplains.org; cheryl_olson@beavton.k12.or.us; deanna@involved.com; 
Dick_Schouten@co.washington.or.us; John_Leeper@co.washington.or.us; nick@atlas- 
la.com; roneshay@verizon.net; sheinrich@ci.cornelius.or.us; tom.brian@verizon.net; 
HeartsongN@aol.com 
brian@tualatinriverkeepers.org
Re: City of FOrest Grove proposes to weaken/eliminate mitigation requirements on fish and 
wildlife habitat

I am an organic farmer on Council Creek. I have just 5 acres which I 
have
opened to the public to visit, pick produce, visit the animals, etc.
What I have
tried to do is give people a place where they can reconnect with nature.
In
this world of concrete cities and paved backyards too many people have 
forgotten
what the earth is and what she gives to us.

I have done what I can to attract wildlife. So from my backyard we can 
see
Western Pond turtles, mergansers, wood ducks, egrets, herons, 
kingfishers, and 
the list goes on.
The zoning of my property is now in transition, and I have to wonder 
what
will soon be lost in the name of progress, or development.

The planet has to start coming first.

For the past 100 years all people have had their focus on is development 
and
the almighty dollar. The devastation this has had on our planet is 
astronomical. Each year drastically worse than the year before. How many 
more years can 
we continue this way?

The planet has to start coming first.

While driving Hwy 26 today I was reminded that there are many people who

simply only care about what they get out of life today, with no thought 
about
others, let alone the planet! But even worse than that, there are many, 
many
people who lift themselves up by putting others down. This Is how they

mailto:HeartsongN@aoI.com
mailto:jlabbe@pdxstreams.org
mailto:canonmetals@yahoo.com
mailto:andy@duyckmachine.com
mailto:lutplan@co.washington.or.us
mailto:hostickac@metro.dst.or.us
mailto:pdgibbs@teleport.com
mailto:etruax@pearsonfinancial.com
mailto:mark@cottle.com
mailto:richard@groveweb.net
mailto:rdrake@ci.beaverton.or.us
mailto:mclains@metro.dst.or.us
mailto:tomh@ci.hillsboro.or.us
mailto:cheri@northplains.org
mailto:cheryl_olson@beavton.k12.or.us
mailto:deanna@involved.com
mailto:Dick_Schouten@co.washington.or.us
mailto:John_Leeper@co.washington.or.us
mailto:nick@atlas-la.com
mailto:nick@atlas-la.com
mailto:roneshay@verizon.net
mailto:sheinrich@ci.cornelius.or.us
mailto:tom.brian@verizon.net
mailto:HeartsongN@aol.com
mailto:brian@tualatinriverkeepers.org


make
themselves feel big, by their ability to squash something.else.

There has to be strict rules and regulations. The nature of people 
require
It, and the nature on the earth requires it.

The planet absolutely must start coming first, for the sake of the 
earth, for
the sake of our children & grandchildren, for the sake of us!

Chris Coin
Labyrinth and Llamas Organic Produce 
36900 NW Spiesschaert Rd.
Cornelius, OR 97113 
503-357-4971
www.labyrlnthandllamas.com

May you live in love, experience the light & bask in the laughter.

http://www.labyrlnthandllamas.com
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175 S.W. 192nd Place
Aloha, OR 97006

April 9,2004

Tualatin Basin Natural Resources 
Coordinating Committee 
155 N, 1st, Suite 350-14 
KBUsboro, OR 97124

Re: Lot 46, SEMINOLE PARK No. 2

We own the above captioned property and have received notice it is being considered for a 
fish and wildlife habitat designation because of its proximity to a neighboring pond.

Our lot is triangular in shape and we understand the northwest ‘point’ which comprises 
about one-third of it falls in the impact area.

This lot is on higher ground than the other lots in the cul de sac, which are closer to the
Pond........and it is separated from.the pond by the Max light rail tracks, as well as a
neighbor’s home and yard.

We ask that this restriction not be placed on the land.

Sincerely,

Marcy Green Mary Hennesse;
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Angela Brown

From: JerryGBW@aol.com
Sent: Monday, August 09,2004 9:18 AM
To: tom.brian@verizon.net; rdrake@ci.beaverton.or.us; cheryI_olson@beavton.k12.or.us
Cc: lutplan@co.washington.or.us; chesarek@teleport.com; jlabbe@pdxstream.org;

opecheeIake@hotmail.com 
Subject: North Bethany Goal 5 Protections

To the Tualatin Basin Natural Resources Coordinating Committee:

Tom Brian, County Commissioner (Chair)
Rob Drake, Mayor of Beaverton (Vice Chair)
Cheryl Olson, Mayor of North Plains

On Thursday August 5th the Tualatin Basin Natural Resources Steering committee proposed significant 
reductions to the Goal 5 habitat protections in North Bethany. We would like to go on record in opposition to 
these proposals to the extent that they reduce the liklihood of maintaining a significant buffer for the Abbey Creek 
wildlife corridor and habitat areas from the inevitable urbanization of much of the land to the south.

Just one of the reasons we find ourselves in opposition to development in these sensitive areas is the we think it 
is important to preserve the elk habitat. In order to protect the active use of the com'dor by the elk herds that 
continue to browse (and mate!) here, it is vitally important that the streamside bottomlands and adjacent wooded 
hillsides, as well as the small tributaries and their swails remain undisturbed. We do not believe that lessening 
the Goal 5 habitat protections on these lands that drain into Abbey Creek is prudent, and we urge you to maintain 
strong wildiife habitat protections where they can be maintained and where they make sense.

Thank you.

Jerry Grossnickle 
Bruce Wakefield
13510 NW Old Germantown Road 
Portland, OR 97232

Phone 503-289-3046

8/9/04

mailto:JerryGBW@aol.com
mailto:tom.brian@verizon.net
mailto:rdrake@ci.beaverton.or.us
mailto:cheryI_olson@beavton.k12.or.us
mailto:lutplan@co.washington.or.us
mailto:chesarek@teleport.com
mailto:jlabbe@pdxstream.org
mailto:opecheeIake@hotmail.com


Laura Taylor

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Aijine Madden
Friday, July 30,2004 9:26 AM 
Lau ■a Taylor
FyV Tualatin Basin Hearing

Laura, will you pleasel enter th|.s testimony, but only once - apparently 
Ms. Harris sent it to k lot of jis. And will you please reply to her 
telling her it is receded and ^ntered? Thanks, Anne

--------Original Message-
From; Jennifer Wells 
Sent: Thursday, July 2 
To: anne_madden@co.was 
Subject: FW: Tualatin

[: ae.ilto: je 
J, 2004 5 
id.ngton. o 
3<;sin Hea

: iniferw@ ci.hillsboro.or.us]
; 52 PM
r.us
ring

Anne

I 'm not sure why this t(!Stimonyj e-mail was sent directly to me since 
this woman  lives in Portland, sp I'm forwarding it to you. I'm assuming 
that this is not in ths format {that we are accepting e-mail testimony.

Jennifer
--------Original Message------
From: Julia Harris [mallto:julikharris@alumni.indiana.edu]
Sent: Thursday, July 29, 2004 2:40 PM  
To: Jennifer Wells 
Svibject; Tualatin Basin Hearing

Dear Ms. Wells,

I am unable to attend ^londay's Ineeting, but would like my opinion on 
this
vital issue considered. Althougp I reside in Portland, what happens in 
the !
Tualatin Basin directly effects] life in Portland.

jomprehensive regional fish and wildlife 

t standards that will protect the

Please adopt a strong, 
protection
program. We  need new developmen 
headwater
streams, forested ravijnes, and |upland wildlife habitat. A strong fish 
and
wildlife program  shoulld;

ain more forest canopy in ^alch, 

and protect connecting stream and wildlife

0 Require developejrj to ret^c 
Saltzman, and 
Rock Creek watersheds 
corridors
from the Tualatin Rivdr.
0 Support higher fjrDtectiorj for high value habitats like the Fanno 
Creek
Greenway, Rock Creek Stream  Coiridor, and the Ash Creek Wetlands.
0 Increase the Suiface Water Management Fee (SWM) for funding 
additional ,
watershed restorationJ
0 Mitigate by ful3y compensating] for habitat destructjion. 
Mitigation (
fee-in-lieu must be bi sed on public lvalue lost by development.

Thank you for helping 
metro

to protect the; habitat that makes the Portland

1

mailto:anne_madden@co.was
mailto:julikharris@alumni.indiana.edu


area unique

Sincerely,

Julia C. Harris 
4045 SW  Council Crest 
Portland, OR  97239

1 )i ive



Julia C. Harris
4045 SW Council Crest Drive 

Portland, OR 97239 rec eived
AUG 0 2 200«

I ,nPHLf.NNIt,wG OiVISlOW
Land Use & TransportaBon

July 28,2004

Tualatin Basin Natural Resources Coordinating Committee 
155 NW First Ave Suite 350-14 
Hillsboro, OR 97124

Dear Committee,

Please adopt a strong, comprehensive regional fish and wildlife protection program. We 
need new development standards that will protect the headwater streams, forested 
ravines, and upland wildlife habitat. A strong fish and wildlife program should:

> Require developers to retain more forest canopy in Balch, Saltzman, and Rock 
Creek watersheds and protect connecting stream and wildlife corridors from the 
Tualatin River.

> Support higher protection for high value habitats like the Fanno Creek Greenway, 
Rock Creek Stream Corridor, and the Ash Creek Wetlands.

> Increase the Surface Water Management Fee (SWM) for funding additional 
watershed restoration.

> Mitigate by fully compensating for habitat destruction. Mitigation fee-in-lieu 
must be based on public value lost by development.

Thank you for helping to protect the habitat that makes the Portland metro area unique.

Sincerely,

Julia C. Harris



eiCHViD
July 28,2004 
7820 SWWaln^ Lane 
Portland, OR 9'3225

Tualatin Basin (jkordinating Council

WASHINGTON COUNTY 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OFFICE

Dear Council N^e nbers:

I am not able tojattend the hearing on August 2nd, but I will be there in spirit, hoping that 
you will make ta: most of this opportunity to save wildlife habitat in our region.

I want to speak |fc 
first residents o: 
arrived. Ournalti 
for our kind. T 
twenty-four yea rs 
particularly in t k  
the Great Homw 
along the road.
sensitive m our

'cr our fellow species, who cannot speak for themselves. I speak for the 
the Tualatin Basin, who thrived here for centuries before the white man 
ive wildlife species have had to move aside many times to make room 

^ ir numbers have dwindled as their habitat has diminished. In the 
I have lived here, I have witnessed dramatic losses of forests and fields 

: area north of route 26. I wonder where the Bam Owls have gone, and 
Owls, and the hawks, large and small, that used to be a usual sight 

I am saddened by the statistic that 19 species of birds are now considered 
area and could become extinct.

As a mother, I 
experience the 
he will take his 
wildlife, they 
community of 
opportunities t<

j ini saddened too by the loss of the places where I took my son to 
brest, climb over logs, and throw pebbles in the stream. I wonder where 
cMdren ten or twenty years from now. Wild places do not only benefit 

lefit human beings. We have much to leam about our place in the larger 
5. We should save these places for our own education as well as for 

lestore our spirits.

bsr
lb

Of course, we shauld save these places for the obvious practical benefits as well Clean 
water is precious and it begins with the protection of the headwaters, which means small 
streams all over our area. The forest canopy is also precious as it protects our streams, 
conserves the soil, provides habitat, and provides cooling shade. As global warming 
increases, we vUll become increasingly grateful that we protected our trees.

Your decisions 
you to take the 
habitats in our

BOW will make a difference not only now but for decades to come. I urge 
king view and plan for the maximum protection of the remaining wildlife
uea.

Sincerely,

Cc rMetro Gotjo:!!



PO Box 6685 
Aloha, OR 97007 
August 1,2004

Tualatin Basin Natural Resources Coordinating Committee 
Washington County DLUT - Planning Division 
155 N. 1st Ave., Suite 350-14 
Hillsboro, OR 97124

RECE ved
AUG 0 3 2004

PLANNING DIVISION 
Land Use & Transportation

RE: GOAL 5

Committee Members:

The implementation and evaluation processes for Goal 5 are critical to its successful achievement 
of continued livability for our communities and environment I have deep concerns about the 
willingness and abilities of Washington County staff to follow the processes, guidelines, policies 
and procedures you may develop and/or recommend being developed to achieve Goal 5.

In May, 2003 the Washington County Department of Land Use and Transportation came into our 
neighborhood and destroyed a group of seven beautiful older trees, one of them a fifty year old 
fir. In the aftermath of the mess the county created, I hired an administrative law attorney to 
assist me in my research as to how and why the trees were destroyed and how our neighborhood 
could prevent anything like this from occuring in the future. Two of the most alarming things 
we learned were first, the staff person from DLUT who facilitated the tree destruction, indicated 
she had no guidelines, policies or procedures to follow regarding trees, and essentially, had the 
trees removed because she could! Second, in a September, 2003 meeting with the head of the 
department, Kathy Lehtola, we were told the only guidelines she could find regarding tree 
removal were written in 1973 and had never been revised. Ms. Lehtola told me the guidelines for 
tree removal would be revised by January, 2004 and I would receive a copy of the draft. I have 
yet to see a draft of anything. The area where the trees were still has unremovable stumps, piles 
of dirt and weeds! What was once a beautiful area is now a neighborhood blight.

Washington County staff will be responsible for implementing and evaluating whatever • 
guidelines, policies and procedures you develop for achieving Goal 5. There must be processes 
in place to assure staff adhere to and comply with those guidelines, policies and procedures. 
Evaluations of their adherence and compliance must occur at regular intervals with public 
notification and input. If this is not done, your work will have been for nothing and the livability 
of our communites and environment will be adversely affected.

Thank you for your commitment to maintain the livability of our communities and environment.

fenney rioodi 
503-649-862:
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From: Amande 
Sent: Sunday 
To: rdrake@c  
pdgibbs@tel« 
tomhOci.hil' 
cheryl_olsoi 
nick@ci.tigc 
duymac2@ aol, 
Cc: brian@ti

lies [mailto:amanda@plaidturtle.com]
August 01, 2004 12:47 PM  

|i.beaverton.or.us; skheinrich@comcast.net;
art.com; mayor@groveweb.net;

Is ooro. or. us; rshay@ima gina. com;
©beavton.kl2.or.us;keithmays@comcast.net; 
rd.or.US; ed.truax@aol.com;deanna@involved.com;
Cbm; habitat@metro.dst.or.us
jalatinriverkeepers.org; dmatrazzo@audubonportland.org

Subject: Tualatin Basin land protection program

Greetings

My apologies for not being able to appear in person at the 
hearing, but I would like to register my opinions on the proposed 
program  to protect environmentally sensitive lands from 
development ia the urban and urbanizing portions of the Tualatin 
River Basin.

uthwest Portland, near Lake Oswego, but I consider 
Basin part of my back yard. Even if I didn't live 
fact is that each and every one of us has a real and 
in the health of all watersheds in our region, which 

e a responsibility to see that they are managed 
and with a view toward the overall health of our

I live in Sc 
the Tualatir 
nearby, the 
direct stake 
means we ha"v 
responsibly 
shared home.

Of cotirse, . 
development 
agriculture 
term  needs, 
for the Tual

* Increased protection for remaining Class I Riparian Habitat and 
Class A Wile life Habitat, by strictly limiting development in 
currently urdeveloped floodplains and "habitats of concern" such 

ek Greenway, Rock Creek Greenway, and Ash Creek 
. Floodplain

11 these discussions come down to balance: between
and open spaces; between water for drinking and 
and water for wildlife; between immediate and long- 
With respect to the program  under consideration now 
atin River Basin, I support the following:

as Fanno Cr( 
Wetlands an

* Increased 
category by

protection for land in the "moderately limit" 
establishing a lower maximum  allowed disturbance area

* A basin-w4.de tree protection ordinance for all urban trees, not 
just heritage trees

* A requirerjient to use alternative analyses to roads and 
utilities to avoid or minimize direct and cumulative 
environmental impacts

mailto:amanda@plaidturtle.com
mailto:skheinrich@comcast.net
mailto:mayor@groveweb.net
mailto:keithmays@comcast.net
mailto:deanna@involved.com
mailto:habitat@metro.dst.or.us
mailto:dmatrazzo@audubonportland.org


* A policy t 
habitats (sq: 
forests) on 
including fd! 
and values c

o base mitigation and fees for destruction of 
rsam  corridors, floodplains, wetlands, upland 
ttie quality and quantity of the habitat destroyed, 
11 compensation for loss of environmental functions 
var time.

Because I wc 
Water Manage 
increased tc 
asked to sup 
additional $ 
retrofits, a: 
do so withov

uld not be directly affected by increased in Surface 
msnt fees, I don't feel I can urge that they be 
provide funds for watershed restoration. But were I 
part the proposed $2 a month for this purpose, and an 
2 to $3 a month for habitat acquisition, stormwater 
nd watershed and upland forest restoration, I would 
t hesitation.

The habitat- 
now will havfi 
allowing for 
you give at 
habitat left 
better and 
investment v 
nurturing cc:

and watershed decisions you make on all our behalf 
e dramatic repercussions for decades to come. While 
reasonable development to proceed, please make sure 
least as much thought to the real value of high-value 
as undisturbed as possible. It means not only a 
ealthier quality of life now, but it's also the best 
e can all make for a prosperous economy and livable, 
mm inity throughout the 21st century.

Thaink you fcjr considering my thoughts on this matter.

Sincerely, 
Ttoianda lies 
02320 SW Mi 
Portland, OF.

ijitary Road 
97219



Intel Corporation
5200 N.E. Elam Young Parkway
Hillsboro. OR 97124-6497
(503) 696-8080
wwwintel.com

int^ WASHINGTON COUNTY _f. 
BOARD OF COMMISSIONERS OFFICE

August 9,2004 

Tom Brian, Chair
Tualatin Basin Goal 5 Natural Resources Coordinating Committee 
C/o Washington Coimty/DLUT, Planning Division 
155 N. 1st Avenue, Suite 350-14 
HiUsboro, OR 97124

RE: Testimony on the Goal 5 Natural Resources Initiative

Thank you Chairman Brian and Coordinating Committee members for the opportunity to submit 
written testimony on the proposed Tualatin Basin Goal 5 Natural Resources Initiative. Intel has 
closely monitored the development of the Goal 5 program and has worked closely with staff to 
better understand its impacts on Intel’s five campuses and leased facilities in Washington 
County.

Despite the considerable progress that has been made, we would like to highlight several areas 
where there remains significant interest and concern.

On the Tualatin Basin Goal 5 revised ALP maps as of July 2004, we remain troubled by a 
“lightly limit” designation along the southem/southwestem part of the Ronler Acres campus in 
Hillsboro and a “lightly limit” designation along the northwest comer of the Jones Farm campus 
in Hillsboro. The “lightly limit” designation is not defined in a manner that enables us to make 
important business decisions related to investments on our campuses. In the absence of fully 
defining this restriction, the anticipated fees and mitigation ratios that might accompany this 
designation become a potential disincentive for investment

The “lightly limit” designation at the Ronler Acres campus extends beyond an existing ring road 
that surrounds the campus and onto existing parking lots. As such, the designation does not 
accurately reflect the existing situation at our campus and should be revised accordingly. We 
recognize the difficulty in “ground-trathing” a regional program of this scope, but we ask that 
you commit to resolving this significant discrepancy as we move forward. Despite several 
positive conversations with Washington County staff and Metro staff regarding this issue, the 
error in mapping has not been remedied and we ask that the correction is made once and for all.

The “lightly limit” designation on the Jones Farm campus is due to the existence of a retention 
pond beyond the northwest comer of the campus. We mitigated at 2.5X the wetlands around this

An Eotial Opportunity Employer



campus several years ago, working together with the state and local governments, and were 
assured that everything on the campus going forward would be developable. The “moving 
target” nature of these regulations and the lack of certainty impacts our master plans and ability 
to fully build out our land.

Intel is the largest private employer in the state. The Ronler Acres campus is our largest site in 
Oregon. At this campus, we are developing, creating and manufacturing the most advanced 
semiconductor products in the world. It is absolutely crucial for us to be able to build out this 
campus to support these activities and to maintain the maximum flexibility possible in doing so. 
The Jones Farm campus is the global R&D center of Intel’s operations. It has been referred to as 
Oregon’s research university. We understand that the development of the Goal 5 program has 
incorporated the Economic, Social, Environmental and Energy (ESEE)‘analysis. We believe the 
examples cited are crucial evidence of the importance of giving full measure of consideration to 
the “economic” aspects of the analysis. There is understandable public concern about the 
potential negative economic impacts should the Goal 5 program not be administered judiciously. 
We think all involved in the management of this process can agree that the Ronler Acres and 
Jones Farm campuses are tremendous assets to the regional economy and deserve careful 
consideration as the program develops.

Finally, we encourage you to preserve to the maximum extent possible flexibility as property 
owners tackle the various “limit” designations. The combination of the complexity of the 
program, the frequent direction changes during the process and the increase in regulations has 
created a climate of imcertainty that challenges continued economic development and the health 
of the region. Giving property owners the greatest possible degree of flexibility in adhering to 
the program will benefit file region in the most balanced fashion possible.

Thank you for conside^g these remarks and for your work in developing this program.inanK you tor consiaenng mese

Jonathan'Viliams
Manager, Intel Government Affairs



8/08/04 recei ved
AUG 0 9 2004

The Tualatin Basin Natural Resource Coordinating Committee 
Washington County’s Department of Land Use and Transportation

Dear Sirs:

I would like to have the following comments and my views to be part of the public 
testimony regarding protection of the fish and wildlife habitat in the Tualatin Basin.

In dealing with individual landowners, I think that there needs to really be a system that 
rewards individual landowners for good stewardship. Stewardship recognition is 
mentioned in your literature, but little is spelled out as to what this means. I would like 
you to tell me how my stewardship is going to be recognized.

I have had my property for over 30 years. I have planted approximately 50 trees on that 
property, the result being a piece of land that now is being scrutinized as to my 
developmental possibilities. That I don’t mind, but I think that when I decide to develop 
my property it is unreasonable to expect me to “mitigate” the disturbance of the 
environment because if it had not been for me, there would not have been any 
environment to disturb. This you cannot deny. Stewardship recognition should include a 
component that says “job well done.” To me, this means the Coordinating Committee 
and Metro should recognize our contribution and do so by helping us to develop our 
property in an environmentally friendly manner. Why should we have to pay fees in lieu 
of on-site mitigation? It should not cost us money, rather you should give us money!

I would also like to comment on some things I have heard at some of the public 
presentations (I have been to three). In private conversations I have talked with other 
landowners (some of which have considerable holdings) and they are quite disturbed at 
the possibility that after owning something for 40 years and counting on development of 
their property to provide for their retirement years that possibility is going to be taken 
away or severely curtailed. The result I am afraid is going to be like the fellow out in 
Gresham I think it was, who called in the loggers and clearcut his land. In my opinion, 
the Tualatin Basin is going to lose some significant habitat the way this is being handled.

At the recent presentation in Forest Grove on July 28th, I sat in on a power point 
presentation. There was a fellow and his wife who asked several questions. He was 
answered with a lot of fancy words like “mitigation,” “minimization”and several others, 
but the bottom line is that he walked away mad and frustrated because there are too 
many buzz words that a lot of people don’t understand. He got no real answers about his 
property. I am confident that fellow is just simply going to cut down all his trees.



I think that you people have to realize that there are folks out there, including myself, that 
are depending on development of our property in order to preserve our economic way of 
life. In a time of declining jobs, of which I am a victim, our property may be one’s only 
asset and to take that away is unfair and in my opinion unconscionable.

In closing, I would like someone to respond to this letter, and tell me how my 
stewardship of my land will be rewarded. I think that you owe that to anyone in this sort 
of position.

Lome and Margaret Isabelle 
2845 NE Jackson School Road 
Hillsboro, OR 97124



-----Original Message----
From: Jean Jaiswal [mciilto:jeanjaiswaI@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, August 02, 2004 9:28 AM
To: Lutplan@co.washIngton.or.us
Subject: Home Owner Comments on Tualatin Basin Goal 5

Hi.

I was out of town for some weeks and just got caught up on my mail this weekend. I apologize 
in advance for the lateness of my input. I have a previous engagement and am unable to attend 
the meeting in Hillsboro tonight.

My name is Jean Jaiswal and I live at 10285 SW Washington St. I see that my entire lot 
(including paved driveway) and house is to be designated as a "Moderately Limit" area. This 
does not make logica sense for a 20-year-old developed lot to have such a designation. A large 
part of the paved road in front of the house is similarly designated. I am thinking that there must 
be some error of dravring on the map. Perhaps a "Lightly Limit" designation as is associated 
with most of the new 3W Todd development (last 4 years) makes more sense.

Please let me know what I need to do to follow up and correct this mapping error.

Thanks in advance for your time in regard to this matter.

Cheers.
Jean

mailto:jeanjaiswaI@yahoo.com
mailto:Lutplan@co.washIngton.or.us
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I was out of town for some weeks and just got caught up on my mail Franspoftatfon
apologize in advance for the lateness of my input. I have a previous engagement and am 
unable to attend the meeting in Hillsboro tonight.

My name is Jean Jaiswal and I live at 10285 SW Washington St I see that my entire lot 
(including paved driveway) and house is to be designated as a “Moderately Limit” area.
This does not make logicd sense for a 20-year-old developed lot to have such a 
designation. A large part of the paved road in front of the house is similarly designated.
I am thinking that there must be some error of drawing on the map. Perhaps a “Lightly 
Limit” designation as is associated with most of the new SW Todd development (last 4 
years) makes more sense.

Please let me know what I need to do to follow up and correct this mapping error.

Thanks in advance for your time.

Cheers.
Jean



CaHH. Johnson 
16030 SW Queen Victoria Place 

King Gty, OR 97224 
503-684-9085

March 22,2004

Washington County Commissioners 
Tom Brian, Chairman 
155 N. First Avenue 
Hillsboro, OR 97124

RE: Tualatin Basin Green Plan
Public Hearing March 29,2004

Dear Commissioner Brian,

This is written testimony to be snbmitted at the referenced public hearing.

At the Tualatin Basin Open House on March 4,2004 in Tualatin, I reviewed the 
“Green Map” which marked areas for allowed and non-allowed development. I noticed 
the severe restrictions placed on our property. The southern quarter of our property 
should be considered high on urban development value and low on habitat quality. This 
property is not filled with trees or brush. It was used as a pasture for many 
ye^ and is high above Fanno Creek. However, to the south is a much larger parcel 
which belongs to Opus Development Company and is wooded. It falls off sharply to the 
south and does have flood plain. It is not accessible to the owner except by crossing 
Fanno Creek. It is that portion on the attached Exhibit A marked in green.

The property we own is Lot 100, the ME V4NW14 Section of 13 T2SR1W W.M.
2j0 5VO
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Almost 14 of this 3 14 acre parcel is undeveloped because of flood plain designation. *74oD
The Metro’s “Green Map” would largely deny use ofthe southern portion of the T, ,
property which would leave approximately one acre for development. That is a lot of 
taking for no valid reason.

I have invited the Tigard planner member Tualatin Basin Group to walk the property 
with me but have had no response, perhaps due to time constraints. I would like to point 
out where the southern property line is and where the ground Ms off southerly to Fanno 
Creek. Our southern property is high ground, not a nature sanctuary area and is a good 
buildable site. The flood plain constraints have greatly diminished the property value of 
the northern piece fronting Durham Road. This is an excellent site for a business park 
due to its proximity to two interchanges on 1-5.



It must have taken a good deal of work to come up with a plan for the entire Tualatin 
Basin. Unfortunately, the time for review and understanding of the complicate 
interactive maps regarding the regulatory program options has been limited for the land 
owners. Keeping in mind the long term importance of such regulations, I respectfully 
request additional time to have a representative on the ground.to view the property and 
get a better understanding of the urban development value and the minimum habitat 
quality affected by future development before the Commission takes action effecting 
this property.

Thank you for your consideration.

Very truly yours.

xJ



Date: August 6,2004
To: Metro Councilors
From: Michael Jordan
Re: PMAR, Jane Leo distributed email entitled:

FEWER HOMES TO SELL, LESS LAND TO USE AND LOSS OF JOBS

On August 5,2004, a CALL TO ACTION was distributed by PMAR (Portland 
Metropolitan Association of Realtors). It is foimd at the end of this memo.

Because you are listed as a contact, you may receive correspondence regarding any of the 
points in PMAR’s email. Following is some information for you to use in any potential 
response you wish to make.

The Call To Action is primarily directed to Washington County and to members of the 
Tualatin Basin Natural Resources Coordinating Committee. However, much of the 
information urging action by metro area realtors is based on a number of inaccuracies. 
Hence, the following outlines corrections to statements that are particularly directed to 
Metro's process of developing a fish and wildlife protection program.

"Proposed regulations before Washington County and METRO officials places 
strict limitations on how property owners use their land, increases fees and 
undervalues the importance of residential land and employment."

• Untrue. Metro's program components have not even been identified yet.
• Metro's ESEE analysis accoimted for residential land and incorporated the value 

of employment. While the economic analysis stressed impacts to employment and 
industrial lands more than residential the social analysis strongly focused potential 
impacts of regulations on homeowners.

"....Based on aerial photos and NO physical inspection or scientific evaluation 
of the actual property."

"Not based on physical scientific facts."
"If it's green in the photo, it must be protected from development."

• Untrae. The inventory did use new aerial photography in its analysis. However, it 
was tied to scientifically based and peer-reviewed (the Governor’s Independent 
Multi-disciplinary Science Team) mapping criteria to define where ecological 
functions are provided.

• Field visits by Metro biologists were conducted to evaluate the accuracy of the 
mapping criteria.



"Will increase densities or cause expansion of the Urban Growth Boundary 
(UGB)."

• Development is not prohibited anywhere.
• A lot of the high value habitat, which is the area that would have a strictly limit 

designation, is located on steep slopes, is in existing flood plains or in an already 
protected area.

• There is no data to support that increased density or expansion of the UGB would 
be necessary as a result of protecting habitat.

"No ability to correct errors. Neither the Basin Approach nor METRO have 
committed to a procedure to correct mapping errors."

• Not true. There is an active map correction process that has been in place since 
the inventory was adopted in 2002.

"How you landscape your yard will be subject to extensive regulation."
• Not true. While the protection program is not yet defined, the Metro Council has

already considered Resolution No. 04-3440A directing that the Goal 5 program 
"was to apply only to activities that require a land use permit and not to other 
activities (such as existing gardens, lawn care, routine property maintenance, and 
actions necessary to prevent natural hazards.....").

"If you add a new structure (garage, shed, patio) or expand your home, 
you may be subject to extensive and expensive regulations."

• Not true. While the elements of the Metro program have not yet been determined, 
the Metro Council has already indicated that both regulatory and non-regulatory 
efforts will be part of the adopted program.

• It is Metro's goal to implement a program that is clear in its objective to protect 
valued urban habitat land while simultaneously respecting development 
opportunities

"Metro will likely adopt the basin approach for the entire region!"
• Not true. The Basin approach will be one of several options that are brought out to 

the community for further discussion prior to Metro adopting a regional program.



AUGUST 5. 2004
PMAR Contact: Jane Leo. 503/459-2163 
e-mail: mailto:ileo@Dmar.ora
FEWER HOMES TO SELL, LESS LAND TO USE AND LOSS OF JOBS

Proposed regulations before Washington County and METRO officials places 
strict limitations on how property owners use their land, increases fees and 
undervalues the importance of residential land and employment.

CONTACT THESE OFFICIALS BEFORE AUGUST 16. ASK THEM TO NOT ADOPT THE 
REGULATIONS. ASK THAT A MORE COMPREHENSIVE ECONOMIC ANALYSIS BE 
CONDUCTED
THAT INCLUDES THE COST OF EXPANDING THE URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY TO 
MAKE UP FOR
THE LOSS OF BUILDABLE LAND. ASK THAT RESIDENTIAL LAND BE TREATED AS 
VALUABLE LAND!
The Tualatin Basin Natural Resources Coordinating Committee-a group of 
Washington County Commissioners, mayors, and city councilors-is scheduled to 
make a decision within the next 10-days on new environmental regulations, 
known as the "Basin Approach," which will impose significant limitations on 
what you can do with your property and will require expensive "mitigation" 
actions. The Basin Approach being considered goes beyond the requirements 
of Oregon State Land Use Goal 5, which requires local governments to balance 
environmental protection with economic, energy and social needs.

Based on aerial photos and NO physical inspection or scientific evaluation 
of the actual property, METRO created an inventory of "fish and wildlife 
habitat" and three levels of protection for the habitat based on its 
"quality":

Lightly limit-disturbance of the resource area is allowed, but the disturbed 
area must be replaced at a 1:1.2 ratio. Disturbance includes construction 
of a structure (such as home or tool shed), grading, planting grass and 
landscaping. If you do not have room to replace the disturbed resource 
area, then you pay $0.76 per square foot of replacement area.

Moderately limit-50% of the resource area can be developed and up to 85% of 
the resource can be developed in special cases. Disturbed area must be 
replaced at a 1:1.5 ration. If you do not have room on your property to 
replace the disturbed resource area, then you pay $0.76 per square foot of 
replacement area.

Strictly limit-disturbance of the resource area is allowed ONLY to avoid a 
taking or for limited uses that benefit the public good (i.e., utilities).
Disturbed areas must be replaced on a 1:2 ration. Don't have room on the 
property to replace the disturbed resource area, then pay $0.76 per square 
foot of replacement area.

The Basin Approach proposal designates approximately 1,816 areas of vacant 
residentially zoned land as "STRICTLY LIMIT.' This designation would result 
In a LOSS OF an estimated 8,578 HOUSING UNITS (based on 4 dwelling units per

mailto:ileo@Dmar.ora


acre of 1,597 single-family residential acres and 10 dwelling units for 219 
multi-family residential acres). The loss could be as high as 14,000 
housing units (based on 6 dwelling units per acre for single family and 20 
dwelling units for multi-family).

WHATS WRONG WITH THE PROPOSED LAND USE LIMITATIONS?

* Will increase densities or cause expansion of the Urban Growth Boundary 
(UGB). Prohibiting development on large swaths of land means there will not 
be enough vacant land for housing and jobs. In order to comply with state
laws that require enough vacant land within the UGB to accommodate a 20-year 
supply, METRO will have to either
o Expand the UGB which results in the possible conversion of agricultural 
and forestry lands into urban areas and will lead to longer commutes; or 
o Increase density In neighborhoods beyond existing requirements, which 
results in more people living In a smaller space. In-fill in your 
neighborhood?

* No ability to correct errors. Neither the Basin Approach nor METRO have 
committed to a procedure to correct mapping errors.

* How will your home be affected? Neither METRO nor the Basin Approach have 
committed to the level of regulation on existing homes. Therefore, it is 
possible that how you landscape your yard will be subject to extensive 
regulation. If you add a new structure (garage, shed, patio) or expand your 
home, you may be subject to extensive and expensive regulations.

* Not based on physical scientific facts. The habitat-or resource area-that
the Basin Approach and METRO propose to protect is based on aerial photos.
("If it's green in the photo, it must be protected from development.")

* Increases the cost of housing and decreases the availability of affordable 
housing. The decrease in land available for development plus the Increased 
cost of mitigation or fee-in-lieu of mitigation will Increase the cost of a 
home.

* Surface Water Management Fees (SWM) will double. In order to fund the 
$127,000,000 of wetland and riparian area enhancement projects, the proposed 
Basin Approach will double all SWM fees for residential, commercial and 
industrial uses. You will pay double at home and at your business. A
likely result is businesses will pass the increased costs along to the 
consumers, or worse, not locate in the Metro region.

* METRO WILL LIKELY ADOPT THE BASIN APPROACH FOR THE ENTIRE REGION! 

WHAT CAN YOU DO?

* Contact the local officials listed below and tell them what is wrong with
the Basin Approach and the Goal 5 program AND ask them to NOT ADOPT THE
BASIN APPROACH.



USE YOUR OWN WORDS. As a voter, taxpayer, and resident of the region, your 
words have power.

Written comments received before August 9TH become part of the official 
hearings' record; comments received before the VOTE ON AUGUST 16th will have 
Impact on how the Officials Vote.



From: Marianne Kandel [mailto:coyote@imagina.com]
Sent: Monday, August 02, 2004 10:41 PM
To: Ron Shay; Richard Kidd; Nick Wilson; Deanna Meuller-Crispin; Steve 
Heinrich; Keith Mays; Andy Duyck; Cheryl Olson; Rob Drake; Tom  Hughes;Ed 
Truax
Cc: Metro Council; Tualatin Basin Natural Resources Coordinating 
Com mittee
Subject: Goal 5 Decision

Tualatin Basin Coordinating Com mittee mem bers:

Thank you for the support you have shovm for protection of 
environmentally sensitive lands in our valley, and for your 
attention to citizens' testimony at tonight's hearing. And please 
continue that support and committment in the weeks ahead through 
your decision process for the Goal 5 program in Washington County.

I have lived in Washington County for twenty-seven years. I love 
this place for its diversity of people, agriculture, industry and 
culture. I love this land for its tapestry of river, streams, 
fields, forests and uplands. As any of us know who have been 
elsewhere, this has got to be one of the most liveable places on 
earth.

We  are poised on the cusp of major development in our valley, 
matched by a surge in awareness of its potential impact. We  have at 
hand a unique opportimity to strike a vital balance and synergy 
between the economy of our human world and the economy of the 
natural world.

I urge you, as a Comm ittee member entrusted with this critical 
decision, to heed the following:

Please support and increase protection for high value habitat to 
avoid or minimize inqpact, particularly in floodplains!

Please adopt a basin-wide vision to protect remaining tree canopy, 
both urban and rural!

Please support increased Surface Water Management fees to fvind 
habitat restoration!

Please give priority to protection before mitigation, and demand 
mitigation commensurate with the value of sacrificed habitat!

This is our chance to shape development in a healthy way, more like 
the way it should always have been. This is our chance to get it 
right, here where we live. The plan we adopt stands to be a model 
for comm unities elsewhere and generations to come. Please do your 
very best in this historic task.

Respectfully

Marianne Kandel 
3780 SW  234th 
PO  Box 1147 
Hillsboro, OR  97123

mailto:coyote@imagina.com
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Cc:
Subject:

Marianne Kandel [coyote@imagina.com]
Monday, August 02,200410:41 PM
Ron Shay: Richard Kidd; Nick Wiison; Deanna Meuiler-Crispin; Steve Heinrich; Keith Mays;
Andy Duyck; Cheryl Olson; Rob Drake; Tom Hughes; Ed Truax
Metro Council: Tualatin Basin Natural Resources Coordinating Committee
Goai 5 Decision

Tualatin Basin Coordinating Committee members:

Thank you for the support you have shown for protection of 
environmentally sensitive lands in our vailey, and for your attention 
to citizens' testimony at tonight's hearing. And please continue that 
support and committment in the weeks ahead through your decision 
process for the Goal 5 program in Washington County.

I have lived in Washington County for twenty-seven years. I love this 
place for its diversity of people, agriculture, Industry and culture.
I love this land for Its tapestry of river, streams, fields, forests
and uplands. As any of us know who have been elsewhere, this has got
to be one of the most liveable places on earth.

We are poised on the cusp of major development in our valley, matched 
by a surge in awareness of its potential impact. We have at hand a 
unique opportunity to strike a vital balance and synergy between the 
economy of our human world and the economy of the natural world.

I urge you, as a Committee member entrusted with this critical 
decision, to heed the following:

Please support and Increase protection for high value habitat to avoid 
or minimize Impact, particularly In floodplains!

Please adopt a basin-wide vision to protect remaining tree canopy, both 
urban and rural!

Please support increased Surface Water Management fees to fund habitat 
restoration!

Please give priority to protection before mitigation, and demand 
mitigation commensurate with the value of sacrificed habitat!

mailto:coyote@imagina.com


This is our chance to shape development in a healthy way, more like the 
way it should always have been. This is our chance to get it right, 
here where we live. The plan we adopt stands to be a model for 
communities elsewhere and generations to come. Please do your very 
best in this historic task.

Respectfully,

Marianne Kandel 
3780 SW 234th 
PO Box 1147 
Hillsboro, OR 97123



ORIGINAL
Wendie L. Kellington 
Attorney at Law, P.G.
P.O. Box 1930
Lake Oswego, Oregon 
97035

Phone (503) 624-7790 
Mobile (503) 804-0535 

Facsimile (503) 620-5562 
Email: wk@wkellington.com

August 9,2004
Via Hand Delivery
Tualatin Basin Natural Resources Coordinating Committee
Washington Coimty Department of Land Use and Transportation
Planning Division
155 N. 1st Avenue Ste. 350-14
HiUsboro Or 97124

RECEIVED 

AUG 0 9 2004
LAND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 
LAND USE & TRANSPORTATION

Re: Brugger Road LLC Property Located on Tax lots 1800,1900 and 2000 at the
southwest comer of the intersection of NW Brugger Road and NW Kaiser Road 
in Bethany.

Dear Members of the Committee:

Today is the final day for the submission of comments on the Goal 5 ALP decision for 
property in the Tualatin Basin. Please accept this letter into the record for that decision 
regarding the above referenced property. This firm represents the owner of the above described 
property: Bragger Road LLC. We appeared on behalf of the property owner at the hearing on 
August 2,2004. At that hearing, we submitted written materials for your consideration to which 
this is a supplement. This supplement is designed assist the committee and its staff as they move 
toward a final recommendation decision to Metro. If we can be of any fiuther assistance, we 
hope you will not hesitate to contact either me or the property owner.

As the outset, we note that we have not been able to ascertain a final decision for 
recommendation regarding the Goal 5 ESEE analysis for the subject property or for the Tualatin 
Basin generally. The public information is somewhat confusing in this regard. Some of the . 
public information says the Goal 5 ESEE analysis is finalized for recommendation, others 
suggest it is not. As far as we can tell from the information available to the public for review, 
there is a tentative ESEE analysis that supports the as yet tentative ALP decision. Assuming that 
neither an ESEE analysis or ALP determination are final for recommendation, we offer some 
suggestions regarding the ESEE analysis as it regards the subject property as well as the correct 
ALP decision that should flow fi-om such analysis.

We finally note that we understand Metro has made the significance determination for 
property in the Tualatin Basin. However, we feel there is confusion regarding what this means. 
Of course, the role of the Goal 5 analysis is to balance that significance determination against the 
other values property may serve and feen to decide if conflicting (here urban) uses of the 
property outweigh the natural resources value of property. Therefore, necessarily an 
examination of the weightiness of the natural resources is a part of the ESEE and ALP equation. 
Accordingly, it is relevant to understand the nature and extent of natural resources regarding the 
subject property so that those values can then be balanced against the other ESEE values for the

mailto:wk@wkellington.com


Tualatin Basin Natural Resoxirces Coordinating Committee 
August 9,2004 
Page 2 of 5

property. There have been statements that the significance determination makes the weightiness 
of natural resources as a part of the ESEE or ALP decision irrelevant. Respectfully, that would 
be an incorrect analysis imder Goal 5, and hope you would agree.

Also with regard to the regional Metro significance determination, we are submitting a 
request to Metro to revisit its basic significance determination regarding the subject property.
We believe Metro was mistaken in its analysis of the property. This is imderstandable given the 
gross scale fi’om which Metro had to work. It is also understandable as Metro was not privy to 
the SP Cramer analysis for the subject property, which analysis is at Tab C of the materials we 
presented to you at your August 2,2004 hearing. This and other site specific information 
regarding the subject property will be brought to Metro’s attention. However, this letter assumes 
the Metro significance determination is in place and makes ESEE and ALP recommendations 
fi'om that point of beginning. With these thoughts in mind, we bring the following to your 
attention.

First, please understand the subject property has no fish or fish habitat and considering 
such resources value on the property in the ESEE balance favors allowing conflicting urban 
development. Obviously, there is no point to prohibiting, or limiting or forcing a property owner 
to pay for developing property in order to protect nonexistent fish or fish habitat. Please see the 
study listed as Tab C to the written submittals provided at the August 2,2004 hearing.

Second, as we explained in our previous written materials and at the August 2,2004 
hearing, the subject property was erroneously listed as being outside rather than inside the UGB. 
There are a variety of ESEE consequences that flow fi:x>m the fact that the property is inside the 
UGB. This makes the ESEE analysis as it stands an unreliable source of information to support 
the resulting ALP decision. This of course also makes the ALP decision regarding the subject 
property incorrect under the Tualatin Basin’s ALP matrix.

Third, there is no large unbroken “patch” of wildlife habitat on the subject property or in 
the area. This errs in favor of an “allow” conflicting uses determination rather than the strictly 
limit one that we understand affects the subject property. The area for consideration in this 
regard is the developed Bethany, and the new UGB, area. The subject property is at the fiinge of 
the developed parts of Bethany. It is ringed by busy Kaiser Road and Springville Road, a 
developed and existing church, an active farm area which has plowed under the drainage fi'om 
the irrigation ditch upgradient,1 and intense urban type development. For years and now the 
subject property has been and is actively farmed and because of the large amounts of traffic on 
the area roads, an internal road crossing the leakage fix>m the ditch is required to safely allow 
farm operations to continue until such other development on the property moves forward. The 
subject property has no functional coimectivity to any wildlife habitat parcel that may exist in the 
area and there is no evidence to the contrary. As noted in the previously submitted materials, the 
subject property also has an existing land use approval for a church.

1 As wc explain in our written materials submitted on August 2 and which is supported by the SP Cramer habitat 
analysis appended at Tab C to those materials, the only water that flows through the subject property is water from 
the leaking irrigation pond upgradient It is this water &om the leaking irrigation pond tot the neighboring farmer 
has plowed under and culverted. This further illustrates to broken, imconnected nature of water tot serves as to 
basis for to Metro “significance” determination.
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Also, the subject property is an existing exception area. It is important to understand the 
fact that the subject property does not qualify for Goal 3 or Goal 4, underscores the property has 
already been determined as serving little planning role as wildlife habitat. Rather, the committed 
and developed uses that served as the basis for the exception is the purpose the property serves 
imder pre UGB amendment planning principles. This is because one of the qualifications for 
property being classified for Goal 4 is that the property provides wildlife habitat. Given the 
property is not and was not so classified as Goal 4 property, it should not be classified as having 
weighty wildlife habitat in the balance against conflicting uses now that it is in the UGB. This is 
because the type of conflicting uses that supported the committed and developed exception are 
the general type of uses that will support mban development within the UGB. These factors 
would seem to make reasonably clear that the subject property does not and cannot properly be 
classified alone or in combination with other property, as a “patch” of wildlife habitat.
Moreover, any scattered habitat value the property could theoretically serve is diminished by the 
property’s location at the “edge” rather than “interior” of any such habitat.

We would also like to point out that we are unaware of any basis for determining that 
restricting the developability of the subject property serves any ESA or EPA water quality 
mandate. We have been able to locate any findings, reports or evidence concluding otherwise 
regarding the subject property. We believe that the evidence we have supplied in the August 2, 
2004 materials and herein, establishes the converse is the case.

We are unaware of any Goal 5 ESEE “economic” analysis that considers the cumulative 
effect of the proposed mitigation fee, together with locally adopted and implemented tree cutting 
fees, DSL wetland mitigation fees, and the proposed new SWM fee, all of which are fees that 
appear to affect the same property for the same development activity, where development is 
allowed. We appreciate that the preliminary draft staff report indicates a preference to avoid 
duplicative regulation or fees. However, no analysis is provided of which we are aware to avoid 
that and no economic analysis or other ESEE analysis of the cumulative economic and other 
consequences of the fee mitigation program is identified in any of the materials publically 
available. Such analyses should be performed to provide the committee with the necessary tools 
to make an informed ESEE decision that considers the economic and other consequences of the 
proposed decision. In this regard, to allow the farm crossing to move forward, the property 
owner has already paid a substantial “mitigation” fee to DSL. Please understand that there is an 
important social consequence of the cumulative fees that would be imposed under the program as 
it is now written. This is because land becomes more expensive to develop imder cumulative 
fees and the costs of housing, commercial products and services necessarily increases. The 
social impacts of this have not been evaluated and should be under an ESEE analysis.

Concerning the ALP decision, we also hope we made clear in the August 2,2004 
materials that there is no “stream” or stream or other “habitat” to restore on the property. Before 
the irrigation ditch started to leak, there is no evidence that there was any water course on the 
subject property. Moreover, restoration of habitat requires that there be habitat that is restorable 
to some functional value. The subject 10 acre parcel cannot serve any habitat function on its 
own and its location in the UGB and at the fiinge of existing intensive urban development, and 
having no “interior” habitat value, means that the subject property can serve no habitat function.
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Again, we have located no information otherwise concerning the subject property or the Tualatin 
Basin generally. The facts regarding the subject property establish that if the Tualatin Basin 
matrix is applied as it is explained in the Preliminary Draft staff report dated August 16,2004, 
the subject property would not have protective or mitigation values to serve in any case. There is 
nothing we are aware of that balances in favor of complete or even “moderate” Goal 5 protection 
being added to the property and there is little to “mitigate” as we hope you will see from the 
evidence submitted to date. Especially, if the Tualatin Basin ESEE analysis for the subject 
property is to be consistent with ESEE analyses applied to other properties, an “allow” or “very 
lightly limit” ALP designation is appropriate.2

Moreover, the piupose of the Goal 5 ESEE and ALP determination is to decide whether 
public policy justifies provision of additional regulatory restriction on development imder Goal 5 
on top of programs already in place. In this regard, there are already Federal, state, regional, and 
local programs in place that protect natural resources on the subject property. The most 
appropriate designation for the subject property is an “Allow” conflicting uses program 
determination. This does not destroy any resources on the property. Rather, it allows 
development to move forward as the comprehensive UGB/urban program for this Bethany 
exception area contemplates. No federally protected fish or wildlife will or can be damaged.
The federal government protects these values. Federal FEMA and local flood regulations protect 
against flooding concerns. Steep slopes are protected by state and local standards regarding 
geotechnical hazards. All wetlands are subject to DSL and the Army Corps stewardship and 
regulatory programs. Metro’s Title HI program and the CWS program on property within the 
boundaries of each protect natural resources. Local governments have protective programs. As 
Washington County’s Goal 5 ALP program definition makes clear, allowing conflicting uses 
simply means that no additional regulatory restrictions will be added. Specifically an “allow 
conflicting uses” determination is defined as:

“Allowing conflicting uses generally means there would be no additional land 
use regulations restricting conflicting uses within the analysis category as a 
result of Goal 5. However, all existing regulations remain in effect including 
floodplain, steep slope and water quality and/or wetland regulations 
implemented by the City, [CWS], {COE] and (DSL].”

The subject land has a high value for urban development. If the church approved on the 
property proposal moves forward, the property has a high value for church and church related 
development. There is no purpose under any of the ESEE factors to he served by strictly or 
moderately limiting the development of the subject property. If the church moves forward under 
approved plans, the land would be completely developed and the only ESEE consequence of 
applying such a restriction would be to make changes to the church difficult as potentially a 
nonconforming use. That of course is not a positive ESEE outcome. It would also treat other 
developed lands more favorably than the church and that would make no sense either.

Further, a “very lightly limit” designation is also too restrictive for the subject property. 
There is no natural resource purpose to be served in imposing further fees on the property and

y

2 See for example the ESEE and ALP designation for the portion of an acknowledged creek—Bronson Creek in the 
Oregon Graduate Institute property and immediate area.
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this is what a very lightly or even lightly limit designation does - imposes more “mitigation” 
fees. Any mitigation fees would be to cover the same development for which the DSL and corps 
would require a fee. This would be exactly the kind of duplication the staff report indicates is to 
be avoided. Other than wetlands over which DSL has assumed jurisdiction, there is no other 
natural resource or natural resources values on the subject property. Therefore, the ESEE 
consequences for the property mitigate only in favor of an "allow" conflicting uses designation.

As noted by Washington Coimty in its definition quoted above, an “allow” designation 
means the property is subject to existing federal, state, regional and local programs protecting the 
very limited natural resource values of the subject property. More regulation applied to the 
subject property in the name of natural resources would simply lock up the property for 
development for no apparent natural resource reason or natural resource benefit. Such would 
serve no public policy purpose we are aware of and would hurt the region’s public policy of 
developing parcels in the UGB. Establishing restrictive and additional Gkral 5 programs for the 
property would surely give up an important urban development resource that is needed by the 
region, coimty and annexing city to avoid further UGB expansions. We hope you will agree that 
the point of the Goal 5 ESEE exercise is to avoid “over protecting” resources that don’t need the 
enhanced protections of Goal 5 and, in such cases, to allow conflicting development to move 
forward as allowed under programs of the federal, state, regional and local governments.

SUMMARY:

Please consider applying a “very lightly limit” or “allow” determination to the subject 
property. In view of the site specific analyses we have shared with you, we can think of no 
reason to treat the subject property any differently than other important urban property where 
urban conflicts balance out ahead of limited and already protected natural resources. For 
example, property that has been brought into the UGB for industrial development will receive a 
very lightly limit recommendation designation. This is a smart idea for the subject urban 
property where all ESEE factors weighed balance in favor of allowing urban development. The 
natural resources on the subject property are completely and adequately regulated by the f^eral, 
state, regional and local government. Additional Goal 5 regulation will be the kind of 
duplication that we think your committee wishes to avoid, adding nothing of natural resources 
value to the region. But such adding more restrictions to the subject property would have the 
undesirable ESEE outcome of restricting developable property in the Metro UGB, putting 
expansion pressure elsewhere on the region’s UGB.

Thank you for this opportunity to comment. We hope you have found this to be helpful. 
We look forward to working with you as this process continues to move forward.

Venr truly yours.

ellington

WLK-.wlk 
CC: Client



Steve Kelley

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Alice Kinzer [alice@kinzers.com] 
Wednesday, May 05,2004 9:28 PM 
steve_keIley@co.washington.or.us 
Goal 5 interested party list notification

Mr. Kelley,

Please place me on the list to be notified regarding the interested party 
list for Goal 5 issues.

My husband and I ovm two 10 acre parcels on Cooper mountain. Our property 
has been identified and targeted for regionally significant wildlife 
habitation protection.

http://www.metro-region.org/article.cfm?articleID=5903&do=map& maf_id=324120

Our northern property (Tax ID# 1S130DA00100) is listed as:
Class 1 riparian, highest-value habitat 
Class 2 riparian, medium-value habitat 
Class B wildlife, medium-value habitat

Our southern property (Tax ID# 1S130DA00500) is listed as:
Class B wildlife, medium-value habitat

The stringent classification impacts our property rights by significantly 
reducing our property value and restricting future land use decisions.

We  are all ready burdened with an arterial road bisecting our property that 
was designated on the transportation plan years ago to be built. If our 
property is classified as 'moderately restricted' based on the significant 
wildlife habitation protection program, the proposed 5 lane road will 
further diminish the amount of property that is left to be developed.

It will be cost prohibitive to develop any of our property with the existing 
burden of financing road construction far exceeding practical development 
costs.

Habitat protection is one thing but road design impracticality and excessive 
cost prohibitive construction isn't included as part of the protection plan 
that should be restricted.

We  protest at the highest level. Metro will significantly impact our 
property value and property rights if they classify our property as 
moderately restricted.

I would like to go on record as stating we strongly disagree with the 
habitation protection level designation that is being placed on our 
property.

Alice Kinzer 
Donald Kinzer

mailto:alice@kinzers.com
mailto:steve_keIley@co.washington.or.us
http://www.metro-region.org/article.cfm?articleID=5903&do=map&maf_id=324120
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Laura Taylor

From: Anne Madden
Sent: Thursday, May 13,2004 4:05 PM
To: Laura Taylor
Subject: FW: The Tualatin Basin Natural Resource Coordinating Committee

Laura, please enter this into a new data base of comments received for Phase Three of Goal 5 - thanks, Anne 
—Original Message—
From: Alice Kinzer [mailto:alice@kinzers.com]
Sent: Thursday, May 13, 2004 10:04 AM
To: scleek@thprd.com; Paul_Schaefer@co.washington.or.us; turpelm@metro.dst.or.us; 
Mark_Brown@co.washington.or.us; hennlngs@metro.dst.or.us; lcrabtree@ci.beaverton.or.us; jreilly@thprd.com; 
jgrillo@cl.beaverton.or.us; hbergsma@ci.beaveiton.or.us; davidnoren@worldneLatt.net; 
deffebachc@metro.dst.or.us; Brian_Hanes@co.washington.or.us; Brent_Cuitis@co.washington.or.us; Barbara 
Fryer; Anne_Madden@co.washington.or.us; Andrea_Vannelli@co.washIngton.or.us; 
Steve_Kelley@co.washington.or.us; Mayor's Office
Cc: Kathy Sayles; tmilowoIf@msn.com; Dlbutler34@cs.com; scupp@ch2m.com; poIwonks@comcastnet; 
linda.gray@orst.edu; loppenheimer@news.oregonlan.com; kschoenfeIder@panattoni.com; kellyr@hbapdx.org; 
liden@pbworld.com; jim.petsche@nike.com; crp@lclark.edu; chesarek@teleport.com; aeg@csgpro.com 
Subject: The Tualatin Basin Natural Resource CoordinaUng Committee

The Tualatin Basin Natural Resource Coordinating Committee
Washington County’s Department of Land Use and Transportation
Planning Division
155 N. 1st Avenue, Suite 350-14
Hillsboro, Oregon 97124

May 13,2004

To: Tualatin Basin Natural Resources Steering Committee

My husband and I own two parcels on Cooper Mountain of about 10 acres each in size. Our 
property has been identified and targeted for regionally significant wildlife habitation protection.

http://www.metro-region.org/article.cfm?artlclelD=5903&do=map&maf_id=324120

Our northern parcel (Tax ID# 1S130DA00100) is listed as:
Class 1 riparian, highest-value habitat 
Class 2 riparian, medium-value habitat 
Class B wildlife, medium-value habitat

Our southern parcel (Tax ID# 1S130DA00500) is listed as:
Class B wildlife, medium-value habitat

These classifications will drastically diminish the value of our land due to the significant 
restrictions imposed by the various classifications. Clearly, these restrictions did not exist 
when we purchased these parcels.

Although we have no plans at present to develop the property, the previously existing ability to 
do so contributed to a “market value” of the land. Imposing significant additional restrictions on

5/13/04
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development diminishes that value and is tantamount to a “taking” to the extent that the market 
value is reduced.

We strenuously object to the new classification of our property and the imposition of the 
attendant restrictions in the absence of appropriate compensation. If restricting development 
of these parcels is In the public’s interest, the public should pay for that benefit rather than 
foisting the entire cost on us.

Alice Kinzer 
Donald Kinzer

cc: Beaverton, Ms. Barbara Fryer
Clean Water Services, Ms. Sheri Wantland 
Forest Grove, Ms. Jeff Beiswenger 
Hillsboro, Ms. Jennifer Wells 
Sherwood, Mr. Dave Wechner 
Tigard, Ms. Julia Hajduk or Beth St.Amand 
Tualatin Ms. Stacy Hopkins
Tualatin Hills Park and Recreation District Mr. David Endres



Page 1 of2

Laura Taylor

From: Anne Madden
Sent: Monday, June 21,2004 l|l:05 AM
To: Laura Taylor
Subject: FW: Goal 5 Non-Reg Options / info

Laura, would you please enter these comments into our new Goal 5 public comment data base for Phase 3 April- 
August 2004? thanks, Anne

----Original Message—
From: Alice Kinzer [mailto:akinzer@usa.com]
Sent: Saturday, June 19, 2004 5:55 PM 
To; Anne Madden
Subject: RE: Goal 5 Non-Reg Options / info

Re: The ‘Non-regulatory Program Options' draft that you have written, I enclose my comments for your 
review:

1. Any program involving private landowners should include options that would provide cost reduction 
incentives for the property owners. Virtually all of the proposals involving private landowners in the 
'Non-regulatory Program Options' draft require them to bear the costs associated with 'property 
rnaintaining' their property. Most incentive or funding based options presented in this document are 
intended to be used for public property or developable property.

Repairing, protecting, and maintaining property requires some type of financial investment in most 
cases. You are asking property owners to be good stewards by doing the work yet you are offering 
them no type of funding options or cost saving incentives, to help them offset any associated costs for 
participating in a program. , ^

An example of a program that would reduce costs and benefit the private property owner could involve 
supplying property owners with free or low cost native plants and trees that are used for planting during 
habitat restoration/reforestation, protection and enhancement.

2. Another option to consider that would benefit private landowners is to provide them with help to 
develop a Habitat Protection Plan for their individual properties.

3. Option # 5 calls for a reduction in property taxes and notes these programs all ready exist. Make 
sure all private property owners know about both the 'Wildlife Habitat Conservation Management 
Program’, and any program that they would qualify for. Encourage property owners to sign up for 
programs that reduce their property taxes or provide credit to stream side property owners.

Follow up on the Riparian Lands tax Incentive Program:
Link:
httD:/Auww.dfw.state.or.us/ODFWhtm1/Ir)foCntrHbt/riDtax facts.htm

According to the Oregon Department of Fish & WIdlife the Riparian Land Tax Incentive Program, only 
property outside the adopted urban growth boundaries can qualify for this program.
'For riparian land to qualify for this program, it must have be outside adopted urban growth boundaries, 
and planned and zoned as forest br agricultural lands (including mngeland), or must have met these 
criteria as of July 1, 1997.'

4. Option # 6 describes Technical Assistance' options, including that staff provide information on

6/21/04

mailto:akinzer@usa.com
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'habitat-friendly development'. Washington County has privately owned property located in the County 
designated as Goal 5 property, zoned R-5 or R-6, and it has been determined to be designated as 
property included in the 'Wildlife and Habitat Protection Program'.

♦ Washington County Department of Land Use and Transportation department should change 
zoning/density requirements on properties located in Goal 5 and designated for wildlife habitat 
protection. Lowering the density requirements on property included in Goal 5 will result in less 
habitat disturbance and reduce the impact that higher density will create.

♦ It is difficult to understand how land located in Goal 5 and zoned R-5 or R-6, can be developed 
at the current density level and fulfill the requirements of the designated level for the Protected 
Wildlife & Habitat Protection. Transfer density in a habitat sensitive area is redundant.

Can you explain how Washington County can endorse high-density development and encourage 
habitat-friendly development, at the same time?

Thank you for allowing me to provide comments.
Alice Kinzer

6/21/04
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Tualatin Basin Natural Resource Coordinating Committee 
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Re: Testimony foiLXi^l^jBasin Go^ 5 Program

I,'-j ’
Dear Members of the Coordinating Committee,: - |

We represent residential developers and thank you for the opportunity to submit 
written testimony addressing the Prelimina^ Draft Tualatin Basin Goal 5 Program Report. We 
continue to be concerned about the flaws in the ESEE methodology with respect to the urban 
development value of residential land and the resulting “shrinking” of the UGB, as outlined in 
the May 20,2004 Home,Builders Association’s testimony to David Bragdon 
(http://www.homebuildCTsportland.conVbragdonletter.htm), which we incorporated into this 
testimony. However, our testimony today is directed at specific concerns we have with 
components of the Program Report pehdhrg-before the Tualatin Basin Natural Resources 
Coordinating Committee.

1. Correcting Mapping and Resource Characteri7:ation Errors.

Metro’s inventory of natural resources, which is tlie basis for the Basin 
Approach’s ESEE analysis and the Allow, Limit, Proliibit analysis and decision (the “ALP 
decision”), is not based on a site specific analysis of each resource. Instead, Metro and the 
Tualatin Partners are relying on aerial photos. As could be expected from relying on an 
imprecise inventorying method, the record is r^lete with comments from property owners that 
there are mistakes in the inventory. Metro has made spm&overtures about allowing maps to be 
corrected during the coming months, but no details have been provided. Allowing mapping 
corrections while the regulations are being drafted is a step in the right direction, but there must 
be a mechanism for correcting the inventory maps after the Goal 5 program has been adopted.

It is undisputed that many property owners have not received notice of the Goal 5 
regulatory program, or that their property has been inventoried. As a result, property owners will 
not be able to take advantage of foe currently undefined opportunity to correct mapping errors 
during the next few months. Instead, property owners throughoui; foe region will leam of

PomLAKD. Oreocn  ' 'WaMkoton . D.Cl ' ■ Bend , Ohrcon
l DDMA\PCDOCS\PORTLANDV45664I\I

http://www.homebuildCTsportland.conVbragdonletter.htm
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mapping mistakes only once the Goal 5 program is implemented and the property owner 
attempts to develop their property. Residential developers are particularly concerned about this 
scenario because we do not own or control the property that will be developed in the future. For 
example, if an owner of a 20 acre property in Washington County that is incorrectly mapped to 
include a Goal S resource did not receive notice of the Goal 5 program, they would be unable to 
correct the mapping error. A residential developer may be interested in that property 3 years 
after the Goal 5 regulations are implementedi but under the proposed regulatory scheme there 
would be no way for the property owner or the developer to refine the inventory map to reflect a 
site specific scientific andysis of die resource.

Ar  part of the IGA between the Tualatin Partners and Metro, the Tualatin Partners 
agreed to accept Metro’s aerial photo based niventory,' despite reservations about the accuracy of 
the inventory. However, the Tualatin Basin Natural Resource Coordinating Committee has the 
ability to include in its recommended program a mechanism for correcting mapping errors. The 
proposed Basin Approach provides fbr site specific resource delineation, similar to the procedure 
utilized by Clean Water Services, when proposed development or redevelopment activity may 
impact the buffer arc of the mapped resource; July 2004 Preliminary Draft of Tualatin Basin 
Goal 5 Program Report, page 3-3. The ability to delineate the resource is a step in the right 
dhectio%bm|m>pcty»wner5mKBt^ojha^'ihB;^ffity|qL,ad6i«S5.lhe;qudityofi^^^  ̂
a site specific basis. Similarly, oiajpj£^|mg|:t»OTm^^®nhanced;DrmBwatcsourceS(aro 
created through mitigation, theh9TO^pin^p|||^foMresourcc:shouiaibe^taidtada03keftect 
the changes to the site. ForvCximjii^HdlsIbmlsI^st^gSigttificant^^BturBlIResounses^XSvcrlay 
liHstrictgfigws^fcmlhe^mDdifi^flbnlp^tii^^^^ptyblleycl^ofaumvenforied-significantmatuml 
nKcmrceshasrdoamfcffi^ofe^M^W^^^^&i^t^pecificTniSgatfon. HZO §131A(15).

If the mvenforyisjmppte|®n<^ityirtJp^e^asis!forif^^^

available to analyzesfhBpresence^fnatuiiilmiq^^ll^^jettieslhiaui^iaut^theitegKjtt, which 
is consistent with OAR 660-023-0030, to qisurejfcei^lgp^ of the regulatory System.

2. Ability to Provide Required Buildable Lands Capacity and Commitment to 
Expansion of the UGB

In^December-2002 Metoij^anded the/IJGB - a decision that is still winding its 
way through the appeal process. tfeij:^p|)^GDd^regdations:;wfll rraJuceor efiminatejt^^ 
dBvd[opmcDtipotenfialofland’Ihm|y^i»^da^a^pihie€orrhousmgjduringdiB5002JUGB 
expansion process. Of lhB vacasltoS^l^llbllfor^jaential devdopmenthiMchu.^s 
jurisdiction, over halfhas;b9e^jnycn^n|diai^^teJ^;K^e'4i2^fihe‘Apn7!2004:DKAj!T: 
ESlE'Phase,lliAn2lysisl'-;iiiip^dMsl||jS^^|mi;y4accommodatesom6Mftieiosthousing 
capacjtyjMErtrowdlnolon^leinfcdr^^Sce^&fc^^tutory.reqmrement-tomaintainnSO- 
year supply of buildable land. ORS 197.299(2)(a). We support the recommendation to

;:0DMA\PCD0CS\K)RTLANDM5664I\1

'ii i



VD/VS/^UU4 lb.40 riSR

Ball  Jani k  llp

Tualatin Basin Natural Resources Coordinating Committee 
August 9,2004 
Page 3

: -iit-

categorize land that was recently brought into the UGB as “Other Urban” rather than “Future 
Urban” has one method of preserving the housing edacity created by the 2002 UGB expansion.

In order to ensure the vitality of the housing market in the Metro area, including 
affordable housing, the Goal 5 program must be accompanied by a commitment to analyzing the 
supply of buildable land and expanding the UGB. Such a commitment would likely diffuse 
some of the opposition to the Goal 5 program, and may lead to the avoidance of an appeal of the 
Goal 5 regulations.

3. Relying on Enhancement of Existing Resources as Mitigation

A. Enhancement as a Mechanism for Mitigating Encroachment into Resource
Areas

Enhancement of existing degraded natural resources is an effective way to 
enhance the environmental health of riparian and upland habitat areas. Mitigating the 
encroachment into resources areas by enhancing existing resources, rather than creating new 
resources through on-site rq)lacement, >vill preserve developable land for housing and jobs and 
reduce the amount of rural land that will ne^ to be brought into the UGB. Therefore, 
enhancement should be a tool that developers can use for required mitigation. Under the 
proposed Basin Approach it is not clear if a developer can rely exclusively on enhancement as 
mitigation, or if only on-site replacementor fee-in-lieu of on-site mitigation can be utilized for 
mitigation. We support allowing a development to rely exclusively on enhancement of existing 
resources as mitigation for encroachment into a resource area.

B. Mitigation Credit for Enhancement within the Vegetated Corridor

A stated objective of the Basin; Approach is to ensure that the resource protection 
measures (i.e. mitigation, permits etc.) arc not duplicative of existing environmental regulations 
and programs such as CWS, DSL and EPA standards, July 2004 Preliminary Draft of Tualatin 
Basin Goal 5 Program Report, pages 2-4 and 2-5. However, the current Basin Approach will not 
allow mitigation credit for on-site enhancement of deeded resources area that are within the 
vegetated corridor that is regulated by GIi^ Water Services. July 2004 Preliminary Draft of 
Tualatin Basin Goal 5 Program Report, pages 3-8 and 3-9. Not allowing mitigation credit for 
enhancement within the vegetated corridor is inconsistent with the objective to avoid duplicitous 
regulations and will create additional ecbnomic burdens to property owners and developers.

4. Flawed ESEE Analysis

As described above, we continue to assert that the economic value of residential 
development has been underrepresented in the ESEE analysis. We are also concerned that the 
economic and social components of the ESEE analysis did not adequately consider key issues, 
which are discussed below.

:.ODMA\PCD0CS\P0RTLANty45fi64UI
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A Reduction in tax base

Tlie additional restrictions bn development under the Goal 5 regulations will 
reduce the value of property throu^out die region, which means that less property tax will be 
generated. Additionally, the economic burden on development created by the Goal 5 
regulations (i.e., increased SWM fees, hi^ mitigation costs, expense of LID measures and 
expenses related to retaining environmental professionals) will dissuade existing businesses from 
expanding and will keep new businesses from locating in the Metro area - another significant 
reduction in the tax rolls. In Washington County, 49.0% of taxes support schools, 17.6% 
supports Washington County, 15.6% support special districts, 15.1% supports cities and 2.7% 
supports regonal government. During the economic downturn of die past few years we have 
seen the social impacts of a decreased tax baseoh schools, social services and local 
governments. Hie reduction in the tax base attributable to the Goal 5 regulations will exacerbate 
the decline m services, which is a social and economic impact that was not adequately 
considered in the ESEE analysis.

D. Affordable Housing

As proposed, the Goal 5 programwill significantly increase the cost of building 
homes and that cost will be passed along to hbmebuyers. The increase in the cost of building 
hornes stems from the reduction in the buildable lands edacity, the costs associated with 
retaining professionals to help navigate the Goal 5 regulations, expensive mitigation 
requirements and LID requirements. The social component of die ESEE analysis did not 
adequately reflect the impact of die reduction in affonlable housing. •

S. Consistent and Coordinated Implementation of Goal 5 Regulations and 
Other Environmental Regulations . . ...

A sigmficant concern for, residential developers is having all environmental 
regulatory programs applied consistendy and efficiently. The July 2004 Preliminary Draft of 
Tualatin Basin Goal 5 Program Report discusses in very general terms the goal of coordinated

1 While density transfers can be used for reduced densities, only about 75% have been used due 
to market demands for detached vs. attached housmg, Therefore, about 25% of density is lost 
due to increased buffers etc. and the value of these densities can be valued on a price per lot, 
cuirendy very high. With properties that have ho development potential, the value of buffer land 
or neighbor-to-neighbor land that would be restricted from development is still valued at rates 
from S5,000 per acre to as much as $80,000 per acre according to sales that have been confirmed 
in the Metro area. For properties that have no development potential, appraised values reflect a 
range of $5,000 to $10,000 per acre. The accepted average value of a developable acre in 
Washington County is $400,000 per acrCi -- - . • •*- '

::ODMA\PCDOCS\TORTLAND\45664l\l



bALL-’JAMXN tgj UVD/ w I

Ball  Jani k  llp

Tualatin Basin Natural Resources Coordinating Committee 
August 9,2004 
Page 5 I

reviews of environmental regulations (i.e. CWS, DSL and EPA), but specific details are not 
provided. Additionally, the draft does not commit to providing additional staffing support or 
other resources to ensure that coordination and consistency can be accomplished, Tlie draft also 
does not elaborate on the timing and method of implementing the Goal 5 regulations. It is 
imperative to the development community that sites subject to multiple jurisdictions (i.e. CWS, 
City and Metro) have natural resource protection regulations applied consistently.

6. Low Impact Development (LID) Techniques Should be Voluntarj' and 
Should be Eligible for Resource Mitigation Credit

Tlie requirement to utilize Low Impact Development (LID) techniques appears to 
apply to development in resource areas throughout the Basin, regardless of the designation of the 
resource. Given that the Tualatin Basin Steering Committee has acknowledged, “fglenerally. 
impacts on significant habitat resources from conflicting uses will be lower in areas zoned for 
lower densities and lower intensity land uses (such as single family residential areas),” the 
necessity for requiring LTD techniques for all development is questionable. August 9,2004 
memo from Tualatin Basin Steering Committee to Tualatin Basin Natural Resources 
Coordinating Committee, page 5. Mandating LED techniques for all development in resouree 
areas is redundant, considering the level of other protection and enhancement measures proposed 
through the Basin Approach (more resource area is protected, increased mitigation requirements, 
doubling of SWM fees). For these reasons and the expense of utilizing LID techniques (in 
addition to the increase in SWM fees, mitigation expenses and reduction in developable land), 
we request that the LID techniques be voluntary and eligible for mitigation credit.

7 Alteration of the Floodplain Should be Allowed

Based on the mapping that is available, it appears as if all floodplain areas have 
been inventoried as a resource, and that new limitations on developing within the floodplain will 
be imposed. While some floodplains may have resource value, not all floodplains arc resources. 
We request that development continue to be allowed to alter the floodplain, so long as the flood 
storage area remains the same. . .

8. Farm and Forest Tax-Deferred Property Should be Subject to the Rural 
Program in Chapter 5 r,

The July 2004 Preliminary Draft of Tualatin Basin Goal 5 Program Report 
imposes separate regulatory schemes for urban and rural areas. The urban program in chapter 3 
of the report applies to property within the UGB and within one mile of the UGB, and rural 
program in chapter 5 applies to the property in the county that lies beyond the one-mile UGB 
buffer. The rural program acknowledges that Washington County does not have land use 
authority over farm and forest practices, so both current land use regulations and any regulations 
passed under Goal 5 will apply to non-farm and non-forest activities only. July 2004 Preliminary 
Draft of Tualatin Basin Goal 5 Program Report, pages 5-1. Not all properties that are used for

■ ::ODMA\PCDOCS\PORTLANDV(56641\1
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farm and forest practices are located a mile from the UGB. Instead, many properties within the 
UGB enjoy tax deferral based on the active farm or forest activities. Therefore, the proposed 
geographic delineation for urban and rural programs is flawed. Properties that are in rural use, 
even if located within the UGB or within one mile of the UGB, should be subject to the rural 
program. We request that properties that are taxed deferred for farm or forestry use be 
considered rural so that the applicable Goal 5 regulations will apply to non-farm and non-forest 
activities only.

9. Handling of Utilities and Plaimed Transportation Improvements

We support the current proposal that the regulations would establish specific uses 
that should be permitted in resource areas due to overriding public benefit, such as the installation 
or maintenance of utilities, planned transportation improvements, and certain recreation activities. 
July 2004 Preliminary Draft of Tualatin Basin Goal 5 Program Report page 3-3. We encourage 
the Tualatin Basin Natural Resource Coordinating Committee to ensure that any mitigation 
requirements for the installation of public improvements not be exorbitant.

10. Lade of Detail and Opportunity for Meaningful Partidpation

Imposing a new regulatory scheme over an entire region is a daunting task, but 
unfortunately the public outreach efforts have fallen short of being effective. Several property 
owners have testified that the only notice of the impending regulations on their property came 
from neighbors. Additionally, the materials provided to date have been lacking in detail on 
many substantive issues and the materials have been provided without adequate notice (i.e. the 
60+ page staff report for the Monday, August2,2004 hearing was available late in the day on 
Friday, July 30,2004). For example, the basis for the “Option-lb Cost Factors” for fcc-in-lieu of 
mitigafion is not provided in the July 2004 Preliminary Draft of Tualatin Basin Goal 5 Program 
Report. Without the basis for the cdculations, interested parties are not able to analyze the 
reasonableness of the fee and provide substantive testimony on tlie matter. The lack of detail and 
lack of notice create significant hurdles Wi meaningful participation in the regulatory process.

Thank you for considering the issue outlined in this and previous testimony. The 
scope and impact of the Goal 5 regulatory program is expansive. At this time there continues to 
be questions and gaps in the analysis of the economic impacts that the Basin Approach will have 
throughout the region. We request that serious consideration be given to more than the 
“environmental” component of the ESEE analysis and that the Tualatin Partners recommend a 
reasonable program that will not have a crippling economic effect.

Dana L. Krawczuk
;:ODMA\PCDOCS\PORTUNDVI56Wl\l
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PLANNING DIVISION 
Land Use & Transportation

August 3,2004

The Tualatin Basin Natural Resources 
Coordinating Committee 
Washington County/ DLUT, Planning Division 
155 N. 1st Avenue, Suite 350-14 
Hillsboro, OR 97124

Subject Metro Map Correction
Kuper Property at 22680 SW 76th Avenue, Tualatin, OR

Dear Coordinating Committee,

We attended the Open House in Tualatin on July 29,2004 to review the status on the 
natural resource protection program currently underway in Washington County and 
would like to complement the Coimty on the organization and presentation of the open 
house.

While at the open house, we were able to review the current status of the resource 
mapping of our property and discuss mapping corrections Metro has made to our 
property with County Planning and Metro personnel. Metro, in June of this year, sent us 
a letter (attached) summarizing mapping adjustments of the resource on our property.
We understand that these adjustments have not been incorporated into the current 
information on the County database.

Mr. Brent Curtis, Washington County Planning Manager, recommended that we send a 
letter to the Tualatin Basis Natural resource Coordinating Committee, requesting that the 
adjustments made by Metro be incorporated into the County database. Therefore, we 
formally request that you update the Washington Coimty database to reflect the 
adjustments. Thank you for your assistance with the adjustments.

If you have any questions or comments regarding this letter please fell free to contact us 
at the following address and phone number;

Dorian and Tom Kuper 
22680 SW 76,h Avenue 
Tualatin, Oregon 97062 
(503) 638-9722

Sincerely,

H. Tom Kuper 
Attachments; Metro Letter & Aerial Photograph



coo HORTHIAST GRAND AVENUE fORTlANO. OREGON 07232 273C 
TEl 303 797 1700 FAX 303 797 1797
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June 16,2004

Dorian and Tom Kuper 
22680 SW 76th Avenue 
Tualatin, OR 97062

RE: Case #082-001

Dear Mr, and Mrs. Kuper

Thank you for your March 26,2004 submittal of a map correction for the property located at 
22680 SW 76th Avenue in Tualatin. We have reviewed your request and have made the 
following determination.

We have studied the aerial photographs and determined that there are a few changes to be 
made to the landscape features (grassy areas and trees within a certain distance of the stream) 
in Metro’s inventory on and near your property. These adjustments will be made to the tree 
canopy as shown on the enclosed map. Most of the habitat on your property is classified as 
Class C Riparian, which would receive a lightly limit treatment, the remaining portion that is 
forested would receive a strictly limit treatment. Metro is currently working to define what the 
treatments will mean in a fish and wildlife habitat protection program. However, Metro’s habitat 
protection program will not affect existing farm practices such as those occurring on your 
property.

Please keep in mind that we are revising map features and plan to rerun the Inventory model 
before the fish and wildlife project is final. Until then, the changes will not appear on the website 
version of the inventory.

Thank you for your requested map correction, as It is Important that our data Is accurate and 
complete. If you have any questions, please contact me at 503-797-1680.

Sincerely,

Malu Wilkinson 
Associate Regional Planner

MW/ff
I ;\trans\transadm\staffVff\RTP\WIIWnsonM\Kuper Ltr61604.doc
Enclosure
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March 26, 2004

METRO 
Fish & Wildlife 
600 NE Grand Ave.
Portland, Oregon 97232

RE: Map Correction Request
Regional Fish & Wildlife Habitat Maps 
T2S, RIW, Sec. 36, Tax Lot 1600

Dear Sirs,

We own 5 acres in the very southeastern portion of Washington County. Our concern is 
that maps created by METRO that we reviewed recently incorrectly show large riparian 
areas on our properly. We are formally requesting a Map Correction to those maps, as 
the maps are currently incorrect

Our property is at 22680 SW 76th Ave., outside of the Tualatin UGB. It is at the 
northeast comer of SW 76* Ave. and Norwood Road. Our house is situated at the 
southwestern portion of the property and the remaining property is pasture. We mow and 
plow the fields yearly. Saum Creek traverses in a southwest to northeast direction, 
approximately 40 feet southeast of the southeastern portion of our property (off our 
property). There is minimal riparian currently associated with this part of Saum Creek. 
Our plowed field is within 100 feet of the creek.

The METRO maps currently show a riparian area encroaching approximately 70 feet into 
our property (“strictly fimh” management zone) to a 300 foot setback into our property 
called moderately limit” management zone. Since our field is only approximately 100 
feet from Saum Creek, we would request that the map be corrected to reflect the true area 
of impact. We would suggest that there be a “strictly limited” management zone 
extending 25 feet from the Saum Creek on either side of it and a “moderately limited” 
zone emending 50 feet (additional, each side) and a “lightly limited” management inning 
extending an additional 50 feet (each side) with an “allow” management zone beginning 
no more than 125 feet from the stream center. This gives plenty of protection for Saum 
Creek in this area.

Please review the attached maps and aerial photo and please call us as we would like to 
invite you to meet us in the field to observe the property. Thank you for your 
consideration.

Dorian and Tom Kuper, Or^on Engineering Geologists #1132 & 854 
22680 SW 76* Ave.
Tualatin, Or^on 97062 
(503) 638-9722 phone 
(503) 638-9723 fex



iiS

W
kmaam%t

SSSfSs

P>-~iK

..M
S

iW
fii to

'.'.'■
■
jfcfir;

aiJi?gg®
«

a
* <

1®
 H

im
 M

A'^l li

1
v-iK

ifS
^

'a
:

^.'w^-tU

I
fS
‘ &

»
?-rV-l rs&

w
ftSigiw

 

.•;' 
.a:;i •? i2:a

‘ r-^

5i!t'



s»»

%

s'.! ■- ' 7 S
B
io
.

.’ if- 
■ -^1^. ‘

>'■ 
.'V

'-.w 
<■•■ 

* 
'• y

::^
5

£?.'»!*■

:n
-;: 

' 
. 
v*>* 

H 
\ 

» 
. 

■ a
:%,::>

■',, 
r.' 

:■.. 
f. 

"■ 
-.. 

- -/■
 '

i'Vr -. -, ■:•' ^r\j[ 
' 

, .»i5
1.—

- 
. *- a»?

»V „ ./-

.........

r
.r

_
.„ 

- 
■

.
»
- 

■•

>», ><ii'J' '*'.-,-I-/-'i1 v?r*^
•J- 

. 
» 
.. 

-r.’
-- 

,--. 
- ■ 

,:Jf.
! 

I 
. 

- 
•* ii:-

nv-i- ; 
. :•=.■ .t-w f-

, 
- 

• ‘Jr •‘
rj<
m
3

thW}
"in*-*.

yisi!
£ *

i'V
j
j 

■ 
1
:. 

• 
' 

1 
‘

-:.- 
■;11 

r 
■ 

f 
-~
J

fc-;i--; ■!:.
;-.? V

.'■"ik
It3:

■1.'

B
.i'f

¥>A
jt*' 3.V

S

?
ri

4
k-

«V?r-

#.Ii
.v
*
V

i:v:
M
4

T
O

-fi. j
■
1
'.*
■
4
^
:

k-. 
. 'y

WmSM
f_
- 

-f

r---1 
::■

■fia';:

1 * .'

_ y
'

!. 
. v-^'V

’v 
• ’.fis :l‘

i
/ 

•
- 

•■ 
■ 
■
.%

?
- 

- 
■ 

..i>
;
;
../
/

■ 
•*. 

•■-■■ 
. 

;
• 

- 
a
: 
A

•■ 
' 

.A
 
"
-•
' 

•■
:'■ 

‘ 
-.:

M
m

m
'ik'V*5'1"

'I"
•'r-' r;7} 4,v?' ;i k'A

i A
:;;

K
ifa
S
S
iS
ilii^S

liS
K
lij^^

^■
-V 

‘.'.f
;s ( '

w
r^urm

^-rySh'

/ ■'.I

■
'■
.
.
> 

.
. 

*
■
-•

. 
-ii;



5v)J fJa'afcA

a?

•S,AUM. 'yr€-R.EEK

7o /a k^ujic.4. 
'X^L^^O SuJ -J-b /h<-’
TLailcL'fJ.o, j^;

Cjmi

X :: Kooi?; bsJlJJ ^

hh

‘^fc,1:' CldcV-
Cod’



Anne Madden

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:

Subject:

Jim Labbe [jlabbe@pdxstreams.org]
Sunday, June 27, 2004 12:23 PM
'Al Bums - City of Portland’; 'Alisa Pyszka'; 'Barbara Fryer - Beaverton'; 'Barbara Shields - 
Tigard'; 'Chris Deffebach - METRO’; 'Chris Eaton - Angelo-Eaton Assoc.'; 'Craig Dye - Clean 
Water Service^'; 'Dan Stark - Fishman Env. Svcs.' (E-mail); 'Dave Wechner - Sherwood'; 
'David Noren'; 'Dennis Egner - City of Lake Oswego'; 'Dick Reynolds - Cornelius'; 'Don 
Otterman - North Plains'; 'Dorothy Cofield'; 'Doug McClain - Clackamas Count/; 'Doug 
Miller - City of Hillsboro';'Doug Rux - City of Tualatin';'Duane Roberts-Tigard';'Gary 
Clifford - Multnomah Count/; 'Gina Whitehill-Baziuk'; 'Hal Bergsma - Beaverton'; 'Jeff 
Beiswenger - City of Forest Grove'; 'Jeff Beiswenger - (home)'; 'Jennifer Wells - Hillsboro';* 
'Jim Hendrix - Tigard'; 'Jim Jacks - Tualatin'; 'Jim Petsche - Nike'; 'Joe Grille - Beaverton'; 
'Jon Holan - Forest Grove'; 'Julia Hajduk - city of Tigard'; 'Julie Reilly - THPRD'; 'Keith Liden - 
Parsons Brinkerhoff; 'Kendra Smith - CWS'; 'Kenneth Itel'; 'Kim Schoenfelder*; 'Leigh 
Crabtree - Beaverton’; 'Linda Gra/; 'Linnea Nelson - Metro'; 'Lori Hennings - Metro'; 
'Margaret Jennings'; 'MarkTurpel - METRO'; 'Mike Houck - Audubon'; 'Pat Ribellia'; 'Paul 
Garrehun - Metro'; 'Paul Gilles - City of Hillsboro'; 'Paul Ketcham - Metro'; 'Paulette 
Copperstone - METRO’; 'Ramsey Weit'; 'Richard Meyer - Cornelius'; 'Roel Lundquist - City of 
Durham'; 'Sarah Cleek - THPRD'; 'Stacy Connery - Alpha Engineering'; 'Stacy Hopkins - 
Tualatin'; 'Sue Marshall - Riverkeepers'; 'Suki Cupp - CH2M’; 'Sylvia Butler1; 'Valerie Counts - 
Hillsboro'; Wink Brooks - Hillsboro'; Andrea Vannelli; Anne Madden; Brent Curtis; Brian 
Hanes; Cathy Corliss (E-mail); Doug Browning; Mark Brown; Paul Schaefer; Steve Kelley; 
'Carl Hosticka - Metro Council';'Dean Gibbs - Durham';'Ed Truax - City of Tualatin';'Mark 
Cottle' - City of Sherwood; 'Richard Kidd - Forest Grove'; 'Rob Drake - City of Beaverton'; 
'Susan McLain - Metro Council'; Tom Hughes - Hillsboro’; Cheri Olson - North Plains; Cheryl 
Olson - City of North Plains; coa@co.washington.or.us; Deanna Meuller-Crispin - THPRD; 
Dick Schouten; John Leeper; Nick Wilson - City of Tigard; Ron Shay - King City; Steve 
Heinrich - City of Cornelius; Tom Brian
burkholderr@metro.dst.or.us; cotugnoa@metro.dst.or.us; mclains@metro.dst.or.us; 
monroer@metro.dst.or.us; newmanb@metro.dst.or.us; parkr@metro.dst.or.us; David 
Bragdon
Response to Commissioner Duyak

Commissioner Duyak,

Thanks for responding. I am cc 
and Coordinating Com mittee becci 
about our position.

ing my response to the Steering Committee 
use I want to be a clear as possible

We  are actually putting togeth^ 
development capacity and the 
put
forth as the rationale for wha1f 
Tualatin Basin Goal 5 program 
next
week’s Steering Committee meet:.

ir a memo  on those two very topics: 
ncern about "takings." Both have been

we view as a minimalist approach for a 
I hope to have something together for

I have to say though- in respô; 
Society
,of Portland has been very clea 
to
avoid degrading or destroying 
inside the UGB. Development ca; 
more
efficient use of land inside t 
auto-dependent development and 
appropriate expansions of the

ng.

se to your statements- the Audubon

where we think development should occur

he remaining fish and wildlife habitat 
oacity should first be made up through

ie UGB  through more mixed-use, less 
- where that is unfeasible- second through 
Jrban Growth Boundary.

This is essentially the commit 
Greenspaces Resolution. The ne 
Washington County is, from our

;nent the Metro Council made in the 1997 
ed to address development capacity in 
standpoint, entirely reasonable. The 

1
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concern of some planners is tha 
outside the region. How ever the 
not and should not be a justifi 
environmentally sensitive lands

; development capacity will be made up 
mere expectation that it will happen is 
:ation to degrade and destroy the most 
in the Tualatin River Watershed.

Lrness: I think we disagree on what is 
Lr to drive native fish and wildlife 
5xtinction? Is it fair to extirpate 
s know have been in decline the last 30 
2stroy wetlands or pave over floodplains 
the late Holocene? is it fair to

As to the your definition of fa 
fair. I'd ask of you, is it fa 
species to, or even closer, to 
neotropical bird species that w  
years? Is it fair to fill and d 
that formed and persisted since 
knowingly
degrade our local ecosystems anjd impoverish future generations?

The rights to do any of those t 
intrinsic
to the ownership of real proper 
should
be the rights and responsibilit 
a
centeral issue in developing th 
founding of our country has had 
obviously a salient legal and p

I feel that trying to resolve t 
future of Oregon and we should 
regional and basin goal 5 progr 
property
in fish and wildlife (and the e 
support
them) to the private right to d 
responsibility of our democrat! 
"taking" of public property.

I have always felt that we in C 
measures 
to *reasonably* compensate *son 
past zoning decisions that gave 
development potential/return.

lings are not and have never been

ty. Determining what is fair, what

Les of owning and developing property is

is program. Every generation since the 
to struggle with this question and it is 
olitical question in Oregon.

;tiese questions matters immensely to the 
be taking the opportunity to do so in a 
lam. But simply surrending public.

cological functions and values that

evelop property violates the public trust 
c institutions- it is essentially the

regon should develop the tools and

e* landowners (based on genuine need) for 
false expectations about future

I think there are a number of W  
developed. Establishing a tran 
suggestion I have made to the i 
for
property tax rebates much like 
Oregonian use provide to senioi 
urban riparian and wildlife pn 
2001 legislature, while limited 
opportunity.

ays such a compensation system could be 
fer of development rights system is one 
teeiring Com mittee. A needs-based system

the property tax relief that the State of 
citizens could be another approach. THe  

ciperty tax credit program, enabled by the 
in its scope, provides another

Regardless, the past mistakes 
many cases with ample evidence 
consequences- does not justify 
Washington Square Regional Cent; 
up-zoned under the promise to 
natural resource issues would 
under the Tualatin Basin Partn  ̂
require partial-mitigation of 
cumulative impacts to Fanno Cr

made in zoning habitat for development- In 
of the negative social and environmental 
now letting them be lost to development. 
Ter on top of Ash Creek wetlands was 
numerous citizens and neighbors that the 
be resolved through Goal 5. They will not 
,Tr's existing proposal which would merely 
1;he direct impacts- to say nothing of the 
(sek.

Lastly, as to your statment th^t...

>It appears that the Society'sposition is to restrict as much land as
>possible by any means possible.

This is absolutely NOT  our goal. Our goal, like the basin and regional 
policy goals, is to protect anl restore the ecological functions and

2



values that support fish and wi).dlifd in the Tualatin Basin

Some of the functions and valued cannot be mitigated so the development 
of ■
the habitats that support them Should be avoided, less the costs and 
impacts of that development be born by those living downstream or in 
future generations. That's what our memo  tried to make clear about 
developing a defensible program]to achieve basin and reginoal goals.

has also made clear, that theseThe 1997 Greenspaces resolution 
decisions
to make up losses in developabl ̂
environmentally sensitive lands 
"maximum
extent possible" and to "the maximum  extent of the law."

land, would be made after the remaining 
inside the UGB  were protected to

That is basically what we are spying now about the highest value 
habitats
(i.e. not ALL habitat lands) 
for truely unique and idiosyncr^ 
conflict with the protection of 
exceptions, not the protection 
Tualatin Basin Partners, that s 
basis.

We  recognize the need to make exceptions 
tic development needs of the basin that 
the highest" value habitats. It is these 
of high value habitats as proposed by the 
Would be addressed on a case-by-case

Given the commitments we have m. 
protects and restores our natur. 
social, economic, and environme  ̂
•''highest 
value habitats* to be lost over 
tools
to prevent it, we believe this 
present and future generations.

Respectfully.

Jim Labbe

ide to grow our region in a way the 
il heritage, our understanding of the 
tal consequences of allowing the

:ime, and the existing and available

Ls the least of our responsibilities to

Jim Labbe
Urban Conservationist 
Audubon Society of Portland 
5151 N.W. Cornell 
Portland, OR  97210 
(503)292-6855 x. 112 
WW W .urbanfauna.org

On Thu, 24 Jun 2004, Andy Duyck| wrote

> Jim,
> I am at a loss to understand 
has
> been stated many times that e|£ 
developed is
> prime habitat for some critteji 
take the
> issue to the extreme of restricting private property simply because ijt

the position of the Audubon Society. It

ssentially all land which is not

rs. Whe re are we supposed to build? To

has
fair and was never the intent of the> not yet been developed, is unjj 

State
> requirement for a Goal 5 progjram. If the Audubon society feels so 
strongly
> about this issue, then tell tjs where you draw the line. It appears 
that the
> Society's position is to restjrict as much land as possible by any 
means

http://WWW.urbanfauna.org


Laura Taylor

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Anne Madden
Sunday. July 18,2004 3:10 PM 
Laura Taylor
FW: Moderately Limit ESEE Decisions for Class I Riparian

Laura, please add this email tja our pubic comments. Thanks, Anne 

--------Original Message--------
From: Jim Labbe [mailto:jlabbe@pdxstreams.org]
Sent: Thursday, July 15, 2004 6:40 PM
To: ’A1 Burns - City of Portland'; 'Alisa Pyszka'; 'Barbara Fryer - 
Beaverton'; 'Barbara Shields - Tigard'; 'Betty Atteberry - WEA '; 'Brian 
Wegener - Tualatin Riverkeepers'; 'Chris Deffebach - METR O'; 'Chris 
Eaton - Angelo-Eaton Assoc.'; '-raigiDye - Clean Water Services'; 'Dan 
Stark - Fishman Env. Svcs. ' (E-mail); 'Dave Wechner - Sherwood'; 'David 
Noren'; 'Dennis Egner - City of Lake Oswego'; 'Dick Reynolds - 
Cornelius'; 'Don Otterman - North Plains'; 'Dorothy Cofield'; 'Doug 
McClain - Clackamas County’; 'Doug Miller - City of Hillsboro'; 'Doug 
Rux - City of Tualatin'; 'Duane Roberts - Tigard'; 'Gary Clifford - 
Multnomah County’; 'Gina Whitehlll-Baziuk'; 'Hal Bergsma - Beaverton’; 
'Jeff Beiswenger - City of Forest Grove’; 'Jeff Beiswenger - (home)'; 
'Jennifer Wells - Hillsboro'; 'Jim Hendrix - Tigard'; 'Jim Jacks -
Tualatin'; 'Jim Petsche - Nike' 
Forest Grove'; 'Julia Hajduk - 
'Keith Liden - Parsons Brinkerh 
- CWS '; 'Kenneth Itel'; 'Kim Sc 
Oregonian'; 'Leigh Crabtree - E 
Metro'; 'Lori Hennings - Metro' 
METRO'; 'Mike Houck - Audubon';

'Joe Grillo - Beaverton';' 'Jon Holan - 
city of Tigard’; 'Julie Reilly - THPRD ’; 
off; 'kelly Ross - OBIA'; 'Kendra Smith 
hoenfelder'; 'Laura Oppenheimer - The 
eaverton'; 'Linda Gray'; 'Linnea Nelson - 
'Margaret Jennings'; 'Mark Turpel - 
'Pat EU.bellia'; 'Paul Garrchun - Metro'; 

'Paul Gilles - City of Hillsboro'; 'Paul Ketcham - Metro’; 'Paulette 
Copperstone - METR O'; 'Ramsey Weit'; 'Richard Meyer - Cornelius'; 'Reel 
Lundquist - City of Durham'; 'Sarah Cleek - THPR D’; 'Stacy Connery - 
Alpha Engineering’; 'Stacy Hopkins -Tualatin'; 'Sue Marshall - 
Ri'vbrkeepers’; 'Suki Cupp - CH2 1M' ; 'Sylvia Butler' ; 'Valerie Counts - 
Hillsboro'; 'Wink Brooks - Hillsboro'; Andrea Vannelli; Anne Madden; 
Brent Curtis; Brian Hanes; Cathy Corliss (E-mail); Doug Browning; Mark 
Brown; Paul Schaefer; Steve Kelley
C^: burkholderr@metro.dst.or.usj; cotugnoa@metro.dst.or.us; 
hd§tickac@metro.dst.or.us; mclains@metro.dst.or.us;
montoîr@metro. dst, or. us; newmarjb@raetro. dst. or. us; parkr@metro. dst. or. us; 
'David Bragdon; 'Andy Duyck - BGC ; 'Carl Hosticka - Metro Council';
'bean Gibbs - Durham'; 'Ed Truax - City of Tualatin'; 'Mark Cottle' - 
City of Sherwood; 'Richard Kidd - Forest Grove';,'Rob Drake - City of 
Beaverton'; 'Susan McLain - Metro Council'; 'Tom Hughes - Hillsboro'; 
Cheri Olson - North Plains; Cheryl Olson - City of North Plains; 
coa@CO.W ashington.or.us; Deanna Meuller-Crispin - THPR D; Dick Schouten;

of Tigard; Ron Shay - King City; Steve 
City, of Cornelius; 'ifom Brian; Celina; crp@lclark.edu; Carol'

Decisions for Class I Riparian

John Leeper; Nick Wilson - Citj 
Heinrich 
Chesarek
Svibject: Moderately Limit ESE E

July 15, 2004

To: Tualatin Basin Steering C<})mmittee

From: Jim Labbe, Audubon Society of Portland, Brian Wegener, Tualatin 
Riverkeepers, and Tom  Wolf, Tr^ut Unlimited.

Re: Revisions to General and L|)cal ESEE Decisions

mailto:jlabbe@pdxstreams.org
mailto:burkholderr@metro.dst.or.usj
mailto:cotugnoa@metro.dst.or.us
mailto:tickac@metro.dst.or.us
mailto:mclains@metro.dst.or.us
mailto:coa@CO.Washington.or.us
mailto:crp@lclark.edu


Cc; Tualatin Basin Coordinating]Committee and Metro Council

In our memo  dated i^ril 2, 20041 we requested that the Tualatin Basin 
Partners re-evaluate Class I Riparian Habitat and Habitats of Concern 
currently receiving a "moderately limit" designation in the high 
intensity
urban conflicting use category. We  requested that the steering committee 
provide options to avoid conflicts with these highest value riparian 
habitats in the Tualatin Basin |:o ensure continuity in the functions and 
values that support ecologically viable riparian habitats.

Staff responses to these requests emphasized the chance to revisit these 
ESEE  decisions in the program stage 6f the planning process. Our April 2 
memo  also requested that the cumulative impacts to habitat connectivity 
and watershed health resulting from the ESE E decisions be addressed in 
light of the content of the program. Given the amount of habitat that 
would likely be lost to development under the "moderately limit" 
designation, we still feel strongly that the Tualatin Basin Partners 
mu st
provide a higher level of proteption for the highest value riparian 
habitats and habitats of concerp.

The following are examples of high value riparian habitats where 
conflicting uses are currently fmoderately" limited and where we request 
that they be "strictly" limited; instead. The existing "moderately limit" 
designations will not ensure development avoids, minimizes or mitigates 
impacts to the maximim extent possible in these high value riparian 
habitat areas.

. Resource Site 12, Upper a|nd Middle Fanno Creek subwatershed. Ash 
Creek Wetlands (Beaverton, Tigajrd, and Washington County): The , 
undeveloped
wetlands, floodplains and streab corridors along lower T^h Creek are 
currently zoned high-density mijxed use in the Washington Square Regional 
Center. The highly controversiajl decision to up-zone this site was made  
under the commitment that envirjonmental protections would be addressed 
in ;
the pending Goal 5 program. At [the May 20th Metro Council hearing'on the 
Phase II regional ESE E decision, several citizens requested that the 
maximum  level of protection be ^applied to this site.

. Resource/Subwatershed Sit
Hillsboro: The Tualatin Basin E 
limit designations for Class I 
floodplain, 1996 .flood inundati 
Habitats
of Concern along Willow, Beavei 
will allow more development in 
corridors
extending to the crest of the 1 
March 29 hearing, the Rock Cree 
these \
sites for a higher level of protection

e 11, Lower Rock Creek Sub-watershed, 
artners Draft "ALP" Map has moderately 
Riparian habitat including the 100-year 
on areas and regionally designated

ton, and Rock Creeks. These designations 
flood areas and fragment riparian

ualatin Mountains and Forest Park. At the 
k Watershed Partners also identified

See map at:

http://www.urbanfauna.org/imag^s/BronsonCreekGreenwayl_forweb.JPG

. Resource/Subwatershed Si'
Road to Pacific HWY , Tigard: T1 
has moderately limit designati 
riparian habitat in the Fanno 
100-year floodplain, 1996 flooi 
designated 
Habitats of Concern. These des 
flood areas and cause further

le 14, Fanno Creek Greenway from Durham 
|e Tualatin Basin Partners Draft "ALP" Map  
[ns for roughly 100 acres of Class I 
freek Greenway. These areas include of the 
inundation areas and regionally

.gnations will allow more development in 
fragmentation of the riparian corridors
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along .his important stretch of!Fanno Creek 

See map at

http WWW .urbanfauna.org/imagei/FannoCreekGreenwayl_forweb.JPG

Increasing the levels of protection in high value habitats will ensure 
that the final program has a realistic chance of achieving its stated 
goals of improving overall watershed health and conserving, protecting 
and j
restoring a continuous, ecologically viable stream corridor system. The 
changes to high value riparian ijiabitats and habitats of concern will 
ensure that the Tualatin Basin Partners' program comports with the Metr- 
ESEE and ALP map decisions. i

Jim Labbe
Urban Conservationist 
Audubon Society of Portland 
5151 N.W. Cornell 
Portland, OR  97210 
(503)292-6855 x. .112 
WWW .urbanfauna.org

http://WWW.urbanfauna.org/imagei/FannoCreekGreenwayl_forweb.JPG
http://WWW.urbanfauna.org


Laura Taylor

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

more testimony

Anne Madden
Monday, August 02,200411:05 AM 
Laura Taylor
FW: Mitigation and Fee-in-lieu

--------Original Message
From: Jim Labbe [mailt 
Sent; Friday, July 30,

o; jlabbe@pdxstreams.org] •*
2004 2:04 PM

To; 'Andy Duyck -”bcC'; 'Carl Hosticka - Metro Cotmcil'; 'Dean Gibbs - 
Durham'; 'Ed Truax - City of Tualatin'; 'Mark Cottle' - City of 
Sherwood; 'Richard Kidd - Forest Grove'; 'Rob Drake - City of 
Beaverton'; 'Susan McLain - Metro Council'; 'Tom Hughes - Hillsboro'; 
Cheri Olson - North Plains; Cheryl Olson - City of North Plains; 
coa@CO.W ashington.or.us; Deanna Meuller-Crispin - THPR D; Dick Schouten; 
John Deeper; Nick Wilson - City of Tigard; Ron Shay - King City; Steve 
Heinrich - City of Cornelius; Tom  Brian; burkholderr@metro.dst.or.us; 
hostickac@me tro.dst.or.us; mclains @metro.dst.or.us;
monroer@metro.dst.or.us; newma nb@ metro.dst.or.us; parkr@metro.dst.or.us 
Cc: 'A1 Burns - City of Portland'; 'Alisa Pyszka'; 'Barbara Fryer - 
Beaverton'; 'Barbara Shields - Tigard'; 'Brian Wegener - Tualatin 
Riverkeepers'; 'Chris Deffebach - METR O'; 'Chris Eaton - Angelo-Eaton 
Assoc.'; 'Craig Dye - Clean Water Services'; 'Dan Stark - Fishman Env. 
Svcs. ' (E-mail); 'Dave Wechner - Sherwood'; 'David Noren'; 'Dennis 
Egner - City of Lake Oswego'; 'Dick Reynolds - Cornelius'; 'Don Otterman
- North Plains'; 'Dorothy Cofield'; 'Doug McClain - Clackamas County'; 
'Doug Miller - City of Hillsboro'; 'Doug Rux - City of Tualatin'; ''Duane 
Roberts - Tigard'; 'Gary Clifford - Multnomah County'; 'Gina 
Whitehill-Baziuk'; 'Hal Bergsma - Beaverton'; 'Jeff Beiswenger - City of 
Forest Grove'; 'Jeff Beiswenger - (home)'; 'Jennifer Wells - Hillsboro'; 
'Jim Hendrix - Tigard'; 'Jim Jacks - Tualatin'; 'Jim Petsche - Nike*; 
'Joe Grille - Beaverton'; .'Jon Holan - Forest Grove'; 'Julia Hajduk - 
city of Tigard'; 'Julie Reilly - THP RD'; 'Keith Liden - Parsons 
Brinkerhoff; 'Kendra Smith - CWS '; 'Kenneth Itel'; Laura Oppenheimer; 
'Kim Schoenfelder'; lcrabtree@ci.beaverton.or.us; 'Linda Gray'; 'Linnea 
Nelson - Metro'; 'Lori Hennings - Metro'; 'Mark Turpel - METR O'; 'Mike 
Houck - Audubon'; 'Pat Ribellia'; 'Paul Garrchun - Metro'; 'Paul Gilles
- City of Hillsboro'; 'Paul Ketcham  - Metro'; 'Paulette Copperstone - 
METRO'; 'Ramsey Weit'; 'Richard Meyer - Cornelius'; 'Roel Lundquist - 
City of Durham'; 'Sarah Cleek - THPR D'; 'Stacy Connery - Alpha 
Engineering'; 'Stacy Hopkins - Tualatin'; 'Sue Marshall - Riverkeepers'; 
'Suki Cupp - CH2M'; 'Sylvia Butler'; 'Valerie Counts - Hillsboro'-; 'Wink 
Brooks - Hillsboro'; Andrea Vannelli; Anne Madden; Brent Curtis; Brian 
Hanes; Cathy Corliss (E-mail); Doug Browning; Mark Brown; Paul Schaefer; 
cotugnoa@metro.dst.or.us; Steve Kelley
Subject; Mitigation a)(id Fee-in-lieu

To; Tualatin Basin Steering Committee
From; Jim Labbe, Urban Conservationist, Audubon Society of Portland 
RE: Mitigation ratios and fee ^n-lieu and proposed Option lb

We  have repeatedly raised the concerns about the over-reliance on 
mitigation in the Tualatin Basin Partner's proposed Goal 5 program. 
Despite our repeated memos, comments and appeals as well as past 
comments by state and federal natural resource agencies on this subject, 
the Steering Committee has now suggested further weaking the mitigation 
requirements in a proposal that would already allow extensive 
environmental impacts[ to go unmitigated.
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The basis of our original concern 
with the limited extent new dev 
minimize impacts in thje first 
the
loss of the highest value habit 
environment. You can't mitigate 
ecological and hydrologic funct

regarding the mitigation proposals was 
slopm^nt would be required̂ to avoid and 

place. It is impossible to mitigate for

at and habitat connectivity in the urban 
the loss of a floodplain its multiple 
Lons.

Already, under the proposed Tua|latin Basin Goal 5 program, new 
development

destroy over half of the remaining acres
Based on our

would be allowed to degrade and
of unprotected habitat (~12000 acres) in the basin, 
analysis
of the latest ALP map and recent adjustments, this includes over 1000 
acres of highest value bottomland floodplain, stream corridors and 
upland
forests that provide essential habitat and habitat connectivity for 
sensitive or at risk bird and fish species.

The Steering Com mittee has failed to demonstrate how the destruction and 
degradation of remaining unprotected habitats- especially the highest 
Value habitats we have identified repeatedly- can be praticably and 
sufficiently compensated by the proposed mitigation ratios and fee 
in-lieu
payments. Despite the stated intent to take a "basin approach" we have . 
seen absolutely no systematic analysis as to how the direct and 
cumulative
impacts of habitat loss will be addressed within the basin, let alone 
the
eleven subwatersheds.

As of last week the Tualatin Basin Steering Committee had already 
proposed
mitigation schemes with only the most tenuous link to the quality and 
quantity of habitat to be lost be lost to future development.

Nof/ the Steering Committee is proposing- in mitigation fee Option lb- to 
further weaken the mitigation requirments by significantly lowering the 
mitigation ratios and elimintating the land component of the mitigation. 
This proposal is entirely flies in the face of the concerns raised by 
numerous citizens involved in this- process to date. It is TOTALLY  at 
variance with the previous stated intent to compensate for lost 
functions
and values and that mitigation would provide an "incentive" to avoid 
impacts in the first place.

This latest proposal io eliminate the land component of the mitigation 
fee
is particularly regressive, since it essentially encourages developers 
to
pay the fee-in-lieu (and escape thte land costs) rather than mitigate on 
site. According to Brent Curtis the land would be provided by existing 
public lands or by easements paid for by the enhance surface water 
management (SWM) fee. Hence, the public will now be subsidizing private 
development by paying the lands costs to mitigate habitat destruction, 
something that is squarely the.responsibility of the developer. Moreover 
the Tualatin Basin Partner's hAve already said that they are using the 
SWM
fee for restoration NOT  mitigation ̂Thus expecting the SWM  fee to cover 
land costs further undermines the last finger-hold of credibility that 
this program  will actually improve the overall health of the watershed.

The proposed reduction in mitigation ratios and fees will further allow  
new ‘development to burden other landowners, the public at large, and 
future generations with unmitigated environmental impacts. Without 
addressing the quality and quantity of habitat loss—  and much less the



land costs under the original pjropoeal- there is simply no credible way 
to
mitigate . for the loss jof the multiple social, economic, and 
environmental ;
values provided by thei basin's remaining unprotected floodplains, 
wetlands, riparian corridors, and upland habitat.

We  urge the Coordinatibg Committee to reject the proposed Option lb 
proposed by staff and,; at the earliest possible date, ask staff to 
pursue ' j
a comprehensive revaluation of the proposed mitigation program  that 
considers avoiding rather than mitigation impacts and incoporates the 
expertise and pratice of state and federal natural resource agencies.

Local planning staff have missed a tremendous opportunity to construct a 
scientifically defensible mitigation program  built on existing knowledge 
and practice. Metro will soon be developing a mitigation component as 
part
of the regional program. This effort will almost certainly incorporate

input and expertise of state and federal agencies who have an extensive 
experience in designing and implementing mitigation programs.

Under the current suite of proposals for mitigation the Coordinating 
Com mittee will be making a defabto "allow" decision by permitting 
unmitigated environmental impacts to be born by other landowners, the 
public at large and future generations. We  can do better than this and 
it
is our generational responsibility to do so.

Respectfully,

Jim Labbe
Urban Conservationist j’
Audubon Society of Portland

Jim Labbe
Urban Conservationist 
Audubon Society of Portland 
5151 N.W. Cornell 
Portland, OR  97210 
(503)292-6855 x. Il2 
WWW .urbanfauna.org
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Laura Taylor
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Anne Madden
Wednesday, August 04,2004 12:51 PM 
Laura Taylor
FW: Audubon Society of Portland Response To Beaverton Valley Times Editonal 7/30/04

although this is a letter to the editor, I think it is good testimony 
for the CC to also have in their packet - thanks, Laura, for doing such 
a good job for us! Anne

--------Original Message--------
From; Jim Labbe [mailto:jlabbe@pdxstreams.org]
Sent: Wednesday, August 04, 2004 12:45 PM  
To: mkelly@com mnew spapers.com
Subject: Audubon Society of Portland Response To Beaverton Valley Times 
Editorial 7/30/04

Dear Editor,

In response to the Beaverton Valley Times July 30 Editorial "Plan to 
protect wildlife needs to have balance," we at the Audubon Society of 
Portland entirely agree that "balance" is what smart community planning 
is
all about. How ever any number of "balanced" outcomes could threaten both 
the environmental and economic health of Westside communities. The 
issues
at stake are far more complex than a simple trade-off between 
environmental protection and economic development as implied by the 
editorial.

Regretfully, the Washington County planners crafting the draft program 
have already significantly "balanced" the proposal in favor of allowing 
the development of roads and buildlings in remaining environmentally 
sensitive areas. The current proposal would already allow over half of 
the
12,000 acres of remaining unprotected habitat in the urban and 
urbanizing
portions of the Tualatin basin to be lost to future development. Areas 
labeled "high development value" such as the Washington Square Regional 
Center or the OHSU  primate center (to just name two) have already been 
given lower, in some cases significantly lower, levels of protection. In 
some cases development will be allowed outright, threatening important 
fish and wildlife corridors in the basin. The latest proposals by county 
planning staff to further weaken miitigation requirements would have the 
public subsidize the land costs of mitigation (what should be the 
responsibility of the developer) and leave unmitigated environmental 
impacts to be born by downstream landowners, the public at large, and 
future generations.

This is bad environmental policy but to justify it on the basis of 
economic development is complete folly. It is to fall back on out-dated 
assumptions about the supposed trade-offs between a.strong economy and a 
healthy environment.

This region had one of the fastest growing economies in the country in 
the
1990s in part because of its quality of life and healthy environment- 
its
comm on natural wealth that is our collective .inheritance. The region's 
current economic woes have everything to do with a declining in global 
chip markets not modest efforts to protect the Tualatin River Watershed
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Angela Brown

From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:

Subject:

Jim Labbe [jlabbe@pdxstreams.org]
Monday, August 09,2004 4:22 PM
'Andy Duyck - BCC; 'Carl Hosticka - Metro Council'; 'Dean Gibbs - Durham'; 'Ed
Truax - City of Tualatin'; 'Mark Cottle' - City of Sherwood; 'Richard Kidd - Forest Grove';
'Rob Drake - City of Beaverton'; 'Susan McLain - Metro Council'; 'Tom Hughes - Hillsboro'; 
Cheri Olson - North Plains; Cheryl Olson - City of North Plains; coa@co.washington.or.us; 
Deanna Meuller-Crispin - THPRD; Dick Schouten; John Leeper; Nick Wilson - City of 
Tigard; Ron Shay - King City; Steve Heinrich - City of Cornelius; Tom Brian 
lutpIan@co.washington.or.us; Andrea Vannelli; Brent Curtis; 'Brian Wegener - Tualatin 
Riverkeepers'; 'Chris Deffebach - METRO'; 'Craig Dye - Clean Water Services'; 'Jeff 
Beiswenger - City of Forest Grove'; 'Jeff Beiswenger - (home)'; 'Jon Holan - Forest Grove'; 
'Julie Reilly - THPRD'; 'Lori Hennings - Metro’; 'Mark Turpel - METRO'; 'Mike Houck - 
Audubon'; 'Paul Ketcham - Metro'; 'Ramsey Weif; 'Richard Meyer - Cornelius’; 'Roel Lundquist 
- City of Durham';'Sarah Cleek - THPRD’;'Stacy Connery-Alpha Engineering';'Stacy 
Hopkins - Tualatin'; 'Sue Marshall - Riverkeepers'; 'Sylvia Butler1; 'Valerie Counts - Hillsboro'; 
Anne Madden; Brian Hanes; Cathy Corliss (E-mail); Mark Brown; Paul Schaefer; Steve Kelley; 
Celina; crp@lclark.edu; thomas wolf
Audubon Society of Portland Response to Forest Grove Proposal to elimnate migitation from 
lightly limit areas

Untitled

Please see the our response to the 8/5/04 memoranda from Forest Grove 
proposing to eliminate mitigation requirements for lightly limit areas.

Also at:

http://www.urbanfauna.Org/8.9.04ASofPCommentsonForestGroveProposal.doc
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i^odety^^

<r^tfeditvV)
August 9,2004

To: Tualatin Basin Coordinating Committee
From: Jim Labbe, Urban Conservationist, Audubon Society of Portland 
Re: Forest Grove Memoranda and Proposal 8/5/2004

We feel obligated to respond to information and proposal put forth last week by Forest 
Grove representatives on the Steering Coimnittee. The August 5th memoranda attempted 
to quantifying the negative impact of mitigation requirements in lightly limit areas on 
single family residential development in Forest Grove and used this analysis to justify 
eliminating any mitigation requirement in these areas throughout the entire Basin.

We strongly disagree the assertion that applying any mitigation requirements in "Lightly 
Limit" areas represents a "significant flaw" in the proposed program. The recent Forest 
Grove memo proposes to eliminate mitigation requirements for lightly limit areas in the 
Basin but does even speak to the cumulative environmental consequences of doing so. By 
our analysis of the most Goal 5 Protection Map (including recent adjustments), roughly 
2600 acres of habitat in the Basin fall into the lightly limit category. These areas include 
secondary function riparian habitats important to total riparian function and Class II 
riparian that provide primary ecological functions.

We dispute land values put forth in the Forest Grove memorandum to justify the proposal 
to eliminate mitigation requirements in Ughtly limit areas. The memorandum cites market 
values as low as $.02 per square foot for vacant land zoned for single family residential. 
Apparently this valuation pre-dates the property's inclusion into the Urban Growth 
Boundary. We question whether this accurately reflects development value for land and 
thus the magnitude of the impact of the mitigation requirements meant to compensate the 
lost of public trust resources.

We surveyed available data on sales of vacant land in Forest Grove since 2000 and 
selected mean and median values to provide a more realistic picture of the mitigation fee- 
in-lieu as a percentage of current market values (see attached table).



Attachment - Recent Market Values Compared to Mitigation Ratios 
Vacant Land Zoned Single Family Residential in Forest Grove

Market Value (Sale Price Square 
TypeLast Sale Date Total Assessed ValueSince 2000)Footage

Mitigation Cost Compared to Market
___________Vaiue___________

Land Vaiue Per sq. ft SL$1.52 ML-$1.14 LL-$0.92
Single Family
(Vacant)* Jan-04 $32,920.00 $182,000.00 , 5611.49 $ 32.43 5% 4% 3%
Singie Family 
(Vacant)** Jan-03 $65,130.00 $130,000.00 10281.26 $12.64 12% 9% 7%

* Mean Market Value of Vacant SFR-Zoned Land Sold Since 2000 
** Median Market Vaiue of Vacant SFR-Zoned Land Sold Since 2000 
(Source: RLIS)



August 1, 2004

The Tualatin Basin Natural Resources Coordinating Committee 
Washington County / DLUT, Planning Division 
155 N 1st Ave, Suite 350-14 
Hillsboro, OR 97124

fieceived
w 04 200^ 

Lan%?ffraDn'WS/ONn

Dear Committee Members:

As property owners with high value wildlife habitat in the Fanno Creek area, we 
urge you to fully protect the remaining wildlife in this area and in all of the 
Tualatin River Basin by restricting development that could Impact their future.
We take pride in the forested area around our home, and have observed over 50 
species of birds visit or nest on our property. This close connection to nature 
enhances our property value and enriches our lives, and is something we are 
willing to support via higher taxes and/or fees that go directly to maintaining or 
improving wildlife habitat.

Thriving fish and wildlife populations are indicative of a healthy environment for ■ 
the people who share their territory. Increasing fragmentation of wildlife habitat 
by allowing more development squeezes more people in and more wildlife out, 
ultimately destroying the livability of the area. Protecting environmentally 
sensitive land ensures that Portland will retain its reputation as a city that cares 
about its wildlife.

To this end, we encourage you to increase protection for all wildlife habitat, 
especially that designated ‘Moderately limit’, and provide a mechanism to greater 
protect the urban tree canopy.

Sincerely,

Mike Lapointe 
Terri Stafford TluZ' 
7015 SW 77th Ave 
Portland, OR 97223



August 2,2004

Tualatin Basin Natural Resources Coordinating Conunittee 
Washington County
Department of Land Use and Transportation, Planning Division 
155 N. First Ave., Suite 350-14 
Hillsboro, OR 97214

RE: Tualatin Basin Goal 5 Program

Dear Coordinating Committee members:

Thank you very much for this chance to comment on the Proposed Tualatin Basin Goal 5 
Program and for your time and commitment to protect fish and wildlife in our region. I 
have two general responses regarding the current program:

1. Protect high value habitats, especially in uplands, in order to protect the 
present and future ecosystem services/functional values that directly benefit 
our human communities and are essential for fish and other wildlife species.

2. Require, support and streamline low impact design (LID) standards 
BEFORE allowing fee in-lieu of on-site mitigation; any in-lieu fees should be 
applied to upland area protection and restoration as well as downstream 
riparian areas.

Before addressing the above comments in more detail, I wish to add my support for the 
non-regulatory component options of the Program. I have spent my professional and 
volunteer life supporting education, stewardship and technical assistance. However, it is 
clear that without strong regulations providing direction and incentives, these efforts fail 
to keep pace with the steady and sometimes exponential loss of our natural resources.

Item 1. There is more than sufficient scientific research documenting the ecosystem 
services provided by the network of small streams - intermittent as will as perennial — 
that make up at least two-thirds of our river systems. A 2003 report, “Where Rivers are 
Bom: The Scientific Imperative for Defending Small Streams and Wetlands” reports that 
“intact small streams and wetlands provide natural flood control, recharge groundwater, 
trap sediments and pollution firom fertilizer, recycle nutrients, create and maintain 
biological diversity, and sustain the biological productivity of downstream rivers, lakes 
and estuaries.” The recent “Comparative Valuation of Ecosystem Services Analysis: 
Case study of the Lents flood abatement project,” completed by David Evans and 
Associates for the City of Portland demonstrated significant savings achieved through a 
protection and restoration approach to watershed management.

While increasing SWM fees to help restore existing and future degraded habitat is 
appropriate and desirable, protecting these resources NOW is more cost effective and 
politically viable as any fiiture SWM rate increases. Class 1 Riparian Habitat and Class



A Wildlife Habitats should have a Strictly Limit (SL) deterniination. The oft-cited 
phrase, “Protect the best and restore the rest,” is the most responsible approach we can 
take.

I am especially concerned about the moderately limit (ML) determination allowing up to 
50% of a resource area to be disturbed with mitigation. Disturbing half a resource 
presents tremendous challenges to 1) identify which half to take, and 2) develop a 
mitigation plan to somehow gain back the lost half. Mitigation is expensive and often 
unsuccessful. In addition, losing half of an upland resource area and then mitigating 
downstream does not address the unique ecosystem services lost in the upland or 
headwater sites. In this scenario, we will lose our valuable uplands habitat while 
investing in downstream restoration efforts doomed for failure as winter stream flows 
increase and summer flows decrease. This last potential scenario leads me to item 2.

Watersheds are holistic systems, bound in balance by the interaction of a myriad of 
physical and chemical processes that support fish and wildlife. Most of om: past (and 
present) urban planning and development efforts have failed to recognize this, and have 
negatively impacted stream and riparian health. The Steering Committee recognizes this 
and has included LID strategies in the Program. Decreasing effective impervious area 
and designing compact residential and commercial developments that provide multi-
modal transportation options will help protect fish and wildlife as our population grows. 
Metro determined that over 50% of our significant natural resource areas are zoned 
residential: we had better get going with the implementation of LID strategies - including 
reducing effective impervious area.

I believe you, as members of the Coordinating Committee, imderstand this. I also believe 
the Home Builders Association of Metropolitan Portland understands this. Planning staff 
and resource managers also know and understand this. So, what’s stopping us from 
moving forward? You know most of the answers (to mention a few): lack of market 
incentives, extra costs, real or imagined risks, existing design standards and development 
codes, and simply the inertia of the status quo that keeps innovative change from taking 
place sooner than later. The recent Stormwater/Pavement Impacts Reduction Project 
(SPIR), produced by The Audubon Society of Portland evaluated municipal codes, 
development codes and design standards of jurisdictions in Washington County. The 
primary recommendation from the SPIR project was “to fundamentally change how 
stormwater is managed for streets, new development and redevelopment.” Stormwater 
management should first reduce runoff through reducing impervious area.” The report 
concludes that changing site design methods will require: 1) code and standards 
amendments and 2) education efforts, demonstration projects and new enforcement and 
incentives, all with on-going evaluation and adaptive management.

So, we recognize the issues and we can envision solutions. The Tualatin Basin Goal 5 
Program provides an excellent blueprint for success. It’s a good start, but who will take 
the first tough step? My answer is YOU. You are the elected officials who speak for our 
local communities and are responsible for leading us forward. You have the authority



and standing to nudge us forward, and it will need to be a strong nudge. Requiring LID 
strategies is an essential first step that will bring everyone to the table.

Finally, as listed in Item 2, in-lieu fees must represent the true costs of resource loss 
including (as you have identified and listed in the Program Overview) the actual cost of 
mitigation, including land costs and time factors. In addition, any mitigation should be 
done with similar habitats as a first criterion. In other words, if upland intermittent 
streams are lost, then upland intermittent streams should be restored and enhanced. At 
some point, we will need to recognize the limits of the watershed to absorb growth while 
protecting fish and wildlife habitat. Without healthy headwaters and uplands there can be 
no healthy streams.

Thank you for your time and consideration of these important issues. I appreciate the 
complexity of your task and the commitment you all have to the quality of life we all 
enjoy and expect here in this place we all call home.

Sincerely,

John LeCavalier 
1622 SE 55th 
Portland, OR 97215 
lecavalier@comcast.net

mailto:lecavalier@comcast.net


July 23,2004

RECEIVED
JUL 2 6 2004

PLANNING DIVISION 
Land Use & Transportation

Tualatin Basin Natural Resources Coordinating Committee 
Washington County DLUT-Planmng Division 
155 N. First Ave., Suite 350-14 
Hillsboro, OR 97124

Dear Committee:

I live in Tigard near Fanno Creek and the Tualatin River and am a member of 
Tualatin Riverkeepers. My primary concern is that you take this opportunity to put in 
place significant protection of those aspects of these habitats that belong to all of us.

Those aspects especially include clean water, fish, and native wildlife. Any 
development that degrades these aspects of our common environment takes something of 
value from all of us.

Your effort to develop a comprehensive protection plan from headwaters to river 
mouths is laudable. Thank you!

Badly needed is a set of common and uniformly enforced standards along entire 
stream corridors. Without that our entire effort will be minimized by those jurisdictions 
that take advantage of every opportunity to do the minimiim.

Specifically, the limitations related to “Moderately Limit” and “Strictly Limit” 
designations should be strengthened so that the environmental health of the watershed is 
improved. Improvement requires that Class I Riparian Habitat and Class A Wildlife 
Habitat by in the Strictly Limit category. Improvement requires that stormwater runoff 
be substantially minimized, cleaned up, and carefully monitored. Improvement requires 
basin-wide tree protection and plantings to develop an adequate canopy along our 
waterways.

Thank you for your attention to these concerns.

Sincerely

Ronald Leistra 
9815 S.W. Kimberly Dr. 
Tigard, OR 97224
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Page 1 of 1

Angela Brown

From: Walter Long [bulllong@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, August 09,2004 2:11 PM
To: lutplan@co.washington.or.us
Cc: tom.brian@verizon.net
Subject: Proposed Changes to the Goal 5 Plan

To Whom It May Concern

I am writing to protest the proposed reductions to the Goal 5 habitat 
protections in North Bethany.
I am a resident of the Bethany Terrace Homeowners Association. We are 
neighborhood of approximately 140 homes. We have no parks available in 
our area. Wild life was quite abundant when we moved into the area 3 
years ago, but since more development has take place, much of the 
wildlife has moved on....We have witnessed changes in birds, 
owls, foxes, deer and elk. Our first year we saw these in abundance.
The second year, we saw a reduction in deer, less occurrences of the 
elk, and different birds.. The owls disappeared.
I credit this to the ripping up of the watershed area in our
neighborhood. The land owner immediately to the north of us, took upon himself to
change the watershed pattern by falling Oak trees and then trying to
cover them with fill dirt. This butchering of the natural watershed has
changed the wildlife in our area.
Now as I have been informed the Tualatin Basin Natural Resources 
Coordinating Committee wishes to make a drastic change to a very large 
portion of our watershed area. In effect the committee wishes to transfer 
all Future Urban Areas to Urban Areas.
This changes the reality of Class II and Class III Habitat. This 
allows most habitat to be changed without Mitigation... This I strongly 
object to. Allowing this to go fon/vard will affect the protection of the 
natural resources, animals, water shed, birds, and habitability of the 
area for future generations...This does not make sense to me and is not 
prudent.
We need to have green spaces. Your proposition makes this it to easy 
to eliminate this areas. I am dead set against it.

Walter Wm. Long 
5750 NW Skycrest Parkway 
Portland, OR 97229 
503-439-0540

8/10/04

mailto:bulllong@yahoo.com
mailto:lutplan@co.washington.or.us
mailto:tom.brian@verizon.net
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RECEIVED
Testimony of Steve Mader 

iBeforethe
AUG 0 y

PLANNING DIVISION 
Land Use & Transportation

Tualatin Basin Natural Resources Coordinating Committee

COMMEm
Incorpor atio n

Defi ning  Sig nif ica nce

Mr. Chainnan and Members of the Committee:
My name is Steve Mader. 1 live at 3135 SW Grace Lane, Portland, Oregon 97225, in 
unincorporated Washington County. I am employed as an environmental consultant. I 
am a Certified Senior Ecologist,Certified.Forester,.and Professional Wetland Scientist. I 
hold a Ph.D. in forest ecology, an MS. degree iii silviculture, and BS. degree in forest 
botany and entomology. I have professional experience evaluating the significance of 
natural resources.
I have reviewed the Proposed Tualatin Basin Goal 5 Program Overview and Allozv-Limit- 
Protect Overlay, and have the following comments:

• I prepared and submitted Allow-Iimit-Prohibit Overlay 
comments to the Tualatin Basin Natural Resources 
Coordinating Committee on March 19,2004. I want to 
incorporate ttiqse comments into this testimony by reference.

• Goal. 5 resources identified by Metro and the TBNRCC in the 
' V Allow-Iimit-Prohibit Overlay include significant natural

resources and Significant natural resources. We should not 
protect ihsiS^cant natural resources under statewide 
plarming Goal5.' MosVaieas fail to meet any reasonable test of 
significahc^ftV^oric):'Mnt^MC/ outstanding, or important— 
and natural resource buffers foil that test by definition. Please 
define significance for Coal 5 designation and demonstrate the 
designated Gpal:5 resources meet the sigiuficance test on a site 
by site basis. -

• Determination pf naturai1resource significance should be made 
jurisdiction-wide or basin-wide. It is inappropriate for the 
TBNRCC to exclude rural lands and lands outside the UGB 
from fids analysis because doing so biases results and the 
relative levels of resource significance. Our best and most 
significiant natural resources are outside the UGB. Our best 
natural resources inside the UGB are inferior to those 
elsewhere in-the county aiid the basin. Please reanalyze 
natural resource, significance jurisdiction-wide or basin-wide.

Geogr ap hic  Scope

August 9,2004
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ESEE Adequ ac y

Indi vid ua l  Tree  
Prot ec tion  Is Bad

Admini stratio n

• The Goal 5 rule allows local jurisdictions to choose between 
two processes: (a) the standard inventory process [OAR 660- 
23-0030], and (b) the safe harbor inventory process [OAR 660- 
23-0090(5)]. Metro and the TBNRCC selected the standard 
inventory process and prepared an ESEE analysis for the 
inventoried resources. However, Neither Metro nor the 
TBNRCC have demonstrated that the inventory was 
"adequate," and they failed to demonstrate that the identified 
are "significant." An "adequate" inventory" that sufficiently 
identifies "significance" can only be performed through actual 
on-the-ground "ESEE" site analysis. Without ground truthing 
potent!^ conflicting uses and delineating impact areas, the 
Goal 5 program will be arbitrary and flawed. I believe titiat the 
current Goal 5 inventory is arbitrary and flawed because most 
areas were neyer yisited by professionals qualified for 
performing.l^SEElati^y^s. Please perform an adequate Goal 5 
invevdoryVpr’ji^'the s^eharbor option.

• Tree canopy is naturdly dyna^ Attempts to preserve 
indmdu^mBW are too often misguided and prevent 
olh^^elienefidal a^ohS for restoring or enhancing Goal 5 
values.-'Thfere is little point in protecting individual trees, 
especf^j^hon-nativfe sp6aes, for Goal 5 management. It is far 
more import^l and pra^cal to manage the impervious 
surface area;^d sbilresource. Then, the vegetation will come 
regardless!1‘

• Clean Water Services has surface water and water quality 
management^ its primary missions. CWS is not a land use 
regulatory agency, and is poorly suited for administering the 
statewide .Goal 5 program. Please keep land use regulation for 
achieving Goal 5 imdenthe purview of local governments, not 
CWS.

August 9,2004
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Opposing proposed reductions to Goal5 habitat protections in North Bethany Page 1 of 1 

Angela Brown ^

From: Mallidi, Reddy V [reddy.v.mallidi@intel.com]
Sent: Monday, August 09,2004 12:56 PM
To: tom.brian@verizon.net
Cc: lutpIan@co.washington.or.us
Subject: Opposing proposed reductions to Goal5 habitat protections in North Bethany

I am writing to protest the proposed reductions to the Goal 5 habitat protections in North Bethany. 
Northeast Bethany is, as you loiow, a ,very rapidly growing area. Our neighborhood schools, Jacob 
Wismer and Stoller, are only a few years old and are already at or over capacity. We have no parks in 
this area, and the oiily Tualatin Hills Park and Recreation land is a small tract that includes a quarry that 
the Bethany Terrace Homeowners Association donated to THP&RD.

We who live here don't have to be experts to know how developments are vastly changing the Tualatin 
watershed forever. We witness the changes on a daily basis. ,

The farm land to our immediate north was recently brought inside the Urban Growth Boimdary and a 
developer from California who has a very poor environment history is proposing to build homes on 
approximately ten acres of land that is an environmentally sensitive area. This area historically has been 
the home for deer, a herd of approximately 30 elk, a wide variety of bird and wildlife species. It also 
contains a wetland that drains west into other areas of Bethany. If this area is not protected to the full 
extent of the Goal 5 plan, a significant opportunity will be lost forever. What could be a wonderful 
outdoor natural laboratory for more than a thousand grade and middle school students, since it is within 
two blocks of both schools will be lost forever.

In my opinion, the proposed changes last Thursday by the Tualatin Basin Natural Resources Steering 
Committee, and the rush to approval within the next week, is unreasonable and irresponsible! With so 
much at st^e for so many, for so long, why haven't we the people, been properly notified and given 
time to digest the proposed changes and provide our comments?

I urge that the committee stop and provide a reasonable time to give an opportunity for those living in 
this area, and other concerned citizens to provide their opinions, pro and con, to these changes.

Sincerely,
Reddy Mallidi 
5058 NW Crady Ln 
Portland, OR 97229

8/10/04

mailto:reddy.v.mallidi@intel.com
mailto:tom.brian@verizon.net
mailto:lutpIan@co.washington.or.us
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Angela Brown

From: Sushim Mandal [sushim@mandalmail.com]
Sent: Monday, August 09, 2004 11:31 AM
To: lutplan@co.washington.or.us; tom.brian@verizon.net: jlabbe@pdxstreams.org;

tjmimnaugh@comcast.net; chesarek@teleport.com
Cc: Sushim Mandal
Subject: Opposition to the Proposed changes to the Goal 5 Plan 

To whom it may concern:

I am writing to protect North Bethany habitat. I am interested in protecting natural areas and 
habitat in our area, including the property to the immediate north of my subdivision (Bethany 
Terrace), a significant portion of which is sensitive habitat land. I would like the Coordinating 
committee members to know that I oppose the Steering Committee proposal to change Future 
Urban areas to an Urban designation because of the resulting loss of protection for North 
Bethany habitats. I protest the proposed reductions to the Goal 5 habitat protections in North 
Bethany. We are the stewards of this land. The environmental and quality of life decisions we 
make today will impact not only us, but future generations.

am OPPOSING the following changes:
Class II Habitat drops from Strictly to Moderately Limit 
Class III Habitat drops from Moderately to Lightly Limit

Why did the Tualatin Basin Natural Resources Steering committee suddenly propose 
significant reductions to the Goal 5 habitat protections in North Bethany? Why haven't we the 
people, been properly notified and given time to digest the proposed changes and provide our
comments? L ^ . *u
Not only do I oppose the changes, but I'm angry at how this is being handled and so are the
homeowners in this association! What is the committee afraid of? Why are these proposed 
changes being rushed through? Why did the Tualatin Basin Natural Resources Steering 
committee take this sudden action, and why isn't there additional time for citizens to respond?

I urge that the committee stop and provide a reasonable time to give an opportunity for those 
living in this area, and other concerned citizens to provide their opinions, pro and con, to these
changes.

Sincerely,

Sushim Mandal 
sushim@mandalmail.com
5640 NW Skcyrest Pkwy 
Portland, OR 97229-2329

Sushim Mandal
Email: sushim at MandalMail dot com

8/10/04

mailto:sushim@mandalmail.com
mailto:lutplan@co.washington.or.us
mailto:tom.brian@verizon.net
mailto:jlabbe@pdxstreams.org
mailto:tjmimnaugh@comcast.net
mailto:chesarek@teleport.com
mailto:sushim@mandalmail.com


Angela Brown

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Sue Manning [sue.manning@verizon.net] 
Thursday, August 05,2004 7:57 AM 
lutplan@co.washington.or.us 
stormwater

TRK Testify 2.doc
I have attached a letter I wrote regarding my concerns about stormwater 

runoff into the creek behind my school.
Thank you for your consideration of this issue.

Sue Manning

mailto:sue.manning@verizon.net
mailto:lutplan@co.washington.or.us


~mn)k
Students at Fowler Middle School have been working to restore the riparian area of Summer Creek 

for many years. As a 7th grade Science teacher at Fowler, I have used this project as a teaching tool to 
emphasize the components of a healthy watershed. Not only have students learned the value of native plants 
in the riparian area, but they have also learned about the importance of clean water in the creek. During the 
2003 - 2004 school year, students monitored the creek water on monthly basis by measuring the pH, 
temperature, phosphate level, coliform bacteria, dissolved oxygen and turbidity. Students began to realize 
that water with a cool temperature and a high oxygen level, provides a good habitat for native aquatic 
animals such as cutthroat trout and microinvertebrates. According to students findings in the spring and 
early fall, the water quality in Sununer Creek was “pretty good but could be a lot better.”

In the summer of2003, two large parking lots at Fowler were re-surfaced and the drainage system was 
“upgraded”. At the same time, the track ^jacent to Summer Creek was re-surfaced and a significant number 
of catch basins to drain runoff, were installed around the perimeter of the track. Not only did these newly 
paved impervious surfaces provide smooth driving and running surfaces, they drained a much larger volume 
of stormwater runoff from Fowler property and the adjacent Walnut Street into Summer Creek. New 
development requires treatment or filtering of stormwater discharge into a bio-swale before entering a creek.
Since Fowler’s parking lot, traek and pipes were being upgraded, one would expect regulations to prevent 
increased amounts of imtreated stormwater to be discharged into the creek. However, this was not the case.

Some of the underground pipes delivering runoff from parking areas and nearby streets into the 
creek have collapsed due to their age. These were not required to be replaced as part of the repaving 
project. There are at least three large culverts that drain stormwater from the parking lots and track Erectly 
into Summer Creek. Now instead of a minimal amount of water entering the creek, there is a large amount 
of imtreated water entering the creek. In fact there is so much water in the back parking lot, that on any 
given “rainy day”, (and there are many) Summer Creek water actually backs up the drainage pipe into the 
parking lot! There is a huge puddle of combined waters-Summer Creek, stormwater from Walnut Street 
and parking lot-all mixed together which parents drive their cars through while delivering their children to 
and from school. This adds even more pollutants, which eventually make their way into the creek as the 
puddle slowly subsides.

It is not possible for the water quality of any creek or river to ever improve imless we stop the direct 
input of untreated stormwater. It is crucial that new development addresses this problem, but that’s not 
good enough. Untreated runoff from existing surfaces and development needs to be stopped completely 
because this is the only way we can reverse the trend. It’s an expensive problem but it needs to be 
addressed dr we will never make any headway.

I had the opportunity to take a van tom: to the headwaters of the Tualatin River last spring 
sponsored by Tualatin River Keepers and Clean Water Services. How pristine it was....a meandering, 
rippling river of clear water with abundant aquatic life and surrounding native vegetation. Wow! This 
water is clean enough to drink. And people in Hillsboro and surrounding areas do drink it. I was saddened 
to think what happens to this water as it travels downhill towards more populated areas.

Fowler students can continue to improve the riparian area by planting native trees and shrubs to shade 
the creek and add nutrients but in the long run, this will not really have a lot of impact on the water quality. It 
makes our efforts seem somewhat in vain if untreated, polluted water is allowed to enter the creek at the very 
location we are trying to improve. Do you think we should give up? Or can you help us?

Sincerely,



Angela Brown

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Sue Manning [sue.manning@verizon.net] 
Tuesday, August 10,2004 8:34 AM 
Angeia Brown ,
RE: stormwater

TRKTeslify2.doc
Sure. Thank you.

Sue

—Original Message—
From: Angela Brown [mailto:Angela_Brown@co.washington.or.us] 
Sent: Monday, August 09, 2004 9:25 AM 
To: 'Sue Manning'
Subject: RE: stormwater

Sue, I have received your testimony. Wouid you be so kind as to put the 
date, your name, address & phone number, on your attachment and re-send 
for
me? •

Thank you, Angela Brown 
Washington County Planning 
503-846-3519

-----Original Message-----
From: Sue Manning [mailto:sue.manning@verizon.net] 
Sent: Thursday, August 05, 2004 7:57 AM 
To: lutplan@co.washington.or.us 
Subject: stormwater

I have attached a letter I wrote regarding my concerns about stormwater 
runoff into the creek behind my school.
Thank you for your consideration of this issue.

Sue Manning

mailto:sue.manning@verizon.net
mailto:Angela_Brown@co.washington.or.us
mailto:sue.manning@verizon.net
mailto:lutplan@co.washington.or.us


August 5,2004

To Whom it May Concern:
Students at Fowler Middle School have been working to restore the riparian area of Summer Creek 

for many years. As a 7th grade Science teacher at Fowler, I have used this project as a teaching tool to 
emphasize the components of a healthy watershed. Not only have students learned the value of native plants 
in the riparian area, but they have also learned about the importance of clean water in the creek. During the 
2003 — 2004 school year, students monitored the creek water on monthly basis by measuring the pH, 
temperature, phosphate level, coliform bacteria, dissolved oxygen and turbidity. Students began to realize 
that water with a cool temperature and a high oxygen level, provides a good habitat for native aquatic 
animals such as cutthroat trout and microinvertebrates. According to students findings in the spring and 
early, fall, the water quality in Summer Creek was “pretty good but could be a lot better.”

In the summer of2003, two large parking lots at Fowler were re-surfaced and the drainage system was 
“upgraded”. At the same time, the track adjacent to Summer Creek was re-surfaced and a significant number 
of catch basins to drain runoff, were installed around the perimeter of the track. Not only did these newly 
paved impervious surfaces provide smooth driving and running siufaces, they drained a much larger volume 
of stormwater runoff from Fowler property and the adjacent Walnut Street into Summer Creek. New 
development requires treatment or filtering of stormwater discharge into a bio-swale before entering a creek. 
Since Fowler’s parking lot, track and pipes were being upgraded, one would expect regulations to prevent 
increased amounts of untreated stormwater to be discharged into the creek. However, this was not the case.

Some of the imdergroimd pipes delivering runoff fi-om parking areas and nearby streets into the 
creek have collapsed due to their age. These were not required to be replaced as part of the repaving 
project. There are at least three large culverts that drain stormwater firom the parking lots and track directly 
into Summer Creek. Now instead of a minimal amount of water entering the creek, there is a large amount 
of untreated water entering the creek. In fact there is so much water in the back parking lot, that on any 
given “rainy day”, (and there are many) Summer Creek water actually backs up the drainage pipe into the 
parking lot! There is a huge puddle of combined waters-Summer Creek, stormwater firom Walnut Street 
and parking lot—all mixed together which parents drive their cars through while delivering their children to 
and firom school. This adds.even more pollutants, which eventually make their way into the creek as the 
puddle slowly subsides.

It is not possible for the water quality of any creek or river to ever improve unless we stop the direct 
input of xmtreated stormwater. It is crucial &at new development addresses this problem, but that’s not 
good enough. Untreated runoff firom existing surfaces and development needs to be stopped completely 
because this is the only way we can reverse the trend. It’s an expensive problem but it needs to be 
addressed or we will never make any headway.

I had the opportunity to take a van tour to the headwaters of the Tualatin River last spring 
sponsored by Tualatin River Keepers and Clean Water Services. How pristine it was....a meandering, 
rippling river of clear water with abundant aquatic life and surrounding native vegetation. Wow! This 
water is clean enough to drink. And people in Hillsboro and surrounding areas do drink it. I was saddened 
to think what happens to this water as it travels downhill towards more populated areas.

Fowler students can continue to improve the ripariari area by planting native trees and shrubs to shade 
the creek and add nutrients but in the long run, this will not really have a lot of impact on the water quality. It 
makes our efforts seem somewhat in vain if untreated, polluted water is allowed to enter the creek at the very 
location we are trying to improve. Do you think we should give up? Or can you help us?

Sue Manning 
14771 SW Rosario Lane 
Tigard, OR 97224-1911 
503-590-0141
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Angela Brown

From: Mary Manseau [marymanseau@comcast.net]
Sent: Monday, August 09, 2004 10:46 AM
To: lutplan@co.washington.or.us; Tom.brian@verizon.net; rdrake@ci.beaverton.or.us;

cheryl_oIson@beavton.k12.or.us; skheinrich@comcast.net; pdgibbs@teleport.com; 
mayor@groveweb.net; tomh@ci.hilIsboro.or.us; rshay@imagina.com; keithmays@comcast.net; 
hick@ci.tigard.or.us; ed.truax@aoI.com; deanna@involved.com; duymac2@aoI.com; 
habitat@metro.dst.or.us

Cc: Jim Labbe; Carol Chesarek; Lori Waldo
Subject: Transfer of Future Urban Areas to Urban Areas is a BAD idea

The transfer of Future Urban Areas to Urban Areas and the resulting changes to habitat protection is premature. 
The higher levels of habitat classification should be in place until the UGB status has been finalized, annexation to 
the CWS has occurred, and Master Planning for the areas have been completed.

WHY  IS THE TRA NS FER  OF  FUTURE  UR BAN  ARE AS  TO  URBAN  ARE AS  PREMAT UR E?
1. There are still valid appeals outstanding on these areas and it has not yet been determined whether all of these 
areas recently added to the UGB will actually stand up under appeal. What happens to any area that has been 
stripped of the rural protections, if the appeal prevails and the area remains outside the UGB?

2. Until the appeals have been finalized, CWS will not amend their boundaries to include the newly added UGB 
areas. Without annexation to CWS these areas are not subject to the CWS development standards.

3. Washington County has not yet moved forward with Master Planning for any of the areas recently added to the 
UGB. Planning will not occur until the appeals have been resolved. During this limbo period, development can 
still proceed as has with the Greek Orthodox Church on the comer of Brugger and Kaiser Roads in Nor^
Bethany, Tools need to remain in place to ensure impacts on resources will be minimized during the critical 
Master Planning phase..

Until the Master Planning has occurred, CWS annexation has been completed and all appeals have been 
resolved our Goal 5 Resources deserve the highest level of protection available.

Mary Manseau 
5230 NW 137th Avenue 
Portland, OR 97229

8/9/04
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Laura Taylor

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Anne Madden
Monday, June 28,2004 1:07 PM 
Laura Taylor
FW: Program Design Approaches

Laura, would you please enter this comment in our data base? Thanks, Anne

—Original Message—
From: Sue Marshall [mailto:sue@tualatinriverkeepers.org]
Sent: Monday, June 28, 2004 10:44 AM
To: 'Andrea Vannelli'; 'Steve Kelley1; 'Anne Madden'; "Barbara Fryer - Beaverton' (E-mall)'; "Barbara Shields - ‘ngard' (E-mail)'; 'Brent

CurBs';’'Brian Hanes'; 'Cathy Corliss (E-maii)'; 'Chris Deffebach - METRO (E-mail)'; "Chris Eaton - Angelo-Eaton Assoc' (E-mail)'; 
'Craig Dye - Qean Water Services (E-maii)’; "Dan Stark - Fishman Env. Svcs.' (E-mail)'; "David Noren' (E-mail)'; "Dick Reynolds - 
Cornelius' (E-mail)'; 'DJ Heffeman (E-mail)'; "Don Otterman - North Plains' (E-mail)'; 'Doug Miller - Qty of Hillsboro (E-mail)'; 'Doug 
Rux - Qty of Tualatin (E-mail)'; "Duane Roberts - Tigard' (E-mail)'; 'Ed Murphy - Qty of Sherwood'; 'Hal Bergsma - Beaverton'; 
'Jeff Beiswenger - Qty of Forest Grove'; 'Jennifer Wells - Hillsboro'; 'Jim Hendrix - Tigard'; 'Jim Jacks - Tualatin'; 'Joe Grillo - 
Beaverton'; 'Jon Holan - Forest Grove'; 'Julia Hajduk - dty of Tigard'; 'Julie Reilly - THPRD'; 'K.J. Won - Qty of Durham'; 'Leigh 
Crabtree - Beaverton'; 'Lori Hennings - Metro'; 'Mark Brown'; 'Mark Turpel - METRO'; 'Pat Ribellia'; 'Paul Gilles - Qty of Hillsboro'; 
'Paul Schaefer1; 'Richard Meyer - Cornelius'; 'Roel Lundquist - Qty of Durham'; 'Sarah Qeek - THPRD'; 'Stacy Hopkins - TualaUn'; 
'Valerie Counts - Hillsboro'; 'Wink Brooks - Hillsboro'

Cc: 'Alice KInzer (E-mail)'; 'Allice Blis Gaut (E-mail)'; 'April Olbrich (E-mail)'; 'Brian Wegener - Tualatin Riverkeepers (E-mail)'; 'Carol
Chesarek (E-mail)';'Celina Patterson (E-mail)';'Elaine Smith - ODOT;'Jennifer Snyder (E-mail)';'Jennifer Thompson - USFWS'; 
'Jim Labbe - Audubon'; 'Jim Petsche - Nike'; 'John Pinkstaff - RCC&B'; 'Kathy Sayles (E-mail)'; 'Keith Liden - Parsons Brinkerhoff; 
'Kelly Ross - OBIA'; 'Kendra Smith - CWS'; 'Kim Schoenfelderi; 'Kyle Spinks - THPRD (E-mail)'; 'Laura Oppenheimer - The 
Oregonian'; 'Linda Gra/; 'Linnea Nelson - Metro'; 'Mike Houck - Audubon'; 'Paul Ketcham - Metro'; 'Paulette Copperstone - 
METRO'; 'Ramsey Welt; 'Sue Marshall - Riverkeepers1; 'Suki Cupp - CH2M'; 'Susan Murray1; 'Sylvia Butler1; Tim Ramis (E-mail)'; 
Tom Wolf; 'Will Selzer - RCC&B'

Subject: RE: Program Design Approaches

All,
Thank you for sharing the memo regarding Design Considerations for the Tualatin Basin Fish and Wildlife Habitat 
Protection Program.

As it is described, the suggested program approach falls short by relying on Title 3 as a measure of core function. Title 3 
was not designed for fish and wildlife protection. Title 3 does not address hydrologic function, wildlife, nor does it protect 
ecological function of the floodplain. Development is allowed in the floodplain under Title 3.

We strongly urge the Steering Committee to consider buffer widths that address wildlife needs, continuity of riparian 
corridor habitats of concern, and preservation of upland habitat.

We also urge the committee to address basin-wide hydrology through design elements toward restoration of normative 
flow conditions.

Thank you for your consideration. We will be submitting additional comments.

Sue

Sue Marshall, Executive Director 
Tualatin Riverkeepers 
16507 SW Roy Rogers Road 
Sherwood, OR 97140 
Cell; 971-506-4617 
Phone: 503-590-5813 
Fax: 503.590.6702
Website: www.tualatinriverkeepers.oro<http://www.tualatinriverkeepers.org>

mailto:sue@tualatinriverkeepers.org
http://www.tualatinriverkeepers.org
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The Tualatin Basin Natural Resource 

Coordinating Committee

Washington County
Dept, of Land Use & Transportation, Planning Div. 

155 N. First Ave., Suite 350-14 

Hillsboro, OR 97124

Comments for Official Public Record 

on the
Tualatin Basin Goal 5 Planning Process



Comment on the
Tualatin Basin Goal 5 Planning Process 

for Official Public Record

My brother, Mike McGettigan, and I, Terry McGettigan, own properties in the 
Bethany Area. We have property at, 6850 NW Kaiser Rd, and 6880 NW Kaiser Rd, 
respectively. These properties are located near the intersection of NW Kaiser Rd and NW 
Springville Rd. The properties have been used for agricultural and residential purposes 
for more than forty years.

A drainage ditch borders or crosses the Southern end of the properties. This 
ditch, has been seasonal in the past, but now has an irrigation pond as a water source. 
The drainage ditch is no more than 12 inches wide and currently has 1 inch of water.
I have included two maps. One map is an " Inventory of regionally significant habitat", 
the other an ” Inventory Correction", provided by Metro Planning Division. As shown on 
the " Inventory of regionally significant habitat" map, the drainage ditch has had an 
effect on the use of both properties. The proposed protection, hundreds of feet for a 
ditch only 12 inches wide, seems excessive. I realize the classification process was done 
from analyzing aerial photographs, not from on site observations. Comparing the two 
maps, the size and shape of the shaded areas designating the wildlife habitat are the 
same for our properties, but the classifications appear different. One map is class C; the 
other is class B.

The land within the UGB that can be efficiently and economically developed is a 
limited quantity. Available land should be utilized to its-fullest potential, allowing more 
flexibility in Washington County's Master Plan. We should use the land within the UGB 
and not assume we can expand the boundaries, as more land is needed for 
development. Any future expansion will Include a greater proportion of land designated 
"farm use" or "wildlife habitat".

Our properties are close to a major intersection, transportation, and utilities. 
They are bound on the West by Kaiser Rd. and several church sites. To the East is 
acreage suitable for development.
For these reasons I request that our properties be considered important and essential to
the overall development of the Bethany Area.

As I tried to express at the public hearing, on August 2, 2004, my concerns are 
with the accuracy of the maps and the classification of permitted land use. I have 
received inconsistent Information from different sources. I would like to stay involved 
with land use issues, and to know what options I have for input and to correct any 
discrepancies.
Thank you for your time and consideration In these matters.

Terry McGettigan 
56500 Old Portland Rd. 
Warren, OR 97053-9440 
503-397-4914
tmcgettiga

Signature:
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Susan McLain’s comments regarding 
The Tualatin Basin’s Goal 5 program proposal1

August 6,2004

I read with great interest the program framework presented at Monday's hearing. 

Although I’m sure some will disagree, I think it illustrates what might reasonably be 

accomplished to protect urban fish and wildlife habitat through the Goal 5 process. That's not to 

say that we don’t have some conunents and suggestions for improvement, of course. But the 

Basin program framework has some real advantages.

This program contains key tools designed to reduce the negative impacts of all the new 

development we’re expecting to see over the next few decades. For example, any effective 

restoration or enhancement program requires money, and the framework proposes a flexible, 

feasible revenue plan in which all landowners in the Tualatin Basin would help finance the 

programs necessary to improve Basin health. This is appropriate, because whether you’re in a 

habitat area or not, everyone who lives here impacts the environment

Here’s another terrific item in the Basin toolbox: Low-impact development. All new 

development in regionally significant habitat or impact areas will need to follow low-impact 

development guidelines. This includes strategies such as permeable pavement, holding rainwater 

on the site dining storms, and preserving and planting trees when you can. Low-impact 

development will really help our streams. Another plus: I’m glad to see you address floodplains, 

because I don’t think the Title 3 does enough to protect the vital functions that floodplains 

provide.



Metro staff is providing more detailed comments on the Tualatin Basin’s program 

framework, so I’ll just touch on a few key points here. I don’t believe there are any 

insurmountable differences of opinion, just some things we need to work out

First, let’s talk about mitigation. My biggest concern right now is that the Basin's off-site 

mitigation fee schedule - the “Fee-in-lieu” - does not include costs for land. That’s because the 

Tualatin Basin is assuming that much of the off-site mitigation generated from new development 

can be done on public lands. I think we need to explore this approach further; I’ve talked to 

some people who feel that this is an inappropriate public subsidy of mitigation costs, because the 

public has already paid for the lands. Also, with the amount of mitigation lands that may be 

needed, public lands may not provide enough space. Focusing on public lands may also create a 

more fragmented habitat system, because public lands are not always well connected and if you 

can’t consider mitigation possibilities on private lands to help bridge these gaps, you are really 

limiting your options for a well-connected wildlife habitat system. So, while I recognize that 

offsite mitigation costs need to stay low enough so as not to prevent development, in order for it 

to really work, you may need to include land costs.

In general, setting mitigation fees is a policy decision that may have widespread 

ramifications on a program’s effectiveness. For example, is the same fee set for all communities, 

or does it vary by land value or other factors? Will the mitigation fees, which the Basin has set 

based on habitat value modified by economic value, fully account for the lost habitat value? Do 

we want the fees to provide a disincentive for development? It will be important to further 

explore these issues before coming to a final decision.

1 Tualatin Basin Natural Resources Coordinating Committee Goal 5 Program: A recommendation from the Tualatin 
Basin Steering Committee. Tualatin Basin Partners for Natural Places, staff report for the August 2,2004 public 
hearing.



Another concern, which my staff has expressed in Steering Committee meetings, is the 

application of mitigation funds primarily to riparian areas. Your program document 

acknowledges that the mitigation literature “consistently references the need for.replacing like 

with like ” This suggests that upland habitat should replace upland habitat. I’m actually not 

disagreeing with your primary focus on riparian areas, but I am worried about upland habitats. 

Certain wildlife species depend on these habitats, and local and national studies show a 

consistent relationship between the amount of forest in a watershed - including uplands - and the 

health of a stream. So I think we need to talk some more about the specifics of mitigation.

Another concern relates to the Bain’s general and site-specific ESEE decisions. We 

imderstand that the Tualatin Basin’s general ALP decision was similar, but not identical, to 

Metro’s ALP decision. For example, you apply stricter treatments to new Urban Growth 

Boundary expansion areas than Metro. For the site-specific ALP adjustments, we can’t tell the 

magnitude or direction of the adjustments. I know the Basin Partners have been working hard to 

get all these excellent products ready, and that’s something we’ll need to see fully assess your 

program

Finally, we are concerned with the potential for widespread loss of habitat connectivity 

due to 100% encroachment allowed (with mitigation) in all Lightly Limit habitat areas. Small 

habitat patches can be critically important stepping-stones between larger, more valuable habitat 

areas; we’ll need to look at habitat coimectivity at a scale that’s bigger thah just the site if we 

want to keep our habitat areas coimected. And if they aren’t connected, the science tells us that 

we’ll see a slow, steady loss of species over time, as species “blink out” and can’t move in again 

from other, nearby habitats. One potential solution would be to provide incentives to landowners 

with these types of habitat in order to keep a good regional system of wildlife habitat This is



something Metro will be addressing in our program development; as we are learning from your 

program development, we hope that you will also have the opportunity to “steal” from our good 

ideas.

Finally, I’d like to address Metro’s inventory and its ongoing maintenance. Metro has 

incorporated the changes requested by the Tualatin Basin partners and public to produce the 

current map, and will complete this process for the region in September. However, we recognize 

that the map is not static - there will always be streams that move and trees that are cut down. As 

part of the regional program, we will identify a process and criteria that local planners and 

developers may use to delineate inventoried resources at the site level. This process will be used 

consistently throughout Metro’s jurisdiction.

Developing a program of this nature is an iterative process, and as you know, we’ve had 

questions and comments at every step in the process. That only reflects the Basin’s willingness 

to bring Metro to the table and address our concerns, and so far you’ve done a great job of that. 

I’m confident that as the Basin approach moves forward, we will continue to reach solutions that 

help improve environmental health, preserve economic vitality, treat landowners with fairness 

and respect, and hold on to our natural legacy for future generations. Thank you.



Angela Brown
From:
Sent:
To:
Cc:
Subject:

Claudia McNellis [mcnellis@dsl-only.net] 
Wednesday, August 04,2004 10:48 PM 
iutplan@co.washington.or.us 
habitat@metro.dst.or.us 
Tualatin Basin Plan comments

Dear Member of the Tualatin Basin Natural Resources Coordinating 
Committee:

Have you seen the Washington County advertising campaign encouraging 
tourism by pitching the rural nature of the county? What a joke!--but 
not a funny one.

We're not going to be able to avoid increasing density in this part of 
the state, but we can do a better job of preserving what it is that 
makes people like living in Oregon in the first place: wildlife and a 
functioning landscape.

I support the Audubon Society and the Tualatin Riverkeepers in their 
efforts to strengthen the Goal 5 protection program.

As a homeowner, I am willing to pay a Surface Water Management fee to 
improve wetland restoration and stormwater management.

But I think we need to do a lot more than that. We need to maintain 
hedgegrow plantings, greenway connectors, and trees. We need to keep 
construction out of the way of streams, headwaters, and flood plains.

We can stop subsidizing macMansions, gated communities, and cul de 
sacs. We can demand that developers avoid wetlands rather than trade 
them off for pitiful overflow enclosures with steep sides, planted with 
exotic grasses and a few stunted token native shrubs. We can demand 
that home and apartment constuction include real biofilter swales to 
handle stormwater.

This is a rich and abundant landscape. The planning you are doing is 
vital if we are going to preserve it. Thank you.

Claudia McNellis 
1875 SW Hicrest Ave.
Portland, OR 97225 
mcnellis@dsl-only.net
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Washington County / DLUT, Planning Division 
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PLANNING DIVISION 
Land Use & Transportation

“Humankind has not woven the web of life. We are but one thread within 
it. Whatever we do to the web, we do to ourselves. All things are bound together. 
All things connect.” Chief Seattle

8/1/04
Dear Coordinating Committee,

This is my written testimony on the Fish and Wildlife Habitat Protection 
Plan for the Tualatin Basin hearing.

As past president of Citizen for Quality Living and a member of the first 
Leadership Roundtable for Sustainability in Sherwood, I think It is vital to 
preserve and protect environmentally sensitive lands, remaining stream 
corridors, flood plains, wetlands and upland forests from development in the 
urban and urbanizing portions of the Tualatin River Basin.

We live in a fragile ecosystem where everything depends on everything 
else. In our race to develop every available space, we seem to have forgotten 
that we depend on the Earth for our survival.

One of the four system conditions for a sustainable world is “The physical 
basis for the productivity and diversity of nature must not be systematically 
deteriorated.” This means that v^e need to adjust our consumption and land use 
practices to support the health of our ecosystem. See the attached information 
on The Natural Step. We need to recognize the deteriorating impact our 
development Is already having on the quality of our lives and the health of our 
environment. Oregon ranks in the top 5 states In the country for cancer. As a 
cancer survivor and native Oregonian, I take that risk personally!

No one knows what all the consequences will be when the balance of 
nature is upset. It seems like it is already clearly out of balance. It will cost much 
more to restore whatever we destroy than to protect what we have.

We are making decisions that will not only effect ourselves, but will also 
effect generations to come. What we decide to do next is critical, much is at 
stake and life hangs in the balance.

Maybe we are not here to save natural areas. Maybe natural areas are 
here to save us!

Respectfully Submitted by

:l^kj6dMO^
Renette Meltebeke 890 SE Merryman St. Sherwood, OR 97140. 
Copy sent to the Metro Council



An Introduction to 

The Natural Step
The mission of The Natural Step is to create and promote a shared framework for understanding 
and solving environmental problems. The Natural Step was founded in Sweden in 1989 by 
Swedish oncologist Dr. Karl-Henrik Robert. As a scientist at Sweden's leading cancer research 
institute, he became convinced that effective action in response to environmental problems was 
being-constrained by endless disagreements over details, preventing society from addressing the 
issue as a whole. To remedy this, he asked fifty fellow scientists to assist him in drafting a paper 
outlining tfie fundamental principles that could define a sustainable society. Twenty-one work-
ing drafts later, the consensus document was endorsed by all participants.

From the consensus document, four fundamental "system conditions" necessary for a 
sustainable society were developed and the model was adapted into a one-day training pro-
gram. Thousands of people including managers from some of Swede's largest companies and 
municipalities have taken the training and, as a result, have begim the process of completely 
redesigning their processes and activities according to the system conditions, shown below.

The Natural Step/US is bringing this framework to interested communities, educational institu-
tions and corporations in the United States. Other countries in which The Natural Step is active 
or forming include the United Kingdom, New- Zealand, Australia, France, Brazil, the 
Netherlands, and Canada.

1. Substances from the Earth's crust cannot
systematically increase in the biosphere.

•
This means that fossil fuels, metals, and other 
minerals cannot be extracted at a faster rate 
than their re-deposit back into the Earth's crust.

2. Substances produced by society cannot 
systematically increase in the biosphere.

This means that substances must not be pro-
duced at a faster rate than they can be broken 
down in nature. This requires a greatly 
decreased production of naturally occurring 
substances that are systematically accumulat-
ing beyond natural levels, and a phase-out of 
persistent human-made substances not found 
in nature.

3. The physical basis for the productivity 

and diversity of nature must not be 
systematically deteriorated.

This means that we caimot harvest or mani-
pulate ecosystems in such a way as to diminish 
their productive capacity, or threaten the natural 
divereity of life forms (biodiversity). This requires 
that we critically examine how we harvest renew-
able resources, and adjust our consumption and 
land-use practices to fall well within ^e regen-
erative capacities of ecosystems.

In order to meet the previous three 
system conditions, there must be a fair and effi-
cient use of resources to meet human needs.

This means that basic human needs must be met 
with the most resource-efficient methods possible, 
including a just resource distribution.
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Angela Brown

From: Richard Mimnaugh [rjmimnaugh@comcast.net]
Sent: Monday, August 09, 2004 10:28 AM
To: Tualatin Basin Natural Resources Coordinating Committee
Subject: Reductions to the Goal 5 Habitat Protections in North Bethany

To Whom It May Concern:

I am writing to protest the proposed reductions to the Goal 5 habitat protections in North Bethany.

I am the immediate past President of the Bethany Terrace Homeowners Association. Our neighborhood includes over 140 
homes. A very large number of our neighbors are concerned about the loss of natural habitat in this area, especially to land 
recently added inside the Urban Growth Boundary.

Northeast Bethany is, as you know, a very rapidly growing area. Our neighborhood schools, Wismer and Stoller, are only a 
few .years old and are already at or over capacity. We have no parks in this area, and the only Tualatin Hills Park and 
Recreation land is a small tract that includes a quarry that the Bethany Terrace Homeowners Association donated to 
THP&RD.

I will leave the environment issues to those who are experts. However, we who live here don't have to be experts to know 
how developments are vastly changing the Tualatin watershed forever. We witness the changes on a dally basis.

The farm land to our immediate north was recently brought inside the Urban Growth Boundary and a developer from 
California who has a very poor environment history is proposing to build homes on approximately ten acres of land that is an 
environmentally sensitive area. This area historically has been the home for deer, a herd of approximately 30 elk, a wide 
variety of bird and wildlife species. It also contains a wetland that drains west into other areas of Bethany. If this area is not 
protected to the full extent of the Goal 5 plan, a significant opportunity will be lost forever, mat could be a wonderful 
outdoor natural laboratory for more than a thousand grade and middle school students, since it is within two blocks of both 
schools will be lost forever.

I am speaking for myself, but I know that my opinion is shared by many in this neighborhood because we have had numerous 
meetings. I'm certainly not a "tree hugger". But I'm very Concerned about these proposed changes.

We are the stewards of this land. The environmental and quality of life decisions we make today will impact not only us, but 
future generations.

In my opinion, the proposed changes last Thursday by the Tualatin Basin Namral Resources Steering Committee, and the 
tush to approval within the next week, is unreasonable and irresponsible! With so much at stake for so many, for so long, 
why haven't we the people, been properly notified and given time to digest the proposed changes and provide our comments?

Not only do I oppose the changes, but I'm angiy at how this is being handled and so are the homeowners in this association! 
What is the committee afraid of? Why are these proposed changes being rushed through?

I urge that the committee stop and provide a reasonable time to give an opportunity for those living in this area, and other 
concerned citizens to provide their opinions, pro and con, to these changes.

Sincerely,

Richard J. Mimnaugh 
5062 N. W. Skycrest Parkway 
Portland, OR 97229

8/9/04

mailto:rjmimnaugh@comcast.net
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Jan and Conrad Moore
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To: LUTPLAN @Co.Wash.OR.US
Subject: Fish and Wildlife Hearing - August 2

AUG 0 2 2004 

panning  divi sio n

"Sh and W"dll,e'and na,ural habilate aad “i' Sito to"

S oeu"r ho™USa ,hald'ivelopar h?d *ha foras'9h'to P|a"fdr » "atural sa tt haTatoTn'cL^sed

S had a r®CfntdelU9® of nev^ subdivisions being built with large homes being placed on small
tots In almost eveiy rase, dozens of trees were removed to make room for these homes, which has resulted in 
destroymg netural hab'tets for the birds and animals residing here. Nearby, a large home was built on an 
unstable slope which resulted in the house slipping from the foundation during a period of excessive rain The 
developer in that case, did not make adequate adjustments for the placement of the home or take into 
cons'derahon poss'ble water damage which could and did occur. There should have been safeguards in place to 
prevent this from happening. vye have seen hundreds of trees removed all over the mountain, to allow 
developers to put in morejaiid rnpre homes. We no longer live in a rural community with farms and orchards.

I urge the Committee to do nil it can to support protecting habitats in places like Fanno Creek, Rock Creek and 
the Ash Creek Wetlands so that problems that have existed in my community do not happen there. There needs 
to be adequate funding, mo:>t likely increases in fees for the Surface Water Management Restoration projects.
The public should be able tc> count on policies that will enhance, not be destructive, to our natural areas. I believe 
that developers should be niquired to include adequate natural areas to protect wildlife in their subdivisions, and 
that compensation in the manner of fees (Systems Development Charges) be levied to insure that this is done 
Thank you.

Janet Moore
14505 SW Hawk Ridge Road 
Tigard, OR 97224

7/30/2004
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Please enter this letter into your record for the 8/02/04 hearing and 
distribute to all members of the TBNRCC Thank-you.

August 1,2004

Tualatin Basin Coordinating Committee
Metro Council
c/o Beaverton Library
12375 SW Fifth Avenue
Beaverton, Oregon 97005

Dear Committee and Council Members:

RECEIVED
AUG 0 2 2004

PLANNING DIVISION 
Land Use & Transportation

As you consider finally adopting measures to enhance and protect the critical 
natural resource values of approximately 11,000 acres within the Tualatin Kiver 
basin within the existing UGB, we ask that you understand the great importance 
many, many of your citizens place on making improvements to the health and 
viability of the Tualatin River watershed.

In our area of Garden Home, the Fanno and Ash Creek riparian areas (including the 
riparian areas of tributaries to those two streams) warrant strong regulations to 
assure their protection and enhancement over the long term. Additionally, you 
should provide high levels of protection for Rock Creek and its tributaries further 
west in the basin.

We own property shown as wildlife habitat on maps referred to on your website, 
and we strongly support adoption of an ecologically-viable program to cany out 
Goal 5 expectations. We also support the proposed increase in the SWM fees to carry 
out habitat restoration. However, those of us who have preserved important habitat 
should receive some kind of rebate for limiting the type of development on our 
lands. Your program should include provisions for reduction in the storm water fee 
when land owners can prove a-reduction in run-off based on mature and 
maintained vegetation. The reduction should have to be renewed annually based 
on some kind of status review, with a minimal or no permit fee.

We expect you also take actions that protect and allow for enhancement of 
floodplain and riparian areas. The streams and their appurtenant riparian areas 
comprise the most critical habitat and water quality areas left in our urban ‘Uea. 
These support birds, fish, insects and other wildlife as well as perform essenUal 
water storage and cleansing functions. Your draft proposal for a mitigation fee-m- 
Ueu (or for actual mitigating measures) must fully compensate for any dcstraction 
of habitat or riparian function based on science and the law of incremental impacts.

Specifically in our neighborhood, we ask for strong protection of the Fanno and Ash 
Creek (and their tributaries) areas adjacent to Garden Home Park, Oleson Road, and 
the terminus of Taylors Ferry Road, including the stream's crossing of Oleson just 
north of Monica Court and continuance southeast towards Hall Blvd. These are
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shown as Class I and II riparian areas.

In dosing, we support the testimony of the Audubon Sodety of Portland that calls 
for increased protection of continuous, ecologically-viable stream corridors, no net 
loss of riparian areas and habitats, protection of upland trees and forests, and strong 
protection of ''Habitats of Concern". We especially and most strongly believe a basin-
wide tree protection ordinance must be part of this action to maintain and enhance 
the "urban tree canopy", particularly along and within public rights-of-way. Green 
Street techniques are an important first step and should be mandatory within the 
basin for all road-building jurisdictions.

Sincerely,

rY
Terry and Willy Moore 
8440 SW Godwin Court 
Garden Home, Oregon 97223 
503.244.3489

PS You should be aware that your notices for this hearing and for all the open 
houses (which began on July 26,2004) did not reach me until July 23, 2004. That is 
totaUy inadequate notice for sudi an important issue, especially in the height of the 
summer vacation season.
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Angela Brown

From: kitebell [kitebell51@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, August 09,2004 1:32 PM
To: tom.brian@verizon.net: rdrake@ci.beaverton.or.us; cheryl_oIson@beaverton.k12.or.us;

lutpIan@co.washington.or.us ~
Subject: Proposed Changes to Goal 5 Plan 

To whom it may concern

,1 was recently informed of changes being made to the Goal 5 habitat protections for North 
Bethany and other areas in east Washington county.

My wife and moved to the Bethany Terrace neighborhood less than a year ago.

As an avid distance runner, one of my first observations was the lack of family-friendly areas 
and local parks. Most outdoor recreational areas in our new neighborhood are very poor 
quality. Parks basically do not exist. Most of the public-use open spaces are only bike paths 
located within electrical transmission corridors. These "parks" are on property that has no use 
due to high voltage overhead power lines. The property is usually overgrown with blackberries 
and weeds, and often is marshy as well. They are not a place I would take my family for an 
outing or picnic. I have been very disappointed with this. It's as if the worst land possible has 
been designated a "park", with very little development such as green grass and shade and 
activity areas.

My understanding is the reductions to the Goal 5 plan will allow additional parcels of land in 
our area to be developed using land that is vital to the area watershed, is habitat to area 
wildlife, and is planned for even more high-density housing developments. I often observe the 
area wildlife during my morning workouts - deer, waterfowl, seasonal birds. It would be 
unfortunate to lose this opportunity to preserve this land for the community and future 
generations. Our area is already overcrowded!

I oppose the changes proposed to the Goal 5 plan.
I also oppose how swiftly these changes seem to be progressing through the approval 
process.

Please reconsider your decision. Allow opportunity to hear the voice of our neighborhood and 
our concerns.

Sincerely,
Lawrence Morgan 
5585 NW Skycrest Pkwy 
Portland, Or 97229

Do you Yahoo!?
New and Improved Yahoo! Mai! - 100MB free storage!

8/10/04

mailto:kitebell51@yahoo.com
mailto:tom.brian@verizon.net
mailto:rdrake@ci.beaverton.or.us
mailto:cheryl_oIson@beaverton.k12.or.us
mailto:lutpIan@co.washington.or.us
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Angela Brown

From: Jan Morris [jmorris7799@yahoo.com]
Sent: Monday, August 09,2004 12:41 PM
To: tom.brian@verizon.net: rdrake@ci.beaverton.or.us
Cc: lutplan@co.washington.or.us
Subject: Reductions in Goal 5

I am writing to log my protest about the proposed reductions to the Goal 5 habitat protections 
in North Bethany.

The reduction in viable habitat for this area is foolhardy, both from an environmental viewpoint 
as well as a quality of life viewpoint. The viable habitat for our native Oregon species is 
shrinking daily. In only 5 years I have seen the blue herons and other wildlife disappear from 
the neighborhood. The bird species that once frequented the area are diminishing as the 
natural habitat is consumed by developement, broken promises and poor planning.

Time and again politicians promise the people a sound environmental policy, and yet, when it 
comes time to act, these principles are bypassed in favor of the dollar sign. I would like to 
know how you can pursue such a course when time and again the homeowners have shown 
you that this is against our wishes?

I am also furious that so little time was given for public response. This is a common ploy for 
those who fear the public's response and gives the appearance that you wish to deceive and 
"pull a fast one" on us. And even though this might not be your intent, it certainly gives the 
appearance of deceit and that you're in the pocket of the developers.

I urge you to give us more time to respond.

Sincerely,

Jan Morris
5329 NW Skycrest Parkway 
Portland, OR 97229 
439-9406

Do you Yahoo!?
Take Yahoo! Mail with vou! Get it on your mobile phone.

8/10/04

mailto:jmorris7799@yahoo.com
mailto:tom.brian@verizon.net
mailto:rdrake@ci.beaverton.or.us
mailto:lutplan@co.washington.or.us


Angela Brown

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Oscar Naim [oscar_naim@yahoo.com]
Monday, August 09, 2004 10:24 AM
lutplan@co.washington.or.us
Loss of protection for North Bethany habitats

Dear Sir/Madam,

The purpose of this email Is to express my opinion to 
the Coodinating committee regarding the Steering 
Committee proposal to change Future Urban areas to an 
Urban designation. In summary, I oppose this proposal 
because of the resulting loss of protection for North 
Bethany habitats.

Sincerely,

Oscar Naim
5290 NW Skycrest Pkwy 
Portland, OR 97229

Do you Yahoo!?
Yahoo! Mail is new and improved - Check it out! 
http://promotions.yahoo.com/new_mail

mailto:oscar_naim@yahoo.com
mailto:lutplan@co.washington.or.us
http://promotions.yahoo.com/new_mail
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We’ve all read about the protests up on Bull Mountain as Tigard seeks to annex part of it. 
Everyone is asking what they can do to have their wishes be heard. What do you do if you want 
to preserve the livability of your neighborhood? Well, according to the City of Tigard and 
Washington County, you join your CPO and also volunteer on all committees that are planning 
for the future of your area. This, according to Washington County, will assure you that the best 
plan for your area will be implemented.

In the creating the currently used Metzger Plan, one important task was identifying important 
wetlands and treed areas in Metzger that needed to be carefully dealt with during any future 
construction. We also decided what the allowable units per acre would be in order to separate 
the high density business and apartment areas from the single family residences that had built 
here before Washington Square was built in spite of the loud protests of most Metzger residents. 
(We were told at that time by Washington County that they promised not to strip commercial the 
area and that the Square would be an advantage to residents. One year later Washington Coimty 
was foisting Ben Franklin Commons and the tall commercial buildings on Locust and Oak on us, 
“because you have Washington Square and you must expect to grow now.”) Now Metro, Tigard, 
and Washington County planners have also decided we need the Washington Square Regional 
Center over our protests. The Metzger area has high water tables and flooding of property and 
homes in the winter is a huge problem. These concerns were also addressed in the Metzger plan. 
We wanted to preserve enough treed area to keep the air livable with future high density 
commercial impacting our area. It takes I acre of trees to make enough clean air to sustain 16 
people. After diligentfy working fi)r 37 years on plans for Metzger, including The Metzger Plan 
in the 1980s, I have finally seen how much the county respects our hard work. I have learned 
our efforts are just an exercise ly the coxmty to make us feel involved, and that the county can 
allow whatever they want developed by calling up little known rules that give them license to 
ignore all previous or current citizen input.

Unfortunatety fi)r the citizens of Metzger, there is a hidden clause in Washington County in the 
form of a little tiny rule, CDC 404-4.5.G, that says a builder can increase the allowable units on a 
piece of property simpfy by “annexing” a tiny comer of a nei^boring property and then 
appfying, or “floating,” that number of tinits to the whole piece. In Metzger there is a beautiful 
park-like wetland area that was zoned 9 units per acre in Washington County’s accepted plan for 
Metzger.. A developer decided they needed to put 32 units on tins parcel instead of the 
maximum 22 units allowed by the current zoning. So the developer purchased a tiny piece of 
property adjacent to the property then floated the 24 units per acre zoning of that property onto 
the 9 unit area and presto-change...they can put in 32 units phis a recreation building! The same 
developer is going to “move the wetlands” and “build new, inqjroved wetlands”. Many beautiful 
old trees, including some rare Pines are being cut down. The same developer lamented at a local 
meeting that this property is too beautiful to build on, but that they couldn’t find any other 
property available in the neighborhood. (There is one less than 2 blocks away that has no trees 
or wetland on it!) We agree that this property is too beautiful to build on. Had the neighbors 
been contacted when this property first was put up for sale, it is so beautiful that they would have 
purchased it themselves to preserve wildlife habitat. The developer even stated at a meeting that 
she diligently was seeking someone to keep this land a park when she first saw it. (Not one 
neighbor was contacted prior to the notice of intent to build.) Pileated Woodpeckers, Herons, 
Deer, Hawks, and many, many others will be forced to find new homes. Neighboring wooded 
properties are also being built on, so there is no place for them to go. Everyone should write to 
Washington Coimty Department of Land Use and .Transportation to protest rules that allow 
“floating” of property density by the purchase of neighboring property, and the too-easy 
rhanging of Citizen Written plans for an area. We need to demand that these rules be changed!



People purchase homes after looking at the local zoning plans and then are forced to live with 
changes foisted upon them by Washington County Judges or Planners who have no connection to 
the area being ruined. Allowing non-resident developers to come in and change what tax-paying 
residents have worked hard to preserve is wrong. Please write today.



August 5,2004

Tualatin Basin Natural Resource Coordinating Committee 
Washington County .
Dept, of Land Use & Transportation, Planning Div.
155 N. First Ave., Suite 350-14 
Hillsboro, OR 97124

Subject: Comments on Proposed Goal 5/Tualatin Basin Regulations

AUG 0 9 2004
. PLANN'NGOIVISIOAI 
Land Use & Transportation

Members of the Coordinating Committee:

We would like to take this opportunity to comment on the Proposed Tualatin Basin 
Goal 5 Recommendations. We have been aware of the many hours of hard work the 
committee has spent in order to get the Draft recommendations to this point and 
commend all of the members for that effort. However, we do have several comments 
concerning many of the recommendations and hope you will be able to resolve these 
before finalizing the report.

We can break down the comments into several key areas of concern, and then below I’ll 
go into detail on the issues we have with each of them:

• Problems with the Resource Mapping.
• Issues with the % of development allowed in various zones and Payments-in-lieu.
• Balance of Natural Resource restriction with needed land for growth and high- 

density development along light Rail.
• Extent and complexity of proposed regulation.
• SWM fee increase and planned uses.

1. - Resource Mapping
There still are numerous problems with the Resource Maps. Many people voiced 

concerns at the public hearing about this issue and have sent in changes. Aerial photography is 
no substitute for on-the-ground reconnaissance. There has to be some procedure to correct 
inaccuracies in the mapping and to handle discrepancies in how the supposed Resource is 
categorized. Just because an area has a tree canopy does not mean it is a Natural Resource that

NIKE. Inc. One BoWnrman Drive,. Beaverton, OR 97005.6453;.t 563.671.6453 Fi03.671.630C



must be precluded from development. Just because an area is adjacent to a seasonally flowing 
drainage ditch it also does not follow that there exists a resource that should be subject to a 100ft 
width or more buffer.

Nike continues to have several specific problems with the mapping:
a. Part of the existing World HQ parking area off Jay Street shows as a LX, resource
b. The area adjacent to the seasonal creek on the Nike Foundation land at Shute Road 

has been designated a LL resource even though it has been farmed continuously for 
decades. We already will be required to grant a 50ft buffer to a conservation 
easement prior to development of the land due to existing regulations, this proposal 
calls for significantly more buffer or payment-in-lieu. This seems counterproductive, 
as you are claiming wide swaths of agricultural land, you’ll have to gobble up more 
agricultural land outside of the current UGB to make up for this loss in order to keep 
a 20-year supply.

c. The Nike Woods parcel shows 100% as a ML resource yet is adjacent to a Light Rail 
Station and is already constrained with a high density Transit Oriented District 
designation.

Summary- The Coordinating Committee needs to work more closely with the various 
jurisdictions to reassess many of the areas on the maps and make changes that accurately 
reflect actual on the ground conditions before this is implemented. Any proposed 
regulation must include a procedure for dealing with mapping inaccuracies in the future.

2. - Development % Allowances
We have very serious concerns with the allowed % of development in ML zones, 

specifically the ML zone on the Nike Woods property at the comer of Jenkins and Murray.
This particular property encompasses 75 acres of Nike property and 10 acres owned by Simpson 
Housing. It is mapped 100% as a ML resource since it has a tree canopy over the entire portion. 
This proposal grants that 50% of the area is allowed to be developed and up to 85% can be 
developed with mitigation or by payment-in-lieu at a cost of roughly $1.50/SF. Understand that 
on a property of this size this adds up to a substantial payment. I’ll leave the math to you since 
the Payment amount has been changing lately but 85 acres = 3.7 million SF!!

Property Owners in general and NIKE in particular has a vastly different viewpoint from some of 
the testimony previously given by the environmental groups at the public hearing. They contend 
that any of these mapped <rResources” are part of the public tmst and that granting private 
landowners the ‘right’ to develop half of the property is being more than gracious to the current 
owner. Property owners tend to feel that 50% of the property is now being taken from them. It 
seems like paying the original cost for the property and the taxes for all the years of ownership 
should allow the use of more than half the property. What would happen if all these landowners 
decided to only pay taxes on half the land since the public seems to have the rights to the other 
half?

In addition, this 50% figure seems to be somewhat arbitrary, why not some higher figure like 
60% or even 70%. Particularly on a property mapped as 100% resource it seems overly 
restrictive to limit a landowner to only develop half of their land without a substantial payment- 
in-lieu or even more costly mitigation techniques. If government or the public-at-large decides 
that we need to increase the health of the basin, then the public-at-large needs to pay the cost to



accomplish that goal and not saddle the few landowners that have been good stewards of their 
land with a disproportionate share.

While Nike does not agree with the overall concept that the landowners must pay-in-lieu or 
mitigate to develop land just because it has a tree canopy on it we encourage the idea of a 
reasonable payment-in-lieu as the lesser of two evils since it at least results in certainty from a 
cost, time and simplicity sake.

Summary- Lower the Payment-in-lieu fee to less than $l/sf.
Revise upward the allowable amount of developable land within any ML resource to 60% 
and increase it further to 70% for any individual property where the resource occurs on 
more than 75% of the parcel.

3. - Balance of Natural Resources protection with needed land for growth of the Region.
By anyone’s calculation this proposal will effectively remove several thousand acres of 

the region’s land from eventual development Depending on your viewpoint this could be good or 
bad but in order to keep a reasonable supply of land available to handle future growth this will 
have to be replaced by increasing the size of the UGB. Not doing so will only increase the 
demand on the constrained supply of non-mapped land and increase the price considerably. This 
has the effect of slowing growth and making affordable housing even more difficult to provide 
for. If employees of existing business or relocating business cannot afford the land to build their 
offices/plants or purchase homes then no matter how wonderful the environment is in an area 
they will not be growing here.
This plan conflicts with the key premise of the UGB which is to constrain growth to a dense core 
so that needed infrastructure can service this small core better and leave the land outside for 
farming, recreation and other less dense uses. Growth has to happen to make this a live-able 
place, if you restrict the growth inside the UGB you have to grow the boundary or you choke off 
healthy growth.
On the Nike Woods piece in particular, this property happens to be in a Transit Overlay zone, the 
intent of which is to further maxinaize the use of the land and thus increase the public’s 
investment in the $2 biUion Ught RaU project This has to be balanced better than just saying 
you can develop 50% of the land. In our view, this document currently places too much 
emphasis on the first E (environmental) of the ESEE analysis and not enough on the social, 
energy and economic issues surrounding this particular piece of property.

Summary _ Revise the document to address the balance of growth and natural resource 
issues. Use LL designation in any Transit Oriented District except in case of delineated 
wetlands and floodplains. Further review the extent of the LL designation across the basin 
and adjust accordingly.

4. - Complexitv of Regulations
These proposed regulations just add to the already dizzying array of codes and 

regulations that have to be followed to develop a particular piece of property. In our view they 
seem to put a rather large part of the cost of increasing the health of the Tualatin Basin on 
individual landowners. There arc already regulations in place wWch detail what can be done to 
wetlands, how storm water flows from new buildings and parking lote have to he cleaned up and 
then slowed down. Several of the jurisdictions already have tree cutting regulations in place.



Adding additional restrictions on these lands will have the effect of increasing the time it takes to 
obtain a permit and result in substantial additional costs for specialized consultants who are 
expert in this new area of regulation. Right now, when developing in any area with natural 
resources on it you already have to deal with many government agencies that all have their 
separate agendas and conflicting regulations.

Summary - Rethink the scope of the proposed regulation and instead of adding to the 
array of current regulation come up with a way to give certainty to property owners by at 
least allowing some streamlining of review and agency coordination for protecting or 
enhancing a resource.

5. - SWM Fee
The SWM fee is proposed to be increased by $2.03 from a current amoimt of $4.00, 

which is an increase of 50%. Nike currently pays about $80,000/year so this would be an 
increase of about $40,000/year. If the region decides to increase the health of the Tualatin Basin, 
Nike supports the use of the SWM fee to do so as long as it is phased in over time. We think this 
fee is a much more equitable way to pay for many of the things that the Coordinating Committee 
wants to get done including purchase of land and enhancement of some of the existing streams. 
In order to keep this from being viewed as a tax, as opposed to a fee, we think you should get 
much more specific as to your overall goals and about the kinds of activities this jfee’ will cover 
and not include some of the things that should already be in the CWS charter to dp as part of the 
existing SWM fee. |

Summary-
Phase any increase in SWM fees in over time,
Concentrate use of fees to specific enhancement projects and land purchase^
Increase outreach to a broader population to make sure people understand vjrhat they are 
paying for. j

Nike supports the goal of increasing the environmental health of this area, ]|}rotecting the 
natural resources we have and being responsible in the development and grbwth of the 
region. A quick drive thru our existing HQ campus will show how much we believe that. 
However, we also strongly believe in the rights of individual property owners, 
streamlining regulations and providing enough land for future growth of thfe area. It’s a 
tough balancing act and these proposed Goal 5 rules still need more work in order to 
achieve that balance.

Best of luck in your efforts to help the region reach that proper balance.

Sincerely,

Jim Petsche PJB 
Nike, Inc.
Director of Corporate Facilities
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Letter dated August 9,2004 from Lesley M. Hallick Ph.D., Provost, OHSU 
to Tualatin Basin Natural Rsources Coordinating Committe
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OR EMPLOYEE RESPONSIBLE FOR DEUVERINO THE DOCUMENT TO THE INTENDED RECIPIENT, YOU MAY NOT READ, 
DISSEMINATE, COPY OR DISTRIBUTE THIS INFORMATION. IF YOU RECEIVE THE COMMUNICATION IN ERROR, PLEASE 
NOTIFY US IMMEDIATELY.
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OHSU
Oregoa Health & Science Unlvenily

OFFICE OF
Mall code 1101 • 3181 S.T. SanijMi^PaikEo^V Portland, Oregon 97239-3058

August 9,2004

Tualatin Basin Natural Resources Coordinating Committee 
Washington County Department of Land Use and Transportation 
Planning Division, 155 North First Avenue, Suite 350-14 
Hillsboro, OR97124 -v- ' •

Re: OHSU Comments re Tualatin Basin Goal 5 Program Report

Dear Committee Members;

As discussed during the August 2,2004 public hearing, the OHSU West Campus 'will be 
significantly affected by the proposed Tualatin Basin Goal 5 PtogranL The OHSU West Canpus 
is located within the City of Hillsboro, and is bounded by NW Walker Road to the north, NW 
185* Avenue to the east, the West Side Light Rail Transit Line to the south, and NW 206th 
Avenue to die west. The 260-acre canqnis includes the Oregon Graduate Institute School of 
Science and Engineering (OGI), the Neurological Sciences Institute (NSI), the Oregon National 
Primate Research Center (ONPRC), and the Vaccine and Gene Therapy Institute (VGTI). These 
institutions create significant economic and social benefits fbr the region and beyond.

Despite this rich concentration of scientific and educational resources, much of the West 
Campus remains undeveloped. As a result, the Campus includes large swaths of undisturbed 
forested areas and two creeks, which have been designated for protection on the City of 
milsboro’s and the Basin’s Goal S inventories. The most recent Basin maps depict the upland 
habitat in the ‘'Lightly Limit” category and the riparian areas in tlie “Moderately limit” category. 
We are generally supportive of these designations, particularly of the Lightly Limit designation 
for the upland areas. However, it is critical that the Committee design the regulations to 
inclement the designations in a manner that do esnot unnecessarily restrict the unique 
opportunities for future development of scientific, educational, and biotechnology fecilities 
Within the West Campus. _ v v

Baaed upon our review of the most recent Tualatin Basin Goal 5 Program Report, we 
have the following comments. We urge the Committee to carefully review all comments 
submitted by property owners prior to issuing any recommendation regarding the Basin Prograia

Mitigation Ratios

OHSU worked diligently with the City of EBllsboro during the City’s Goal 5 process. We 
reviewed their inventory, KEE analysis, and implementing ordinances. Comparing those 
materials to Basin’s program, it is clear ti^ there are some significant differences that have not

RWeK CwnpUiDS-CW-Oi Tnalinn Buio Goal S Vtogniai ReportDOC
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been adequately explained Both programs require landowners proposing to disturb designated 
resource areas to provide mitigation for the disturbed acreage at specific ratios. However, fire 
Basin’s mitigation ratios are higher that the City’s adopted ratios. Thus, for the Lightly Limit 
category, the City requires mitigation at a ratio of 1:1, while the Basin requires mitigation at a 
ratio of 1:1.2. Within the Moderately Limit category, the City requires mitigation at a ratio of 
1:1.25, while the Basin requires mitigation at a ratio of 1:1.5. Finally, within the strictly Limit 
category, the City’s ratio is 1:1,5, while the Basin’s ratio is 1:2. Higher ratios necessarily equal 
higher costs for public institutions such as OHSU. Therefore, any increased ratios must be 
justified by sound science.

‘ We urge the Basin to defer to the City of Hillsboro’s mitigation ratios, which were 
carefully developed by many of the same consultants working on the Basin Program, and which 
have been acknowledged by the Department of Land Conservation and Development (DI^CD) as 
consistent with Goal 5.

Fee in Lieu

The Basin Program proposes a mitigation alternative that is not currently present in the 
Hillsboro program. This alternative allows a landowner tp pay a fee in lieu of actually 
conducting mitigation on-site or off-site. While we are generally supportive of the idea of a fee 
in lieu alternative, we have two concerns.

First, the fee must be carefully calculated. The staff documents proposing the fees have 
been available for only one week. Therefore, we have just begun to review and attempt to 
understand the basis for the estimated costs. However, when one considers that the Program 
Report estimates the cost of a fee in Ken for a 6,500 square foot development to be $7,020, the 
potential costs for a l.S million square foot campus are staggering. (The 1998 Concept 
Development Plan approved by the City of Hillsboro for the OHSU West Campus contemplates 
approximately 1.5 million square feet of total development within tire core research campus 
alone, which is the portion of the Campus with the largest area of inventoried Goal 5 resources.)

In addition to general concerns regarding the accuracy of the proposed fee structure, 
OHSU is also concerned that the fee in lieu remain optional rather than mandatory. In other 
words, the fee in lieu must be an alternative to actual on-site or off-site rmtigirtirrn, Given the 
large areas of resource within the OHSU West Canpus, there may be opportunities for on-site 
mitigation. Thus, it is important that propa ly owners such as OHSU not be forced into the fee in 
lieu structure when viable mitigation alternatives exist

Enhancement Versus Replacement

The Hillsboro Goal 5 ordinance presents two mitigation options: replacement or 
enhancement The ratios for enhancement are higher. For the Lightly Limit category, 
replacement must occur at a ratio of 1; 1, while enhancement must occur at a ratio of 1:2. Thus, a 
proposed development which would impact 100 square feet of the resource could either provide 
100 square feet of replacement resource, or 200 square feet of enlipTiced resource. Given the

K:\Wtsl C«qitu\03.09.04 Tualatin Baum Dot! S Proj^nniRiipoitDOC
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degraded nature of many resources within the region, including those on the OHSU West 
C^npus, it is ingjortant that the enhancement option remain available.

However, die Basin program does not appear to allow enhancement as a stand-alone 
mitigation alternative. Rather, the Program Report states:

“On'Site mitigation is preferred, and some financial incentive 
would be provided to encourage this because on-site enhancement 
of degraded vegetation conditions in resource areas would provide 
a credit towards overall mitigation liability. This credit, however, 
would only apply to degraded resource areas that are outside of the 
vegetated corridOT regulated buffer areas because District standards 
already require enhancement of degraded and marginal site 
conditions within the vegetative corridor up to a 'good' condition.”
(Program Report, pp. 3-8 to 3-9),

The Program Report provides no proposed rmtigation ratios for enhancement Thus, 
OHSU requests that the Committee revise the Report to allow enhancement to be considered as 
an equal alternative to mitigalion, rather than merely an option fiar partial credit.

Lowlnroact Peyelooment Teghnigues

The Goal 5 Program Report appears to mandate the use of Low Impact Development 
(LID) techniques for an resource areas, regardlcas of designation. In addition, there is no 
discussion of bow the LID requirements will coincide with the mitigatian requirements. Thus, it 
appears that property owners will be required to invest in UD techniques for any development 
within a regulated site, and to provide fhll mitigation with no credits for the LID investment. 
Given the costly nature of the LED techniques (Ecoroofe, bioswales, green streets, etc.), the 
Committee must consider the ovonll cost of this requirement in conjunction with the additional 
mitigation fees and SWM fees proposed by tire Program Report.

Surface Water Management Pee

In addition to mandating mitigation at higher ratios than current City standards, imposing 
potentially significant fee in lieu options, and mandating Low Impact Development techniques, 
the Goal 5 Report also proposes a significant increase to the erasling Surface Water Management 
(SWM) fees. Again, as w^ the UD Techniques, these fees are in addition to and do not provide 
a credit towards the cost of mitigation under fae program.

As you know, the SWM fee is based upon estimates of average impervious land cover of 
a single family dwelling, and is ejq^ressed as an “equivalent dwelling unit,” where one EDU 
equals 2,640 square feet While a fee of $4 per BDU per month may seem minimal, and a S2 
increase equally minimal, such fees rapidly add up for large institutional campuses such as 
OHSU’s West Campus. Thus, we urge the Committee lo carefully consider whether the 
proposed increase has been adequately examined from an economic perspective and whether it is 
an appropriate conponent of this Goal 5 Program.

K:\Wat Caoiinu\08-09-04 Tiulitln Dieln Goal S Prepmm ReportDOC



o/vo/£vvH iH.iD rftft 3VJ ^:a^ iuob

PBZ°9^.4 10:45 PAX SOS 404 80S5
BALL JANJ.^

. PRES.office '
005/005

@005

Resource Management Magter Plan

On page 3-16 of the Program Report, staff has suggested tlie development of regulations 
to allow die adoption of campus-jvide “Resource Management Master Plans” to add flexibility, 
and presumably regulatory certainty, to the development of regionally significant mstitutions.
We appreciate staff’s effort to continue to recognize institutions of regional significance such as 
file OHSU West Campus. Our on^ comment on this element of the plan would be that any 
implementing ordinance must clarify that such Resource Management Master Plana are optional 
or voluntary, rather than mandatory. Given the varying land use master planning requirements of 
each local jurisdiction, and the status of existing master plans, such as the Concept Development 
Flan for the West Carqms, it is in^jortant fliat the Goal 5 Regulations do not require duplicative 
master planning efforts, v. h ^ .

Coordination With Other Agencies

Finally, ahhou^ it is mentioned throughout the program document, the issue of how the 
Goal 5 Program will be coordinated with the other agencies deserves further enqjhasis. Perhaps 
the biggest concern of landowners such as OHSU is the potential to be subject to layer upon 
layer of regulation of the same resource by multiple state, federal, and local agencies. Most of 
the resources designated in the Basin Program are already regulated by agencies such as the 
Division of State Lands (DSL) and Clean Water Services (CWS). The Goal 5 Program should 
defer to these existing environmental regulatory programs to ensure that landowners are not 
required to provide double mitigation for disturbance of the same resource due to duplicative 
agency standards.

Thank you for your consideration of these issues. Once r^ain, until all such issues are 
carefiilly analyzed, we urge you to refrain from hastily adopting a Basin Program that could 
burden public institutions and significant re^onal businesses witli exorbitant new regulatory 
costs.

Sincerely,

Lesley M HalHck, Fh-D. 
Provost

cc: Mr. David Lawrence
Ms. Valeric Counts 
Mr. Patrick Ribellta
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Angela ^Brown

From: Jana Patterson Oana.patterson@comcast.net]
Sent: Monday, August 09, 2004 4:06 PM
To: tom.brian@verizon.net
Cc: lutplan@co.washington.or.us; rdrake@ci.beaverton.or.us; cheryl_olson@beavton.k12.or.us
Subject: Opposition to changing urban designation

j am writing to voice my opposition to the proposal made by the Tualatin Basin Natural Resources Steering 
committee on Thursday August 5th. As a resident, homeowner, parent and taxpayer, I strongly oppose the 
proposal to drastically reduce the Goal 5 protections of our natural resources in the Bethany area. Our few 
remaining natural areas are necessary on a number of fronts. Not only does wildlife depend on them, but the 
people of this area desperately need them as well. These naturally significant areas provide clean headwaters for 
the Tualatin River, give people a buffer in a densely populated area and provide potential nature park settings. To 
me, reducing the protections implies that you are clearing the way for future development which will impact traffic 
and our schools that are already either at capacity or over-capacity. Our natural areas can only be used up 
once. If we diminish or destroy them, they are gone forever and we can never recapture them.

I am also disappointed in the rushed manner that this proposal is receiving. It is a change that will impact all of 
the people currently living in the North Bethany area as well as future generations. It will have far reaching impact 
on the livability and viability of our community. It is an issue that deserves more time and 
citizen/landowner/taxpayer input. Please reconsider the direction this proposal is taking, involve the citizens you 
represent and protect our natural resources to the highest degree.

Sincerely,

Jana Patterson
14261 NW Greenwood Drive
Portland OR 97229

8/10/04

mailto:Oana.patterson@comcast.net
mailto:tom.brian@verizon.net
mailto:lutplan@co.washington.or.us
mailto:rdrake@ci.beaverton.or.us
mailto:cheryl_olson@beavton.k12.or.us


August 1, 2004

Tualatin Basin Natural Resources
Coordinating Committee
Washington County/DLUT, Planning Division
155 N. 1st Ave
Suite 350-14
Hillsboro, OR 97124

RECEIVED
AUG 0 4 2004

PLANNING DIVISION 
Land Use & Transportation

My wife and I live on Old Germantown Road In Multnomah County. We also own 
an adjacent 38 acres of adjacent property in Washington County, which was 
included in the 2002 UGB addition. 1 wasn’t notified of the pending Goal Five 
application process. Thanks to friends and neighbors I have become aware of 
the Goal Five proposals. Though I personally am very invested in fish and wildlife 
protections your proposed applications on my property seems excessive and 
unnecessary.

An old fencerow between my property and my neighbor's (Keith FIshback) is 
designated on your inventory (rust color) as “moderately limit”. What is the 
justification for this designation on such a limited narrow piece of brush, weeds, 
and a few trees that separate two fields? Won’t this designation become a much 
larger issue when the property Is master planned for urbanization? This same 
designation is applied to a patch of forest in my northwest corner...why? Won’t 
this make urban planning substantially more difficult?

Also, on my property is a large swath of dark green (strictly limit) and adjacent 
application of (moderately limit). My property is the start of this very small 
drainage basin. This large application on such a small area of trees and brush 
leads to a very large loss of developable land. It appears here is no balancing of 
the need to protect with the need to develop high quality, affordable, well 
designed urban communities...can you explain?

Yours si

Lawrenc 
14810 NWy 
Portland,

Pqmn
Germantown Road 

97231



Elaine Rank 
14075 SW River Ln 
Tigard, OR 97224

July 30,2004

Fish and Wildlife Habitat Protection Plan 
155 N. 1st Ave 
Hillsboro, OR 97124

Fish and Wildlife Habitat Protection Plan:

RECE VED
AUG 02 200'!

PLANNING DIVISION 
Land Use & Transportation

I am unable to attend the meeting, but being a property owner here in 
Washington County near the Tualatin River I am very much in favor of preserving 
as much areas and spaces for both fish and the wildlife. On my property I see 
deer frequently walk through my backyard and I wonder where all the wildlife will 
go with this constant cramming in of development project that leave no room for 
the wildlife in the area.

We as humans seem to forget that the wildlife was here on this planet before we 
arrived. The planet needs a balance that is rapidly disappearing. All this 
housing growth in the area leaves no room for the young to roam of either the 
animal or human kind. Leaving little tiny areas that are not developable as green 
spaces just don’t cut it. There doesn’t seem to be a thought to the big picture 
down the road and we all need for more open green spaces along the riverfronts 
for all forms of life. I have seen where developers are allowed to fill in wetlands 
in order to build more houses, this isn’t right and it needs to be stopped along 
with the mass bulldozing of all other bigger trees in these development projects. 
Everyone needs trees, especially with the rain forest being destroyed. Are we to 
destroy the once beautiful green trees that you see on distant hills to all houses! 
Builders can build around these trees and let’s start making them!! We need to 
save Oregon’s livability before it’s all concrete and houses!!

Sincerely,

Elaine Rank



August 1, 2004

RECEIVED
AUG 04 2004

PLANNING DIVISION 
Land Use & Transportation

Tualatin Basin Natural Resources
Coordinating Committee
Washington County/D.LUT, Planning Division
155 N. 1st Ave
Suite 350-14
Hillsboro, OR 97124d

My wife and I have owned the property on the north edge of the 2002 Bethany 
UGB amendment area bordering the east edge of Kaiser Road. We are alarmed 
by Washington County’s blanket designation of much of our property as “severely 
restricted”. Though reasonable drainage way setbacks seem necessary and 
reasonable, the designation of our property Includes as “severely limit” virtually 
all areas with trees. The “severely limit” designation also applies to a parcel used 
for Christmas tree production. Though I would support thoughtful tree protection 
via the creative development process I see no justification for such a blanket 
“severely limited” application to my property. I respectfully request that you 
balance your Goal Five application with the need for this property as residential 
inventory. Your current designation is unwarranted environmentally and 
excessive.

Sincerely,

Paul Robinson 
503-297-6688

P.S. We are concerned we did not receive official notice of this designation.
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August 9, 2004

Perkins
Coie

1120 N.W. Couch Street Tenth Floor 
Portland. OR 97209*4128 

moNt, 503.727^000 
FAX; 503.727.2222 

www4Mrkinsc0le.com

Hon. Tom Brian, Chair
Tualatin Basin Natural Resources Coordinating Committee 
155 N. First Ave, Ste 350-14 
Hillsboro, OR 97214

Re: Objection to Adoption and Presentation of the Tualatin Basin
Program to Metro for Approval Under Statewide Planning 
Goal 5

Dear Chair Brian and Committee Members:

This firm represents West Hills Development (WHD), This letter is intended 
to provide WHD's objections to the staff recommendations under consideration for 
adoption qnd submittal to Metro under Statewide Planning Goal 5, WHD and this 
office reviewed the proposed program and WHD's objections are based on the reasons 
set out below.

Please include this letter and WHD’s objection to the program as proposed into 
the record for this matter. In addition, this letter requests that the Committee add 
WHD and me to its mailing and email lists for its decision and all subsequent 
proceedings and information.

1. The recommended proposal will unnecessarily and unacceptably impact 
local development opportunities and will effectively render many subject properties 
completely undevelopable.

2. The resource inventories conducted by Metro over the past several years arc 
notoriously inaccurate. The inventories have presented property that is already 
developed as being natural resources warranting protection. Metro has also 
incorrectly assessed the functions and value of identified resources. The result is that 
property not warranting protection is proposed to be protected and the level of 
protection proposed for actual natural resources is not commensurate with the 
functions the area may provide or their value to society.

[37163-0022/PAM2220.078]
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3. The regulations as proposed will prohibit residential development in large 
parts of Washington County. By some calculations over 3 square miles of vacant land 
zoned residential located inside urban growth boundaries will be designated "strictly 
limited." Many of die affected lands have been allocated by Metro during its 2002 
Urban Growth Boundary Expansion Analysis as being suitable and necessary for 
residential development. The program being proposed effectively nullifies that 
previous decision by Metro and will leave a significant shortfall in residential 
housing.

4. In spite of conventional wisdom relating to government taking of private 
property for public use, adoption of the program as proposed, will result in the taking 
of property. As was pointed out by the Oregon Court of Appeals, when it found that a 
property owner denied use of 9 of 40 acres had had land taken by the state, complete 
use or control of a parcel by die government is not required to constitute a "taking" of 
private property. County and local governments will not able to avoid taking claims 
simply because they allow some minimal amount of development on a property. The 
Committee has not considered this economic consequence of its decision.

5. The broadly applied ESEE analysis fails to fairly evaluate the effect this 
program will have on any particular property owner. By attempting to evaluate 
natural resources on a grand scale and by defining "resources site" in the largest 
possible geographic terms, the analysis eliminates any meaningful consideration of its 
effect on individual property owners. We believe such an approach is contrary to the 
intent of Goal S and will foster severe economic hardship on many small property 
owners whose economic investments will be lost to unnecessary environmental 
protectioiL

6. While local governments are required to comply with Goal 5, the current 
process is being driven by policies adopted by the Metro Council and its staffs 
decision to use Goal 5 to protect urban resources. The Goal S rule is optional to 
Metro. Nodiing in the language in OAR 660-23-080 requires Metro to take action 
under Goal 5. Local governments must complete die Goal 5 process prior to or during 
the first periodic review unless Metro adopts a region functional plan establishing a 
uniform time after the rule was adopted for all local governments to complete Goal 5. 
This is a discretionary decision by Metro involving when but not how to comply widi 
Goals. See OAR 660-023-080 (2). Further, Goal 5 allows but does not require 
Metro to adopt one or more regional functional plans to address all applicable Goal 5 
requirements. The contention by the staff and others that the Goal 5 rule requires

[37I$$-0022/PA042nD.07>] 0VO9W
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Metro to act and to force local governments to follow suit is simply incoircct. Had 
local governments been allowed to engage in the Goal 5 process in their own terms, 
the negative economic effect on individual property owners would have been greatly 
reduced because the resource site would be defined locally and not regionally. The 
smaller resource site would increase the importance of local land owners who are now 
ignored in the much larger regional process.

Not only is the current process not mandated by the federal Clear Water or 
Endangered Species Acts, the current regional approach is not mandated by Goal 5. It 
simply provides a way to obtain extensive environmental protection while effectively 
ignoring individual land owners.

If you have any questions regarding this matter, please feel free to contact me 
at your convenience.

In addition, I request that die Committee include this office in its mailing list 
for information relating to this project. We also request to be placed on your list of 
those receiving notice in your decision.

If you have any questions, please feel free to contact me at your convenience.

Very truly yours.

^^^•'Michael C. Robimon

Cc: Don Guthrie
West Hills Development Company 
15500 SW Jay St.
Beaverton, OR 97006 
Phone: (503) 641-7342 
Fax: (503) 641-7661

FMF:te
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The Tualatin Basin Natural Resource Coordinating Committee 
Washington County
Dept, of Land Use & Transportation, Planning Division 
155 N. St Ave., Suite 350-14 
Hillsboro, Oregon 97124

RECEIVED
AP;^ f- - 2004

PIAWN!?JG niV^GION 
Land Use & Transportatfo.

30 March 2004

Reference: Tualatin Basin Goal 5 Planning Process

Dear Coordinating Committee:

After reviewing Metro’s proposed Regulatory Options for protection of fish and wildlife 
habitat as related to my property located at 11455 NW McDaniel Road Portland, Oregon 
972291 do NOT understand why and how including my residence, garages, driveways, 
landscaped front and back yards could have any benefit to preserving fish and wildlife 
habitat. My property has been under cultivation in one form or another for over 75 years 
having been part of the original McDaniel Farm. Parts of the site have been used as an 
orchard, Christmas trees stock, planted harvestable wood stock, and general farming. 
There are no natural vegetation, stream ways or other features which could have any 
benefit as required by Goal 5.

I strongly protest the inclusion of my property in to this Goal 5 process since the site is 
well within the Urban Growth Boundary and any current/future use of the site will meet 
the existing designated zoning requirements. Please remove my property from the study 
area.

I have included a site map showing the location of my residence as related to the 
proposed designation.

9
- iRoss (ji 

11455 NW McDaniel Road 
Portland, Oregon 97229

cc: Metro Coimcilor Susan McLain
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Steve Kelley

From: Kathy Sayles [geo-g2consuIt@att.net]
Sent: Wednesday, May 12,2004 10:59 PM
To: Steve Kelley: Andrea Vannelli (E-mail); Anne Madden; 'Barbara Fryer - Beaverton' (E-mail); Brent

Curtis (E-mail): Brian Hanes (E-mail); Chris Deffebach - METRO (E-mail); 'David Noren' (E-mail): 
'Hal Bergsma - Beaverton'; 'Joe Grille - Beaverton'; 'Julie Reilly - THPRD'; Leigh Crabtree - 
Beaverton; Lori Hennings - Metro; Mark Brown; 'Mark Turpel - METRO'; Paul Schaefer; 'Sarah 
Cleek-THPRD'

Cc: Alice Kinzer (E-mail); Allice Ellis Gaut (E-mail); Carol Chesarek (E-mail); Celina Patterson (E-mail):
'Jim Petsche - Nike'; Kathy Sayles (E-mail): 'Keith Liden - Parsons Brinkerhoff; 'Kelly Ross - OBIA'; 
Kim Schoenfelden 'Laura Oppenheimer - The Oregonian'; 'Linda Gray'; 'Ramsey Weit'; 'Suki Cupp - 
CH2M'; 'Sylvia Butler'; Tom Wolf

Subject: Goal 5 Inventory of regionally significant habitat

To: The Tualatin Basin Natural Resource Coordinating Committee
Washington County's Department of Land Use and Transportation
Planning Division
155 N. 1st Avenue, Suite 350-14
Hillsboro, Oregon 97124

From:
Kathryn Sayles & George Gogue 
16985 SWKcmmer Road 
Aloha, OR 97007

May 12th, 2004

We agree with our neighbors the Kinzers regarding their message (pasted below) about the new restrictions being imposed on 
their land (and ours) in concert with the Goal 5 program for the Tualatin Basin. Our message today adds to the verbal 
testimony which I gave at your meeting on May 6th (last Thursday).

We (Sayles and Gogue) own two lots 1S130DA lots 300 and 400 (totaling 5 acres) and slightly upstream of the Johnson 
Creek tributary which runs through the NW comer of the Kinzer’s land. Between us and the Kinzers is a 15 acre piece of 
land (Nora Woods, formerly the Brumbaugh parcel) for which I lobbied for years to be purchased under the Metro 
greenspaces 26-26 bond measure. All of the paperwork from the 4 jurisdictions involved (Metro, Washington County, City 
of Beaverton and Tualatin Hills Park and Recreation District) during that period shows that this land was not considered 
significant by any jurisdiction. Metro actually hired a biologist to contradict the Audubon report which suggested that it 
was. I still have a letter showing that we, the neighbors, were expected to contribute half a million dollars if purchase of the 
northern portion was to be achieved. Furthermore, Metro insisted that we, the neighbors, who had never been involved in 
negotiations, should at that time take charge of all negotiations if purchase of the northern portion could be achieved. As a 
direct consequence of this rejection of the notion of Goal 5 significance (and the application of funding then available), a 
development now sits on that land. Some limitations were applied because it is habitat land. The southern porton (which 
was rather more costly to develop) was purchased by Metro, but not with greenspaces money. None of the neighbors was 
involved in that negotiation and Willamette Week's report subsequently showed that the purchase had nothing to do with 
'significance' and everything to do with politics and some rather interesting appraisals.

Well, politics continues and you have reversed yourselves. Your new mapwork shows as strictly limited that portion of our 
land immediately adjacent to the development (known as 'Nora Woods") but the land under the Nora Woods houses never 
was, and is not now limited. Apparently you have changed your mind about 'sigiuficance' but only as it applies to remainmg 
undeveloped land and so long as it does not apply to your cost. The 4 jurisdictions involved have successfully dodged having 
to pay for this 'taking' with greenspaces tax money. How convenient to designate the land as significant in order to fulfill 
your perceived obligations, but only NOW, so that we, the landowners, must pay the full cost (I mean, of course, via limited 
development)! How has the significance of the land changed? Our land had exactly the same significance as the adjacent

5/13/2004
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parcel which you insisted was NOT worthy of protection such a short time ago. Please reverse your labels, to make 
equivalent status between our land and the adjacent parcel which was developed. Otherwise the 'consequences' of your 
'analysis' may not prove to be as you intended.

In summary: The cavalier brushwork which is 'limiting' development on virtually all of our land, on your new map, renders 
it a public 'taking' of private land. The 'limitations' which were applied to the entire Nora Woods approved development 
application are the exact same limitations, no more, no less which should be applied now to our land and, of course to the 
Kinzers'.

Yours tmly,

Kathryn Sayles & George P. Gogue 

CC: interested parties

---- Original Message----
From: Alice Kinzer
Subject: Metro Interactive map Inventory of regionally significant 
habitathtml

The Tualatin Basin Natural Resource Coordinating Committee
Washington County's Department of Land Use and Transportation
Planning Division
155 N. 1st Avenue, Suite 350-14
Hillsboro, Oregon 97124

May 5,2004

To: Tualatin Basin Natural Resources Steering Committee

My husband and I own two parcels on Cooper Mountain of about 10 acres each 
in size. Our property has been identified and targeted for regionally 
significant wildlife habitation protection.

http://www.metro-region.org/article.cfin?articleID=5903&do=map&maf_id=324120 
(see attached link)

Our northern parcel (Tax ID# 1S130DA00100) is listed as:
Class 1 riparian, hiighest-value habitat 
Class 2 riparian, medium-value habitat 
Class B wildlife, medium-value habitat

Our southern parcel (Tax ID# 1S130DA00500) is listed as:
Class B wildlife, medium-value habitat

These classifications will drastically diminish the value of our land due to 
the significant restrictions imposed by the various classifications.
Clearly, these restrictions did not exist when we purchased these parcels.

Although we have no plans at present to develop the property, the previously 
existing ability to do so contributed to a "market value" of the land.
Imposing significant additional restrictions on development diminishes that 
value and is tantamount to a "taking" to the extent that the market value is 
reduced.

We strenuously object to the new classification of our property and the

5/13/2004
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imposition of the attendant restrictions in the absence of appropriate 
compensation. If restricting development of these parcels is in the 
public's interest, the public should pay for that benefit rather than 
foisting the entire cost on us.

Alice Kinzer 
Donald Kinzer

cc: Beaverton, Ms. Barbara Fryer
Clean Water Services, Ms. Sheri Wantland 
Forest Grove, Ms. JeffBeiswenger 
Hillsboro, Ms. Jennifer Wells 
Sherwood, Mr. Dave Wechner 
Tigard, Ms. Julia Hajduk or Beth StAmand 
Tualatin Ms. Stacy Hopkins
Tualatin Hills Park and Recreation District Mr. David Endres

5/13/2004
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To; The Tualatin Basin Natural Resource Coordinating Committee 
Washington County's Depanmem of Land Use and Transportation 
Planning Division
155 N. 1st Avenue, Suite 350-14 
Hillsboro, Oregon 97124 |

From:
KaUuryn Sayles & George P. Gogue 
16985 SW Kemmer Road 
Aloha. OR 97007 .

August 2nd, 2004

Subject: Testimony for the Public Hearing for consideration of the proposed draft 
"Tualatin Basin Goal 5 Program": , . .•

We incorporate by this reference our previous letter of May 12th, 2004 (attached below). 
We also attach a letter previously submitted to theTBNRC Committee by our neighbors 
the Kinzers, on May 5*, 2004 . .:v„ j . lu : ..

Please keep the record open at least seven days following the close of testimony for the 
public hearing. Reference ORS 197.763

My copy of the publicly available “PRELIMINARY DRAFT Tualatin Basin Goal 5 
Program Report” Which was submitted to: Metro by: Tualatin Basin Natural Resources 
Coordinating Committee and prepared by; Tualatin Basin Steering Coiuiulttee and 
offered as documentary evidence for the public hearing of August 2,2004, has a date of 
August 16,2004. Clearly, there is need .to change the published date of this document if 
it may be admitted for consideration at the public hearing.

In the Staff Report for today's public hearing is the following statement:
“The Proposed Goal 5 Program Report and map attachments also includes revisions to 
your previous (Interim) Allow-Limit-Prohibit decisions. Please recall that the TBNRCC 
explicitly reserved the opportunity to revisit the ALP. decision as part of the Program 
Phase of the project. Subsequent toJhe ultimate adoption, staff will augment the ESEE 
analysis to conform that andysis to the adjasted AT.P decisions.”

Please note that according to Goal 1 ‘public participation’ rule, citizens must have 
opportunity to comment on all analysis and maleri^s that enter into the final decision. 
Staft' may not ‘augment’ or re-hash the analysis following the final decision!

The lack of provision, at this time, of data specific to which parcels of land arc intended 
to be re-classified (for development purposes) must be addressed prior to final decision 
by TBNRCC. An analysis must bo provided of the financial burden imposed by this 
program. This analysis, sjiould show the burden for targeted property owners as well as 
for the jurisdictions in which these properti^ are found.

1
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The U.s. Supeme Court found in the case of A-Boy, Tigard that public good does not 
supersede private property rights. Public taking such as proposed by the actions 
considered ai This public hearing must be compensated by public funds. The documents 
offered for examination at this point neither designate the financial extent of these 
takings, nor provide data regarding how the required compensation is to be funded.

This information must be made available to affected property owners before TBNRCC is 
ficc to make a final decision.

The 26-26 Bond Measure, which was levied by Metro, raised funding designated for 
purchase of forested habitat land such as that which you are considering under this 
present program. This action considers limiting development rights on such land, so 
clearly it is land which is presently available for development. Yet within the Urban 
Growth Boundary in our area of (Zooper Mountain, with headwaters for Johnson Creek 
and lands designmed “Fish and wildlife Habitat” by the Community Map, Metro declared 
all such lands under consideration for purchase using that funding to be not regionally • 
significant. The bond measure funding in this area was all spent (apart from a small sum 
given by Metro to THPRD: approximately S30 K) on clear-cut land which was 
considered ‘re^onally significant'. Over $2 million of that tax money was 
misappropriated and used to purchase lands not threatened by development, I fail to see 
why you are now designating as ‘regionally significam* the same land (minus that which 
has been developed since) which was previously (at a time when public money was 
available for purchase) denied that certification. Too bad Metro 2drc2uiy spent the money 
on non-thrcatened lands! Too bad that Metro hired its own appraisers and artificially 
drove up the appraised value of land it wished to purchase. It’s such a pity Metro wasted 
so much public money in this manner. But now that the money is spent on lands other 
than that for which it was collected, you are not free to simply ‘take’ without 
compensation the land which should have been purchased using that Bond Measure 
money. ............ ;. .

The message which this Committee is sending out loud and clear is that folks who own 
forested, habitat land now arc going to have it stolen from them under the guise of ‘public 
good’. They are also given to understand that if they may decide at some future tima to 
develop that land, then they had better clear-cut it now. (Conditions on the ground will 
determine future development potential. All landowners who actually care about the 
environmental benefits provided by their trees and streams on their land will be the only 
ones penalized in the future. , . .

We are all in favor of public good on environmental issues. Wo consider ourselves good 
stewards of the land. Themessage you arc sending is one which will precipitate clear- 
cutting and stream violations in the short term and land-theft for the future. We have also 
noted that the only lands earmarked for this public taking are the ones within the urban- 
growth boundary and some few parcels beyond the urban growth boundary which loosely
fall udthin the ‘urban’ designation. In short, you will.penalize only those property 
owners who are holding onto their privately-owned habitat lands. The far greater acreage 
of habitat land beyond the urban growth boundary is not being taken under this program.

2_
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not because it has less ‘habitat’ value, but because it has less ‘development’ value. This 
program and proposed action demonstrates a level of hypocrisy and bald-faced thievery 
that goes further than any seen since the West was ‘won’.

Yours truly,

Kathryn Sayles & George P. Gogue 

CC; interested parties

Our May 12 . 2004 letter

TO: Steve Kelley <Steve_Kelley@co.Washington ,or.us>; Andrea Vannelli (E-mail) 
<Andrea_Vannelli@co.washington.or.us>; Anne Madden 
<Anne_Madden@co.washinglon.or.us>; 'Barbara Fryer - Beaverton' (E-mail) 
<bfrycr@ci.bcaverton.or.uf>; Brent Curtis (E-mail) 
<Brent_Curtis@co.washington.oriu^;.tiriattiHanes (E-mail) 
<Brian_Hanes@co.washingtomof.u^; tifcs Defifcbach - MEIHO (E-mail) 
<defFebachc@metro.dsLor.us>; 'David Nbren' (E-mait) <davidnoren@worIdnet.att.net>; 
'Hal Bergsma - Beaverton' <hbcrgsma@ci.beaverton.or.us>; 'Joe Grille - Beaverton’ 
■t^grillo@ci.beaverton.or.U3>; 'Julie Reilly - THPRD' <jrcilIy@thprd.com>; Lrcigh 
Crabtree - Beaverton <lcrabtree@ci.beaverton.or.us>; Lori Hennings - Metro 
<hennings@metro.dst.or.us>; Mark Brown <Mark_Brown@co.washingtoiLor.us>; 'Mark 
Tmpel - METRO' <tmpelm@metro.dstor.us>; Paul Schaefer 
<Paul_Schaefer@co.washington.or.us>; 'Sarah Cleek - THPRD' scleek@thprd.com

COPY: Alice Kinzer (E-mail) <alice@kinzers.com>; Allice Ellis Gaut (E-mail) 
<aeg@csgpro.com>; Carol Chesaiek (E-mail) <chesarek@teleporLcom>; Celina 
Patterson (E-mail) <cip@Iclark.cdu>; 'Jim Petsche - Nike' <3im.petsche@nike.com>; 
Kathy Sayles (E-mail) <g.gogue@ieee.org>; 'Keith Liden - Parsons Brinkerhoff 
<lidai@pbworld.coro>;; 'Kelly Ross - OBIA' <kellyr@hbapdx.org>; Kim Schoenfelder 
<kschoenfclder@panattdni.com>; 'Laura Oppenheiriier - The Oregonian' 
<Ioppenheiraer@news.oregonian.com>; T/inda Gray' <linda.gray@orst.edu>; 'Ramsey 
Weit' <polwonks@comcastnet>; 'Suki Cupp - CH2M' <scupp@cl)2in.com>; 'Sylvia 
Butler* <DlbutIer34@cs.com>; Tom Wolf<tmilowiolf@msn.com>

'll'-

To; The Tualatin Basin Natural Resource Coordinating Committee 
Washington County's Department of Land Use and Transportation 
Planning Division 
155 N. 1st Avenue, Suite 350-14 
Hillsboro, Oregon 97124

From:
Kathryn Sayles & George Gogue.
16985 SW Kemmer Road 
Aloha, OR 97007 ■■
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stnctly luni' cd that portion of our land immediately adjacent to the development (known 
as "Nora W jods") but the land under the Nora Woods houses never was, and is not now 
limited. Ap parendy you have changed your mind about ’significance' but only as it 
applies to rainaiiiing undeveloped land and so long as it does not apply to your cost. The 
4 jurisdicti^ involved have successfully dodged having to pay for this taking1 with 
greenspacea tax money. How convenient to designate the land as significant in order to 
fulfill your ] >erceived obligations, but only.NOW, so that we, the lando-wners, must pay 
the full cost (I mean, of course, via limited development)! How has tlie significance of 
the land cha aged? Our land had exactly the same significance as the adjacent pared 
which you i isisted was NOT worthy of protection such.a short time ago. Please reverse 
your labels, to make equivalent status between our land and the adjacent parcel which 
was develoj ed. Otherwise the 'consequences' of your 'analysis' may not prove to be as 
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In summary: The cavalier brushwork which is 'iimiiing' development on virtually all 
of our land, on your new map, renders it a public 'taking' of private land- The 'limitations' 
■which were applied lu the entire Nora Woods approved dcvclopmeni application are the 
exact same limitations, no more, no less which should be applied now to our land and, of 
course to the Kin2ers'.

Yours truly,

Kathryn Sayles & George P. Goguc 

GG: interested
Kinyiirs* May 5th, 2004 fetter;

The Tualatin Basin Natural Resource Coordinating Committee 
Washington County's Department of Land Use and Transportation 
Planning Division
155 N. 1st Avenue, Suite 350-14 .. .. . .
Hillsboro, Oregon 97124

May 5,2004

To: Tualatin Basin Natural Resources Steering Committee

My husband and I own t'wo parcels on Cooper Mountain of about 10 acres each 
in size. Our property has be^ identified and targeted for regionally 
significant wildlife habitation protection.

htip://wwwjnetro-regioiLorg/article.cfin?articlelD=:5903&dn=imap&Tnafjd=32412n 
(see attached link)

Ovir northern parcel (Tax IDff 1SI30DA00100) is listed as;
Class 1 riparian, highest-valuc habitat 
Class 2 riparian, medium-value habitat - 
Class B ■wildlife, medium-value habitat .'.

Our southern parcel (Tax ID//1S130DA00S00) is listed as:
Class B wildlife, medium-value habitat

These classillcations will drastically diminish the value of our land due to 
the significant restrictions imposed by the various classifications.
Clearly, these restrictions did not exist when we purchased these parcels.

Although we have no plans at present to develop the property, the previously
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existing ability to do so contributed to a "maricet value" of the land. 
Imposing significant additional restrictions on development diminishes that 
value and is tantamount to a "talcing” to the extent that the market value is 
reduced.

We strenuously object to the new classification of our property and the 
imposition of the attendant restrictions in the absence of appropriate 
compensation. If restricting development of these parcels is in the 
public’s interest, the public should pay for that benefit rather than 
foisting the entire cost on us.

Alice Kinzer 
Donald Kinzer

cc: Beaverton, Ms. Barbara Fryer
Clean Water Services, Ms. Sheri Wantland
FonestGrove, Ms. JefFBeiswengcr ' s v. /
Hillsboro, Ms. Jennifer Wells
Sherwood, Mr. Dave Weehner
Tigard, Ms. Julia Hajduk or Bclh Sl.Amand
Tualatin Ms. Stacy Hopkins
Tualatin Hills Park and Recreation District Mr. David Endres
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The Tualatin Basin Coordinating Comm ittee 
and Metro Council 
c/o 600 NE Grand Aye*

Portland, OP. 97232

Habitat Protection Hearings 

Dear Mayors and Metro Council,

In 3? yeai:.?. time I have vritnessed vrith alarm the density and overgrowth of the 

eAtire Metro region, especially the disappearance of Class I faV ânds.

This entire NW  region of Oregon is an historic and biologi :ally significant 

migratory pathway for endarigered species(and theifc support speci'.es). The fish cannot 

re-route themselves or consti*uct new corridors for survival,..,6ngineering schools 

differ for people and fish.

It is our critical task of supplying those migratory fish <ind preserving their 

habitat with maximuni protection. Secure their survival. Coolness, clean water, silt

TSS, you know the terrrs. In the Bridlemile neighborhood Ln SW  Portland, infill is 

causing our remaining •’great11 trees to die because of weak protsction and codes that 

lack enforcement of codes, Whe n a construction project begins, all means necessary 

must be employed to save significanttrees whose benefits to human and wildlife are 

essential to good health.

Please maximize protections for high value habitat and entourage the ecologically 

smart use of existing already •'built" properties..

Sincerely,

Greg Schifsky
4131 SV: Lee St.
Portland, Oregon 97221-3667
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Marty Sevier 
MLS & Associates 

2607 SW 28th 
Portland/ OR 97219

April 5,2004

Tualatin Basin Natural Resources Coordinating Committee

Re: Additional Environmental Conditions

Dear Committee Members:

On March 29,2004, L testified before you as a representative of the Peterkort family. I gave you 
some history and reasons why the Peterkort’s property that has been designated as transit 
oriented development to serve the Sxmset Transit Center should not have additional 
environmental conditions placed upon it. The Peterkorts have been good stewards of their 
property and worked very closely with Washington County and its staff to produce a Master Plan 
that recognizes high density transit oriented development and environmental concern for the 
natural resources the site contains. I am sending this additional letter as a follow up to my 
testimony and a copy of the map generated by the Committee overlaid with the Peterkort's Goal 
5 boundaries established and accepted by Washington County during our lengthy mutual master 
planning effort.

The Peterkort family asks that the Committee review the map and the overlay and not add 
additional environmental conditions outside the current established Goal 5 boundaries. The 
family , has been working every step of the way with Washington County and its Metro 
requirements for Title 3 work and the 2040 plan to meet Metro's needs for housing and jobs. We 
feel it is very imfair for the family to continually have its development schedules delayed and 
potential projects put in jeopardy through uncertainty with never ending land use controls, 
especially when the family has been a good partner every step of the way.

We hope you honor our partnership.

Respectfully,

MLS & ASSOCIATES

.• A :-:yr:r
Marty Sevier
Development Coordinator for J. Peterkort and Company

cc: Lois Ditmars, J. Peterkort & Co.
Tim Ramis, Ramis Crew et al

l:\Projects\Marty Sevier\817893 Peterkort ResidentiaI\Office\Word\Cominittee Letter from Marty Sevier.DOC
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Date:
To:

8/2/04
Washington County 
Tom Brian

received
AUG o 4 2001!

Phone:
Fax:

503-846-8681
503-846-4545

From: Greg Speoht
President

plann ing  di vi sion
Land Use & Transportation

Phone:
Fax:

503-646-2202
503-626-8903

Pages: 2 (including cover)
Snbject: Goal S

WII.

aam

Spccht Properties, Inc. / Specht Development, Inc. • 15400 SWMillikao Way ♦ Beaverton, Oregon 97006

Doctm)Bnt2



amuni ujiTt-HNltb 503 626 8903 P. 01/k32

SPECHT^r
Date; 8/9/04
To: Washington County 

Tom Brian
Phone:
Fax:

503-846-8681
503-846-4545

From: Angela S. Klingspom 
Administrative Assistant 0^ Phone:

Fax:
503-646-2202
503-626-8903

Pages; 3 (including cover)
Subject: Goal 5

Per Todd Sheaffer, please find 2 attached letters regarding Goal 5.

Spccht Prqperties, Inc, / Specht Development. Inc. ♦ 15400 SW Millikan Way ♦ Beaverton. Oregon 97006
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SPECHT
August 6,2004

Sl'F.CHr PROI’ERTTES 
SPECHT DEVELOPMENT

15400 S.W. Millikan Way - Beaverton OK 97006 
503/646-2202 Pax 503/626-8903 

www_*i jx.ThtpiDp.com

Tom Brian Via: Fax S03-846-4S45
Chainnan, Board of Commissioners
Washington County
Public Services Building
155 N 1st Avenue
Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072

RE: Goal 5
10025 SW Freeman Court, Wilsonville, OR 97070 

Dear Tom:

As the owner of 10025 SW Freeman Court, Wilsonville, OR 97070 (the “Properly”), wc object to the 
Goal 5 restrictions that are being considered for this Property. The Property was fully developed in 2000 
as a 260,000 square foot headquarters/manufacturing facility, and is home to Precision Interconnect, a 
division of Tyco International. No Goal 5 restrictions should be placed on this Property. It appears that 
those areas which are shown as potentially being restricted are either paved or professionally landscaped.

Further, should you decide that it is in the public’s best interest to restrict redevelopment on the Property, 
it is only fair that the public compensate the Property owner. This is simply a matter of equity.

As an aside, should Washington County and Metro choose to proceed with additional regulation under 
the auspices of Goal S, Washington County and Metro should take concurrent action to increase the 
Urban Growth Boundary to accommodate our region’s stated 20 year land supply need. Otherwise, you 
will further restrict the potential for economic recovery in our region.

Best Regards,

SPECHT WILSONVILLE, LLC 
an OREGON limited liability partnership

By: SPECHT PROPERTIES, INC. 
Its Manager^
r/.

By:
gory L/ Specht, President

Enclosure

Todd Sheaffer 
Vicki Rising

04VOlI 9 »<6-04 pi.doc



SPECHT
August 6,2004

503 626 8903 P.02/02

SPECHT PROPERllES 
SPI-a IT DEVELOPMENT

15400 S.W. Millikan Way • Beaverton OR 97006 
503/646-2202 Fast 503/626-8903 

www.spcch Ip rop.com

Tom Brian
Chairman, Board of Commissioners 
Washington County 
Public Services Building 
ISSN 1st Avenue 
Hillsboro, OR 97124-3072

RE: Goal 5
Stafford Distribution Center

Via: Fax S03-846-4S45

Dear Tom:

As the owner of Stafford Distribution Center (9685,9565,9445,9325 SW Bidder Road, Wilsonville, 
OR 97070) (the “Properly”), we object to the Goal 5 restrictions that are being considered for this 
Property. The Properly was fully developed In 1989 as a four building, 248,000 square foot 
warehouse/distribution facility, and is home to seven companies. No Goal S restrictions should be placed 
on this Property. It appears that those areas which are shown as potentially being restricted are either 
paved or consist of stormwater detention facilities or professionally maintained lawn.

Further, should you decide that it is in the public’s best interest to restrict redevelopment on the Property, 
it is only fair tliat the public compensate the Properly owner. This is simply a matter of equity.

As an aside, should Washington County and Metro choose to proceed with additional regulation under 
the auspices of Goal 5, Washington County and Metro should talce concurrent action to increase the 
Urban Growth Boundary to accommodate our region’s stated 20 year land supply need. Otherwise, you 
will further restrict the potential for economic recovery in our region.

Best Regards,

STAFFORD LIMITED PARTNERSHIP, 
an OREGON limited partnership

By: THE SPECHT COMPANY
Its General Pi

Gpsgory L. Sbccht, President

Enclosure

C: Todd Sheaffer 
Vicki Rising

x\oun«*pqndaKt\|tt^§h 04^tl 5 t-MM ivit.dcK

TOTRL P.02

http://www.spcch


Page 1 of 2

Angela Brown

From: Ashcreekjsp@aol.com
Sent: Monday, August 09, 2004 3:17 PM
To: lutplan@co.washington.or.us
Subject: Tualatin Basin Goal 5 Planning Process comments

To the Tualatin Basin Natural Resource Coordinating Committee:

I would like to express my thanks to the committee for their time and effort to develop a goal 5 program for 
Washington County. I understand that there are many chaliertges to balancing the needs of healthy environment, 
communities, and economies.

I would like to express some significant concerns about plans to mitigate for development in moderate and strictiy 
limited areas. It is very difficult to successfully mitigate for losses of high quality natural habitat - particularly 
wetlands, floodplains, and mature riparian forests. Building on or near floodplains alters the hydrology and creates 
impacts that are difficult and very expensive to mitigate. There are a whole set of processes that are 
interconnected that cannot be replaced by mitigating for one or two factors. Contractors seidom have the 
expertise to really restore an area. As a restoration speciaiist, I can speak from experience that it is a time 
consuming process to bring a lightiy to moderately degraded site back to health. Even when we are able to 
address the immediate problems on a site, we have no control over impacts that happen upstream of a property 
that can have significant detrimental effects.

Most of the urban creeks and waterways in Washington County already suffer from too much impervious surface, 
channelization, and loss of connecting off-channel water storage. Additional development in these critical areas 
will increase the potential for flooding and decrease water quality and quantity. Water moves more quickly and 
has higher temperatures through systems with a lot of impervious surfaces and fragmented or absent tree cover. 
Increased impervious surface and urban run-off upstream can change the waterflow and undermine efforts to 
restore channelized creeks downstream.

In the near future. Clean Water Services and Washington County partners are going to invest a lot of money to 
meet DEQ water quality requirements for temperature. The new permit that has been deveioped assumes no net 
loss of tree canopy along streams. Allowing development along stream corridors and floodplains could 
undermine a substantial investment of resources. If developers are allowed to remove mature trees near riparian 
areas (even for small streams), Washington County will lose the benefit of the cooling and filtering abilities 
of adequate tree cover for the 20-50 years that it takes to reestablish trees somewhere else.

I recognize that buffer requirements wiii be met, but they address only a part of the problem. A creek that is only 
lined with a buffer width of trees is not a healthy creek. There is so little quality natural space left in Washington 
County within the urban growth boundary. People depend on these remaining strips of green for recreational 
space, a break from the urban environment, and for a variety of ecological functions that they might not even be 
aware occur such as flood containment, water filtration, temperature moderators (tree-shade does wonders for air 
conditioning bilis), and better air quaiity.

In looking at the cost comparisons between different choices and levels of development I ask that you consider 
the full spectrum of costs and benefits. Please do not allow mitigation for strictly and high quality 
moderately limited areas. If mitigation is going to be required the rations need to be higher and public land should 
not be used. For the health of the residents of Washington County there needs to be no net loss in the condition 
of the watershed. High levels of mitigation will lead to a loss in environmental health.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

Janelle St. Pierre
Program Coordinator
Ash Creek Forest Management, LLC
9830 SW McKenzie St.
Tigard, OR 97223

8/10/04

mailto:Ashcreekjsp@aol.com
mailto:lutplan@co.washington.or.us


Proposed changes to the Goal 5 Plan Page 1 of 1

Angela Brown

From: Sudunagunta, Satish [satish_sudunagunta@mentorg.com]
Sent: Monday, August 09,2004 10:46 AM
To: tom.brian@verizon.net; rdrake@ci.beaverton.or.us
Cc: lutplan@co.washington.or.us
Subject: Proposed changes to the Goal 5 Plan

To Whom It May Concern:

I am writing to protest the proposed reductions to the Goal 5 habitat protections in North Bethany.

Northeast Bethany is, as you know, a very rapidly growing area. Our neighborhood schools, Wismer and 
Stoller, are only a few years old and are already at or over capacity. We have no parks in this area, and 
the only Tualatin Hills Park and Recreation land is a small tract that includes a quarry that the Bethany Terrace 
Homeowners Association donated to THP&RD.

The farm land to our immediate north was recently brought inside the Urban Growth Boundary and a developer 
from California

who has a very poor environment history is proposing to build homes on approximately ten acres of land that is an 
environmentally

sensitive area. This area historically has been the home for deer, a herd of approximately 30 elk, a wide variety 
of bird and wildlife species.

It also contains a wetland that drains west into other areas of Bethany. If this area is not protected to the full 
extent of the Goal 5 plan,

a significant opportunity will be lost forever. What could be a wonderful outdoor natural laboratory for more than 
a thousand grade

and middle school students, since it is within two blocks of both schools will be lost forever.

In my opinion, the proposed changes last Thursday by the Tualatin Basin Natural Resources Steering Committee, 
and the rush to approval

within the next week, is unreasonable and irresponsible! With so much at stake for so many, for so long, why 
haven't we the people

been properly notified and given time to digest the proposed changes and provide our comments?
I

I urge that the committee stop and provide a reasonable time to give an opportunity for those living in this area, 
and other concerned citizens

to provide their opinions, pro and con, to these changes. 

Sincerely,

Satish Sudunagunta 
14285 NWGREENWOOD,DR 
Portland, OR 97229

8/9/04

mailto:satish_sudunagunta@mentorg.com
mailto:tom.brian@verizon.net
mailto:rdrake@ci.beaverton.or.us
mailto:lutplan@co.washington.or.us


The Tualatin Natural Resources Coordinating Commi^s^ ^ 

Washington County/DLUT, Planning Division AUn n . . 
1$5 N. 1st Avenue, Suite350-14 -
Hillsboro, Oregon 97124

RE: Written testimony due by August 9,2004 on proposed protections within the 
Tualatin River Basin.

My objection is specific to my property. I strongly object to your existing proposal to 
impose regulatory restrictions to ‘strictly’, ‘moderately’, or ‘lightly’ limit the current or 
future uses of my property. My property is located at 14065 S.W. River Lane with lot 
number 2S116B002501. My property is outside METRO’S urban growth boundary. As 
far as I can tell firom the maps on your website, your arbitrary boundary lines cut far more 
into my property than is necessary. There is a very narrow area that slopes toward the 
intermittent drainage along the North boundary of my property. A bam and horse pasture 
have existed for decades within your proposed restricted area. We may decide in the 
future change our uses or build other structures in the area where you propose 
restrictions. If you decide to move ahead with your plan, I object to any ‘strictly’ limit 
restrictive or regulatory boundary on my property. Any ‘moderately’ or ‘lightly’ limit 
boimdary should include a maximum of 15-feet along the Northern boundary of my 
property. Anything more will be considered a taking of my property rights, uses, and 
values.

Last of all, it has been difficult to get complete information about your process and the 
potential effects to my property. Both the March and July open houses were held when I 
was out of town for the week. In the future, if you are going to have open houses I 
strongly suggest that they be held not just in different locations but also during different 
weeks.

Karl Swanson 
14065 SW River Lane 
Tigard, Oregon 97224



The Tualatin Natural Resources Coordinating Committee 
Washington Coimty/DLUT, Planning Division 
155 N. 1st Avenue, Suite 350-14 
Hillsboro, Oregon 97124

RECEIVED
AUG 0 4 2004

PLANNING DIVISION 
Land Use & Transportation

August 3,2004

RE: Written testimony due by August 9,2004 on proposed protections within the 
Tualatin River Basin.

My objection is specific to our community property. Our Rivermeade Community jointly 
owns and operates a private park at the end of River Lane with lot number 2S116C00600. 
This property is outside METRO’S urban growth boundary. Picnic and play structures, a 
boat ramp and dock, and many other features have existed at the site since the late 
1940’s. These uses have long preceded current and proposed land use restrictions. This 
property is for the use and enjoyment of the members of our community club and can not 
be developed for private homes. We may decide in the future to change our uses or build 
other community recreation features. However, these uses would only be a continuation 
of the community’s long established use of the property.

Maps on your website propose restrictions. If you decide to move ahead with your plan, 
we object to any ‘strictly’, ‘moderately’, or ‘lightly’ limit restrictions on this property. It 
is already protected from residential development and future structures or features that 
are built or replaced at this site by our community would only continue uses established 
over 50 years ago that precede all land use restrictions. Our community, joint owners of 
this property, oppose any restrictions to our use and enjoyment of this property.

Karl Swanson, President
Rivermeade Community Association 
14065 SW River Lane 
Tigard, Oregon 97224
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state of Oregon
Department of Forestry / Department of Revenue 

Notification number; 2004-531-20545 [53116422]

. .Attached is .the Jirocessed informatidh-frorri the Notification of,Operation and/or J^pllcation for Permits.
'■ V: ■ ■ . Please review this Information and retain for future reference.

:x] Ifetice is given 'to the ptate Forester that an Operation wlll.be conducted on the 'lands described herein (ORS 527.670;

[X] A notice is given tb the State Forester, and the Department of Revenue of the Intent to harvest timber (ORS 331.550)

CT:'jForest 't>pcticea restilated .by Washington County -CbiitacE i^ss Van Lob a (503) ’84fi-3872 before operating .Tax lot

KHl^m 'TIMBER HARVRSTINO T8 PART OP. THE PROPOSED OPE^TION:

NOTICE to TIMBER OWNER: Party Owning the harvested timber at. the 
point it Is first tnserured ' is. shown in the oectlbn'marked TIMBER 
OWNER arid is respcpnslble for payment of Oregon timber taxes.

B. Nones TO LAND OWNER: Party shown in the section marked LAND OWNER 
is responsible for reforestation of the site if'so required.

District
Office:

County:
WOSTOT;

Forest Grove 
Forest Grove

Washington

Received by ODP on April 31, 3004 at .OBpCt

ir^/^NRlTTHN PiANS
*15 DAY  WAITING  PER IOD WAIVED*

Waived by Mike Cafferata on 4/22/2004

'hriTTHN"plak may be 'required before certain activities 
ban commence on the Operation.

A WRITTEN PLAN may be required for the situations indicated by an
fcelbw. A WRITTEN FLAN imust be submitted or a Written WAIVER must be 

bbt'aihed from the State'Forester before any portion' of the operation 
oiay'.commenbe',' '

Nifchin 100 feet 6f'B large lake or Type 
[Oar 629-505-170(1)(a))

pe D stream.

********* NOTICE ********
The State Forester has determined that the following 
Items requiring your attention are located wit)iln Or 
adjacent :to’your operation area: • • ■ /flj

[X] Concerns - Resources [X] Water

See Dni' Information on subsequent pages for details

[ ]

- Within 300 feet of a wildlife resource site listed in the 
1984 ODF/ODFW Cooperative Agreement, (OAR 629-605-170(1)(b)]

Within 300 feet of any resource identified, iii the Divlsipna 
645 or 665 of the;administrative rules..- [OAR 629-605-170(l),(c)J

Within .300 feet bf a state or federally listed threatened’
>r.endangered'wildlife resource site. [OAR 629-605-170(1)(d)J

piease contact.the Oregon^Department of Forestry forester named on the 
tTnit Information sheet-for further information on requirements that may 
be necessary to meet before any activity/operation begins. , ,

Signed bp Scott SweilSOn representing the Operator

Scott Swenson 
21530 SW  Meinnis Lane 
Aloha, OR 97007

(Land owner

Opera t'

Scott Swenson 
21530 SW  MeInnis Lane 
^oha, OR  97007
Phone: ( 503, ) 591-8014

Scott Swenson 
21530 Sw Meinnis Lane 
Aloha, OR  97007
Phone: ( 503 ) 591-8014

Timber own:

Scott Swenson 
21530 SW  Meinnis Lane 
Aloha, OR  97007
Phone: ( 503 ) 591-8014

Marvin D. Brow 
State Forester District For



Department of Forestry Notification; 04-20545 [53116422]

Unit; 1 Status: Active 
POMster: Mike Cafferata

eia date: 12/31/2004

Site conditions: Lake or Stream within 100 ft 
Slope of 0% to 35%
No mass soil movement

Acres: 2 Feet: Estimated harvest: 40 MSP
Activity: Road reconstruction Clearing for Land Use 
■Methods: . Qround/LUC

Phone number: (503) 359-7437

FP = 

FPA =

N
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Special Concerns

Code. Desdri'ption

OGB . WltiiiH ; urban Growth, Bpt(Maryt

Water Concern Information

Comment

-S'.. s U • ■f.

Description Classification Rule

Butternut Creek P str-med Hand writtebr^lah 170 a
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My name is Garland Taylor
17235 S.W. 131st Avenue King City, OR 97224 (503)624-3952

RECEIVED
AUG 0 2 200^1

I grew up here in Oregon & 

own an acre in the proposal area.

I am not a land developer & 

have no commercial interests in the area

PLANNING DIVISION 
Land Use & Transportation

i do not believe ANY proposal should be passed until 
ALL landholders are contacted directly & asked for feedback.
I do not recall ever receiving a postcard or meQtlng.tiQtice

Landjjse natural resources

we already suppdflq^e&rrties witli Jhcorne & property taxes

It appears that my small 1 ACRE 

will be restricted to 50% development 
& may include $33,000 fees to the County.

I see the proppsed fees 

as just disguised property-taxes
■ML

Additional fees & redtape 

may actually reduce property_values. 
may reduce revenues to the state & county & 

may reduce the number of businesses & individuals 

coming to the Portland Metro area

I believe current land use regulations are sufficient 
The urban growth boundary regulates development, 

& there are flood plain restriction.

I am against the Goal 5 Program Report 

It promotes unecessary redtape. 
□necessary fees to landholders.

& may actually hurt Oregons economy
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Washington County Dept Land Use 
Written Testimony - TBNRCC/Goal 5 
155 N. First Avenue, Suite 350-14 
Hillsboro, Oregon 97124-3072

August 2,2004

Re: Written Testimony regarding Preliminary Draft - TB Goal 5 
Our land - 0.92 acre at 17235 SW 131st King City, OR 97224

RECE VED
AUG 0 3 2004

PLANNING DIVISION 
Land Use & Transportation

Dear Washington County Dept of Land Use

I was bom here in Oregon. I grew up here and went to college here. I have chosen to raise my family here 
and have practiced as a CPA here in Oregon for over 20 years. I wish to make statements regarding the 
65 pages of “Preliminary draft, Tualatin Basin Goal 5 Program Repotf.

1. To my knowledge, I have NEVER received any correspondence or notice of such a land use plan. I 
have never been informed or invited to any “public meeting”, including today’s meeting. There seems to be 
serious deficiencies in your notification of the public regarding your plan. This is supported by the fact that 
only 240 persons attended the 3 previous open houses {page 1-7). This fact alone should delay any 
implementation of such a proposal. uptiLALLpropertv. holders affected are contacted directly and 
individuals are asked to offer comments regarding any plan. I was 1st contacted only today by a County 
employee regarding the plan & ONLY in response to my email inquiry last Friday. I became aware of 
today’s meeting ONLY from a copy of an email sent last Friday to only a few developers and local 
governmental agencies. I never.received a notice of todays meeting. Ms. Andrea Vinelli of Washington 
County planning department indicated that I was indeed on the counties 35,000 mailing list. I have not 
received any correspondence, to my memory. If 35,000 “postcards” were sent to affected parties, why 
were only 1320 returned (page 1-8)???

2. The proposals in the Goal 5 Program Report appear to be true overkill. We already have regulations 
that preclude any development within FLOOD PLAIN areas. We already have development limitations in 
force through the use of the URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY limits. We don’t need more redtape.

Additional limitations are both confusing and complicated and will unduly challenge approved urban 
growth boundaries in effect. This will lead to reduced property values & taxable development which would 
have increased county/state tax rolls, and a continued exodus of business and individuals from the State 
of Oregon. This will ultimately hurt Oregon’s economy, school budgets, and tax structure.

3. The development limitations imposed on our specific property at 17235 SW 131st Avenue. King City 
Oregon 97224 are ridiculous in relation to the “inventory” of natural assets involved. We are at least 1/2 
mile from the Tualatin River, just outside the 100 year floodplain. Our small 0.92 acre is zoned R9, just 
recently approved within the Urban Growth Boundary. The East third of our property is a mown field under 
which our septic drain field lies. The West half of our acre has maybe 10 fir trees and 20 cottonwood 
trees... the rest is just small scrub brush. There is no creek or water near our property. The closest water 
is a man-made drainage ditch 200 yards away (for Bull Mountain drainage), and the plan strictly limits 
development around that “ditch”. Just behind our home to the West is a large farmers field that is 
currently being developed for 350+ homes. The program wouldn’t affect that development. The land just 
South of us (closer to the Tualatin River) is planned for 44x105’ lots as is the entire property East of us 
across 131st Avenue.

With this R9 residential development already approved - THERE WILL BE NO WILDLIFE IN OUR AREA. 
There is nothing to protect. The area will be 100% residential. Therefore, the plan which limits most of our 
property to “moderately limit” any development is wrong. We contend that no such limitations should apply 
to our land at 17235 S.W. 131st Avenue King City, Oregon 97224. Our land is SURROUNDED by small 
residential lots already developed. Saving a few trees on our land will not keep this area for wildlife - the 
wildlife has been scared off and is virtually gone. Our house is shaking from the construction in the area 6 
days a week, from 7am until dusk...
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4. The plan itself seems to be partially motivated by “revenue generation” for the County. See an ENTIRE 
CHAPTER four on REVENUE TOOLS. This is just wrong and is truly a form of DISGUISED PROPERTY 
TAXES - since it appears that the plan will allow you to develop your property in exchange for MONEY. If 
the plans goal is protect wildlife and natural habitat - then there should be no money involved. If the land is 
sheltered from development, then building on it shouid not be possible - PERIOD.

The proposal of fees for development makes this a BUDGETARY goal for the County and taints your 
proposal in my mind greatly. Everyone knows the state currently has a poor economy and is hurting for 
revenue. That means County government is also hurting for money. Again, I only printed out a copy of the 
plan today, so I have not reviewed it thoroughly, but it appears that since the County is projecting 
$127,000,000 over 20 years (page 4-3) and even more in “fee-in-lieu of mitigation” (page 4-6). This makes 
the plan a real revenue producer for the County, also opening the door for additional “FEES” to cover 
“administrative and program monitoring costs” (page 4-3), or busy work for the County, which will not 
directly be spent to improve wildlife habitat. Again, the program fees proposed really constitute 
ADDITIONAL DISGUISED PROPERTY TAXES for the citizens of Oregon. Our meager 1 acre seems to 
be limited to 50% development and will generate fees to the County of an incredible $33,000, if I choose to 
develop this one acre (page 4-6, Table 4-3). This is truly disheartening.

Your primary purpose (page 1-1) is to “protect natural resources”. That’s a noble goal. HOWEVER, 
any plan to restrict future development should not generate ANY additional fees or revenue to the County.

5. Again, I am a CPA and used to evaluating complex issues. The proposal seems to be written in Greek 
to me. The verbiage is complex and foreign. The fee calculations and complexities are mind boggling. Ms. 
Vinelli today talked of “inventory”... evidently that means those 20 cottonwoods. ANY proposal should be 
written in plain English and should be of limited complexities. There are 65 pages of text in the proposal. 
There are 68 pages of maps involved. The text of any plan should be simple and understandable. This 
proposal is not.

Conclusion
In my mind, the Preliminary Draft was written with little or no public notification or input. Your own numbers 
say that only 240 out of 35,000 people (that’s only ZERO .69%) involved attended meetings. Only 1300 of 
35,000 postcards commented on the proposal. I for one never received notice of meetings, any contact 
from County personnel (until today), or any postcard requesting my feedback. From this letter, you can 
see that I would have made my feelings known... The proposal brags that only a few responses were “less 
supportive of a habitat protection program” and stated that “no new regulations are needed”... However. 
you have reached less than 1% of your 35.000 affected property owners. I suggest that many of the 
affirming responses have been from interested organizations mentioned within your proposal (Audobon 
Society, Raindrops to Refuge, Tualatin Riverkeepers, Partners for Natural Places). The ONLY meaningful 
comments should be from the landowners involved.

In my mind, and as a native of Oregon, our natural areas are'ALREADY protected by current limitations 
defined bv flood plain zones and urban growth boundaries. We need no further County/State regulations. 
In my mind, this proposal is not good for Oregon - it may actually reduce tax revenues from limitations on 
future development. This may result in additional loss of businesses & individuals escaping from Oregon 
regulations and additional disguised property taxes. We are already protecting Oregons resources. Don’t 
place more complicated red tape on Oregonians simply to replace tax revenues lost due to other 
economic factors.

Sincsrej

Garland R/faylor 
17235S?W. 131 St Avenue 
King dlty, Oregon 97224 
(503) 287-5584 day 
(503) 624-3952 home
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---- Original Message-----
From: Garland Taylor [mailto:cpagar@earthlink.net]
Sent: Saturday, August 07,2004 6:28 PM 
To: brian_hanes@co.washington.or.us 
Subject: Goal 5 - Tualatin Valley

TO: Tualatin Basin Natural Resources Coordinating Committee (TBNRCC) 
regarding proposed draft 'Tualatin Basin Goal 5 Program ;
TO: Brian Hanes 
GIS Specialist
Washington County Pianning Division 
155 North First Avenue; Suite 350 MSI 4 
Hillsboro,1 OR 97124 
ph. 503.846.3960 
hrian hanes@co.washinaton.or.us

RE: Written Testimony from residents
Garland R Taylor
17235 S.W. 131st Avenue
King City, Oregon 97224
(503) 624-3952
Dear Coordinating Committee: . • „....
The maps you provided with the proposed draft restrict development (moderate & light on partial) on our 
small 1 acre at 17235 SW 131st Avenue King City, Oregon 97224.1 believe there should be no 
restrictions on our property since all surrounding areas are already in development stages. The 
Edgewater Development by Matrix Development has 400 homes being built just West of our property. 
Another 200 or so have been planned just South of our land. East of 131st Avenue is another 
development of 1000+ homes. We have no water on or near our acre. We only have clumps of old 
cottonwood trees and scrub-brush. We should not be restricted from development, since our land is 
zoned R9 and will have no CONNECTIVITY for wildlife areas. Again, ALL SURROUNDING AREAS ARE 
ALREADY IN DEVELOPMENT STAGES. Our acre is so small, there will be no way for wildlife to live and 
survive in our little area. As lifelong residents of Washington County, we ask you NOT to restrict our, land 
at 17235 SW 131st Ave 97224 from development. Appropriate maps are attached. Prior written testimony 
has also been submitted regarding our land. Copies of this email are being mailed Monday, August 9, 
2004. Thanks for your consideration.
GAR
Garland Taylor, resident at 
17235 Sw 131 St Avenue 
King city, Oregon 97224 
(503) 287-5584 
(503) 287-6370 fax 
CDa@aarlandtavlor.com

mailto:cpagar@earthlink.net
mailto:brian_hanes@co.washington.or.us
mailto:hrian_hanes@co.washinaton.or.us
mailto:CDa@aarlandtavlor.com
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Washington County Dept Land Use 
Written Testimony - TBNRCC/Goal 5 
155 N. First Avenue, Suite 350-14 
Hiilsboro, Oregon 97124-3072

August 2. 2004

Re: Written Testimony regarding Preliminary Draft - TB Goal 5 
Our land - 0.92 acre at 17235 SW 131st King City, OR 97224

Dear Washington County Dept of Land Use

Lnrha^TpSad°aTS-^^^^^^^^^ OrSoi;dJeov^2C£:>!l2mhfS- LI8™ Csh°Sen t0 raise ,amily
65 pages of -Preliminary draft. Tualatin Basin S P?ogram RapolJ- ma Sla,em°nlS ra°a,d"’£l lf,a

iniiilemenMpnnfsuchapronnsnl iintiiA°i.n?nnnrtvKniHClnf,ie,^a/frl.aJ,aj1^^^^^^
individuals are asked to offer comments regarding any plan. I was 1st contacted only today by a Countv
teordal°rr^erSoMi vefplan & °NLYr 'n resPonse to mV email inquiry last Friday. I became aware of X 
today s meeting ONLY from a copy of an email sent last Friday to only a few developers and local
CoumiTa n a9®ncie®• i-Qgyer received a notice of tndavs meeting. Ms. Andrea VInelli of Washington 
County planning department indicated that I was indeed on the counties 35,000 mailing list I have not

=1ya?3y2ZZ\nd1pnS;tSy??^^^^^^

force through the use of the URBAN GROWTH BOUNDARY limits. fflilpnljSISSSi

Additiona! liniitations are both confusing and complicated and will unduly challenge approved urban 
growth boundaries in effect. This will lead to reduced property values & taxable development which would 
have increased county/state tax rolls, and a continued exodus of business and individuals from the State 
of Oregon. This will ultimately hurt Oregon’s economy, school budgets, and tax structure.

3. The development limitations imposed on our specific property at ,17235 SW I3ist Avomip t^innr^iiy 
Oregon 97224 are ridiculous in relation to the "inventory" of natural assets involved. We are at least 1/2 
mile from the Tualatin River, just outside the 100 year floodplain. Our small 0.92 acre is zoned R9. just ' 
recently approved within the Urban Growth Boundary. The East third of our property is a mown field under 
which our septic drain field lies. The West half of our acre has maybe 10 fir trees and 20 cottonwood 
trees... the rest is just small scrub brush. There is no creek or water near our property. The closest water 
is a man-made drainage ditch 200 yards away (for Bull Mountain drainage), and the plan strictly limits 
development around that "ditch". Just behind our home to the West is a large farmers field that Is 
currently being developed for 350+ homes. The program wouldn’t affect that development. The land just 
South of us (closer to the Tualatin River) is planned for 44x105’ lots as is the entire property East of us 
across 131st Avenue.

With this R9 residential development already approved - THERE WILL BE NO WILDLIFE IN OUR AREA. 
There is nothing to protect. The area will be 100% residential. Therefore, the plan which limits most of our 
property to “moderately limir any development is wrong. We contend that no such limitations should apply 
to our land at 17235 S.W. 131 st Avenue King City, Oregon 97224. Our land is SURROUNDED by small 
residential lots already developed. Saving a few trees on our land will not keep this area for wildlife - the 
wildlife has been scared off and is virtually gone. Our house is shaking from the construction in the area 6 
days a week, from 7am until dusk...
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4. The plan itself seems to be partially motivated by "revenue generation” for the County. See an ENTIRE 
CHAPTER four on REVENUE TOOLS. This is just wrong and is truly a form of DISGUISED PROPERTY 
TAXES - since it appears that the plan will allow you to develop your property in exchange for MONEY. If 
the plans goal is protect wildlife and natural habitat - then there should be no money involved. If the land is 
sheltered from development, then building on it should not be possible - PERIOD.

The proposal of fees for development makes this a BUDGETARY goal for the County and taintg vn.T 
proposal in,my mind greatly. Everyone knows the state currently has a poor economy and is hurting for 
revenue. That means County government is also hurting for money. Again, I only printed out a copy of the 
plan today, so I have not reviewed it thoroughly, but it appears that since the County is projecting 
$127,000,000 over 20 years (page 4-3) and even more in “fee-in-lieu of mitigation" (page 4-6). This makes 
the plan a real revenue producer for the County, also opening the door for additional “FEES" to cover 
"administrative and program monitoring costs" (page 4-3), or busy work for the County, which will not 
directly be spent to improve wildlife habitat. Again, the program fees proposed really constitute 
ADDITIONAL DISGUISED PROPERTY TAXES for the citizens of Oregon. Our meager 1 acre seems to 
be limited to 50% development and will generate fees to the County of an incredible $33,000, if I choose to 
develop this one acre (page 4-6, Table 4-3). This is truly disheartening.

Your primary purpose (page 1-1) is to “protect natural resources". That's a noble goal. HOWEVER, 
any.plan to restrict future development should not generate any  additional fees or rpvpnuft tn thf» nn.mty

5. Again. I am a CPA and used to evaluating complex issues. The proposal seems to be written in Greek 
to me. The verbiage is complex and foreign. The fee calculations and complexities are mind boggling. Ms 
Vinelli today talked of “inventory”... evidently that means those 20 cottonwoods. ANY proposal should be 
written in plain English and should be of limited complexities. There are 65 pages of text in the nrnnnsai 
There are 68 pages of maps involved. The text of any plan should be simple and understandable. This 
proposal is not.

Conclusion
In my mind, the Preliminary Draft was written with little or no public notification or input. Your own numbers 
say that only 240 out of 35,000 people (that's only ZERO .69%) involved attended meetings. Only 1300 of 
35,000 postcards commented on the proposal. I for one never received notice of meetings, any contact 
from County personnel (until today), or any postcard requesting my feedback. From this letter, you can 
see that I would have made my feelings known... The proposal brags that only a few responses were “less 
supportive of a habitat protection program" and stated that “no new regulations are needed"... Howfivar 
you have reached less than 1% of your 35.000 affected property owners. I suggest that many of the 
affirming responses have been from interested organizations mentioned within your proposal (Audobon 
Society, Raindrops to Refuge, Tualatin Riverkeepers, Partners for Natural Places). The ONLY meaningful 
comments should be from the landowners involved.

In my mind, and as a native of Oregon, our natural areas are ALREADY protected by current limitations 
defined by flood plain zones and urban growth boundaries. We need no further County/State regulations.
In my mind, this proposal is not good for Oregon - it may actually reduce tax revenues from limitations on 
future development. This may resuit in additional loss of businesses & individuais escaping from Oregon 
regulations and additional disguised property taxes. We are aiready protecting Oregons resources. Don't 
place more complicated red tape on Oregonians simply to replace tax revenues tost due to other 
economic factors.

Sincere

sariand R/Taylor 
17235JSiW. 131st Avenue 
King City, Oregon 97224 
(503) 287-5584 day 
(503) 624-3952 home
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Angela Brown

From: Tewari, Vijay [vijay.tewari@intel.com]
Sent: Monday, August 09, 2004 10:41 AM
To: tom.brian@verizon.net; lutplan@co.washington.or.us
Cc: Tewari, Vijay
Subject: Oppose Urban designantion for North Bethany Area 

Sir,
It is unfortunate to hear that the Tualatin Basin Natural Resources Steering Committee has recommended that the 
Future Urban areas including North Bethany area be transferred to Urban areas which changes the habitat 
protections for the areas under consideration. We are a resident of the Bethany area and chose to live in this area 
due to its proximity to natural vegetation and habitat. The children have utilized this opportunity to the fullest by 
taking nature walks where they can observe the natural residents (plants and animals). It has been a pleasure to 
do this. We are extremely concerned that the change in habitat protection will lead to a loss of natural 
surroundings in the area. This will be a huge loss to the children who have benefited greatly from the natural 
ecology of the area.

We strongly oppose the inclusion of North Bethany as an urban area which leads to a lowering of the habitat 
protection for the area.

Regards
Vijay
Vijay Tewari 
5647 NWCrady Lane 
Portland, OR 97229

8/9/04

mailto:vijay.tewari@intel.com
mailto:tom.brian@verizon.net
mailto:lutplan@co.washington.or.us
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CREEC
Commercial Real Estate Economic CoaBtton

Avc* ♦ Suite L-17 •f- Portland, OR 97204 
(503) 228-9214 Fax (SOS) 223-1659

August 9, 2004

Tualatin Basin Natural Resource Coordinating Committee 
Washington County Department of Land Use and Transportation 
155 North 1st Avenue, Suite 350-14 
Hillsboro, Oregon 97214

Re: TBNRCC's Goal 5 Fish & Wildlife Protection Program 

Dear Members of the TBNRCC:

The Commercial Real Estate Economic Coalition (CREEC), which is composed of 17 trade associations, 
organizations and companies involved in the sale, development and management of retail, office, 
institutional and industrial properties, has followed both the Metro and TBNRCC Goal 5 planning 
processes carefully for several years. There are several aspects of the TBNRCC process that have been 
superior to that of Metro’s, whose work will apply to the rest of the metropolitan area:

The collaboration of Washington County, its urban jurisdictions and selected special districts is a 
model for sound planning and assures that the regional Goal 5 program will be more appropriately 
tailored to the characteristics and needs of the Jun'sdictions where it is implemented.

TBNRCC has been able to refine Metro natural resource inventory in a technically credible manner by 
using the already-completed local Goal 5 inventories of its local Jurisdictional partners. Nevertheless, 
because of its agreement with Metro, TBNRCC has not been able to undertake major modifications of 
the inventory even when it may have been warranted. From the beginning, CREEC has expressed 
concerns about the scope and accuracy of the regional inventory and the controversial political 
decision to deem all resources as "regionally significant" regardless of their environmental value.

■ In its ESEE analysis, TBNRCC has acknowledged the importance of job preservation/creation by
designating all employment land as "high value”, thus, subjecting It to slightly less stringent regulation 
than other land use categories. ■ ■jJ ': ‘ 1 • ■

However, CREEC has the following concerns with the proposed regulatory program/funding package:

■ It is our understanding that on individuaT sites with riparian resources, Metro's Goa! 5 inventory 
overlaps with and, in most cases, extends beyond the acreage already designated for Title 3/Goals 6-7 
regulation. Implemented through Clean Water Services' (CWS) storm water manual and local zoning 
codes, property within the Title 3 riparian corridors are essentially "no-touch" and must be upgraded to 
a "good" condition when development/redevelopment occurs anywhere on the site. Thus, it is only the 
increment, that is, acreage lying between the edge of the Title 3 resources and the mapped Goal 5 
resource that will be subject to the new TBNRCC regulations. However, this incremental impact has 
not been calculated. Of the approximately 17,000 acres in the Metro inventory within the Tualatin 
Basin, ive do not know if Title 3 lands comprise 20%, 50% or 90% of total acreage. Thus, we cannot 
accurately evaluate the additional impacts associated with regional Goal 5 implementation above and 
beyond the already sizable Title 3 impacts. Moreover, we need more information how the TBNRCC 
regulations relate to existing Goal 5 regulations already incorporated in local zoning codes.

Associated Builders & Contractors Associated. GeneraJ Contractors Certified Commercial Investment Members of 
ommercial Investment Real Estate Institute Columbia Corridor Aseociation Commercial Aesoclation of realtors * +■ 

Internabonal Council of Shopping Centers 7 National Aasodation of Industrial fit Office Properties 4 Olson Engineering 
nc. Mortgage Lenders Association ♦ Portland Metropolitan Association of Building Owners fit
Managers 4- Providence Health Systems 4- Retail Task Force 4- SoHnitser Investment Corp. Society of Indus-
trial and Office realtors * Westside Economic Alliance
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Letter to TBNRCC 
August 9, 2004 
Page 2

The proposed 50% increase in Storm Water Management (SWM) fee from the existing $4 to $6/month 
per equivalent dwelling unit (EDU) could have a significant impact on non-residential uses, including 
many of the basin’s largest and most economically important businesses and institutions. Although ive 
feel it is preferable that the costs of .general upgrade/restoraUon of the basin’s natural resources be 
borne by all property owners rather than shifted to the commercial/industnal sectors, the collective 
Impact of increasing system development charges (SDCs), fees and taxes could impede economic 
development just as we are coming out of a major recession. Moreover, there has not been sufficient 
technical support for investing $127 million in such environmental improvements over 20 years. We 
would propose the institution of a lesser SWM increase to fund demonstration projects, and based on 
the success of these, TBNRCC could then build the technical and political case for subsequent 
increases if warranted.

We are also concerned about the stringent restoration requirements and in-lieu-of-fee requirements for 
affected property owners whose sites contain Goal 5 resources. As noted above, in most cases, these 
property owners are already subject to Title 3 regulations that are among the most stringent in the 
region. This is a concern for two reasons: 1) cumulative costs of doing business in the basin will be 
make the Portland metropolitan area less competitive; and 2} it Is likely to result in significant loss of 
development capacity. Of course, because we do not have an accurate take on the total Goal 5 
acreage affected less Title 3 land, it is not possible to calculate the potential loss of development 
capacity. However, if the loss is significant, neither TBNRCC nor Metro has acknowledged explicitly 
that full implementation of the regional Goal 5 program will likely result In the need for a compensatory 
UGB expansion, since <x>ntinued up^zoning of commercial, institutional and industrial land has its 
practical limits. Of course, regional UGB expansions will be increasingly contentious in coming years 
given the growing urban/agricultural conflict. ■ Moreover, because Metro has not formally recognized 
the need for sub-regional analysis, there is no guarantee that lost development capacity in Washington 
County will be replaced nearby.

CREEC asks that TBNRCC proceed with caution in making its decision about this proposed regulatory 
program and funding package. Ideally, the decision should be delayed until a determination of the total 
acreage affected has been undertaken. This is not unreasonable given that Metro has decided to delay 
the adoption of its own program until next year. In the meantime, CREEC is committed to working 
collaboratively with the TBNRCC partners. Our members understand the value and importance of a 
healthy ecosystem. However, we also need to be able to sustain a healthy economy to maintain the 
quality of life that all Oregonians value. Thank you for the opportunity to provide this input

Sincerely,

Mike Tharp, Chair
Commercial Real Estate Economic Coalition
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Angela Brown

From: Cheryl Thoen [cthoen@teleport.com]
Sent: Saturday, August 07,2004 5:35 PM
To: tom.brian@verizon.net
Cc: lutplan@co.washington.or.us
Subject: Reduced protection for North Bethany habitats

I have recently learned that, on Thursday August 5th, the Tualatin Basin Natural Resources Steering committee 
proposed significant reductions to the Goal 5 habitat protections in North Bethany. I’m writing to let you know that 
I oppose the proposal to move Future Urban areas to an Urban designation. I believe that this would result in the 
ioss of protection for significant North Bethany habitats. It’s important to protect those non-urban habitats still 
remaining.

Cheryl Thoen 
2933 NW53rd Dr.
Portland, OR 97210

8/9/04

mailto:cthoen@teleport.com
mailto:tom.brian@verizon.net
mailto:lutplan@co.washington.or.us


Thornton and Associates, Inc.
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increase (irotections for a continuous ecologically viable stream corridor 
for fish and wildlife habitat Scientific research in the Tualatin Valley has linked 
wide and continuous .streamside or riparian vegetation to the health of rivers and 
w'atersheds and the integrity of fish and wildlife habitat. Wide, healthy and continuous 
stream corridors reduce the impacts of adjacent urban development in the watershed and 
will be vital to local compliance with the Clean Water and Endangered Species Act (for 
threatened stcelhcad). All primary function habitats, that provide the most important 
ecological functions, should be strictly protected!

No-net loss of riparian habitats: Development must avoid and minimi/.e impacts to 
riparian habitats, but any habitat loss must be mitigated at least 1:2 ratio. 1:3 for the highest 
value habitats.-We cannot increase over-all watershed health with a net ioss of riparian 
habitat!

Protect trees and upland forests. Protect upland forest areas For terrestrial wildlife, 
especially birds, and water quality. Urban forest canopy also reduces the volume of 
stormwater run-otYdischarged to streams through pipes. Trees also can improve water 
quality and cool and clean the air in our neighborhoods. The Tualatin Ba.sin needs a 
consistent and strong basin-wide tree ordinance to protect upland forests and maintain the 
multiple values oftrees in our communities.

Protect Habitats of Concern: The Tualatin Basin plan must apply the strongest 
protections possible for "Habitats of Concern." These are habitats that support one or more 
of than 50 species listed as sensitive, at risk, or threatened, or with extinction.

mailto:tennise@qwest.net


August 9,2004

The Tualatin Basin Natural Resources Coordinating Committee 
Washington County
Department of Land Use and Transportation 
Planning Division 
155 N. 1st Avenue, Ste 350-14 
Hillsboro, OR 97124

WM. ■ 0 Q

%

Regarding: Comments on the proposed Tualatin Basin Goal 5 program; protecting fish & wildlife habitat

I wish this letter to be placed into written testimony for the hearing that was held August 2,2004. I 
understand that the comment period extends to August 9,2004 until 5:00 pm.

Doesn't this effort just make you feel good about yourselfl? Metro, cities and coimties are stepping 
forward to inhibit property rights of local residents in the name of natural resource protection. The cities, 
county and Metro are in the process of converting farmland to industrial land. Human demand consumes 
thousands of acres of Tualatin valley wildlife habitat for residential use. Goal 5 is being imposed so that 
this society can feel that they have done something 'green' in nature so that they feel good about the 
development.

Specific to my wife and me; Goal 5 protections mandate that we have a severely restricted ability to build 
on our property. Our land is in the urban growth boimdary of Hillsboro. We have 435 feet of frontage on 
a county road. We have lived on the property for 24 years. We knew that we had the potential to build 
on our land when the city limits moved out by annexation. Now Goal 5 comes forward and snaps that 
away. On one hand society through government is consuming enormous acreage of premium valley 
farmland for residential and industrial uses. On the other hand, it prevents landowners the right to realize 
the full value of their property. Maybe the Wood Village resident, Glen Edgerton, had the right idea. 
With vague, undefined provisions about future wildlife habitat protections and the effect on landowners, 
the only action left is to decide upon drastic action. Wait you say, "It’s a work in progress"!! Wait so that 
goverrunent entities have time to impose more binding restrictions.

My point is this; do not be imbending on implementing fish and wildlife habitat protection. If hurts some 
people financially, the scope is large. We chose to let our property have natural vegetation. Our 
nei^bors cleared theirs years ago for pasture. They are preparing to build houses on their land. We will 
be at the least restricted, the worst banned from building homes. Be reasonable with your decision 
making. You have the power to hurt people as well as help people. Do not be over zealous. What can I 
say at this point to minimize the impact of Goal 5 restrictions? Goverrunent is forcing this upon 
landowners and the individual has little or no impact on the outcome.

Brad Toman
31400 NW Camp Ireland St 
Hillsboro, OR 97124

Home telephone, 503-648-2633 
Work telephone, 503-945-8668
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2300 N.E. Brookwood Parkway 
Hillsboro, Oregon 97124

Phone; (503) 615-9000 
FAX: (503) 615-8900 
http://www.triquint.com

August 6,2004

Tom Brian, Chair 
And Members

Tualatin Basin Goal 5 Natural Resources Coordinating Committee 
c/o Washington County/DLUT, Planning Division 
155 N. 1st Avenue, Suite 350-14 
Hillsboro, OR 97124

RECEIVED. 
AUG 0 6 2GQ4

LAND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES 
LAND USE & TRANSPORTATION

RE: TriQiunt Comments: Proposed Tualatin Basin Goal 5 ALP Map Designations
And Program Concepts.

Dear Chair Brian and Conunittee Members:

First, we would like to thank you for allowing us to comment oh these new proposals.

Second, we would like to state that TriQuint’s goals ^e consistent with the endeavors of 
the Basin Project. This consistency is supported by the fact that TriQuint purchased 
property in Dawson Creek Park South Owners Association where 29 acres have been 
developed to create additional wetlands and natural space for wildlife as a part of our 
storm water management system that was required by Clean Water Services and the City 
of Hillsboro several years ago. As a result, we feel TriQuint continues to be a good 
neighbor, while creating jobs in our area to support our local community.

TriQuint would like to recommend that the Basin Approach to project mitigation tools 
include (1) applying past investments in Goal 5 resource protection, made by proposed 
projects that expand existing land uses, as well as (2) ongoing costs incurred by sponsors 
of such expansion projects to support existing wetlands and other natural places, as 
reasonable mitigating actions. Also, the value of these past investments and ongoing 
costs should factor into estimating in-lieu mitigation fees if such expansion projects 
choose that method of on-site mitigation. In addition, property owners should be 
compensated for property that can no longer be developed, or the cost to develop is 
significantly increased. Our recommendations are supported by the following facts.

AN EQUAL OPPORTUNITY AFFIRMATIVE ACTION EMPLOYER

http://www.triquint.com


Dawson Creek Park South has 139 acres. When the park was developed, 29 acres were 
set aside for wildlife habitat as a common area. This common area is highly developed 
and includes:

• A sophisticated pump house and well system.
• 7 separate ponds.
• Each pond is provided with fresh well water to maintain high water quality 

for the wildlife.
• Paved walking paths with bridges, benches, patios and viewing areas.
• Professional landscaping with trees, shrubs, irrigation, natural spaces, fine 

green lawn and other amenities.
• The annual cost to support the natural spaces and common areas for 

Dawson Creek Park South has averaged $278K for the past seven years 
and will continue into the flxtiure. These costs are paid by the property 
owners in the park. See attached budget recap.

Dawson Creek Park created 29 additional acres of natural spaces because we are 
concerned about the environment. In addition, the common areas require a significant 
annual investment to maintain. Even with all this environmental support, we now learn 
that the proposal creates further limitations on developable land that will increase our 
cost to complete our master site plans for the use of our property.

As a property owner, we feel imduly penalized for being environmentally conscious 
when our property was developed. It could be argued from a business point of view that 
we would have benefited by not creating these natural spaces, and then the new Goal 5 
map would not impact the cost of continuing to develop our property.

TriQuint was fully aware of then-applicable site development and resource enhancement 
costs it would have to incur to support the common natural areas and water quality/storm 
water management facilities within Dawson Creek Park when we purchased our property 
several years ago. In addition, we also analyzed the cost to develop the land according to 
the existing CCR’s on the property. Most of the set backs for development purposes 
average 25 feet. However, the proposed Basin Approach Program will increase our site 
expansion development costs beyond these known (and accepted) costs to protect ponds 
that were built for storm water management (and not to create wetlands). Had we been 
aware of these facts when we purchased the property, we should have paid less in order 
to achieve the same net present value from our investment.

Our review of the proposed map indicates that TriQuint will be impacted by both Strictly 
Limit and the Lightly Limit mitigation (or in-lieu fees) requirements when we build the 
next phase of our master site plan. Not only will we be precluded from developing some 
of our property by the Strictly Limit ALP designations, the Lightly Limit designation 
within our property could cost TriQxiint an additional $260,000 to expand our facilities 
and supporting infrastructure. When we add this to our annual cost to support the 
existing natural areas in the park, our ability to be competitive in the semiconductor 
industry will be impacted.



In summary, we strongly feel that property owners who have created natural spaces 
(where they once did not exist) should be given credit for the value of these man-made 
environmental assets (that are actually high-quality designed storm water management 
facilities) against required Basin Approach on-site mitigation requirements or in-lieu 
mitigation fees. In addition, for portions of our property that are classified “Strictly 
Limit” but allowed to be developed under our existing OCR’s, the property owner should 
either (1) be allowed to develop according to its master plan; or (2) be compensated for 
the loss of developable land as the right to develop these portions of the property have 
already vested.

Thank you for your consideration of our recommendations. 

Sincerely,

Jeff A. Killian
Director of Oregon Finance
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Dawson Creek Park South Owners' Association 
Financial Overview

OPERATING INCOME:
Assessment • South 
Assessment - North 
Assessment - Private 
Interest Income 
Other Income

TOTAL OPERATING INCOME

OPERATING EXPENSES:
Repairs & Maintenance 

Repairs & Maintenance Salaries 
Electrical
Other Building Maintenance 
Grounds Maintenance 
Landscaping Contract • South 
Landscaping Contract - North 
Landscaping Contract - Private 
Repairs & Supplies - South 
Repairs & Supplies - North 
Security Contract

Subtotal
Electricity - South 
Electricity-North 
Sewer 
Insurance
Management Fees - South 
Management Fees - North 
Management Fees - Private 
Administrative & Operating 
Audit/Tax Fees 
Legal Fees
TOTAL OPERATING EXPENSES 

SOUTH ASSESSMENTS PER YEAR:

1999
Actuals

S274.418

2004
2003
2002
2001
2000
1999
100B

2000
Actuals

2001
Actuals

2002
Actual

2003
Actual

$299^94

$1,995.46
$1,923.78
$2,000.65
$1,843.59
$1,657.55
$1,710.52
«i oni OA

5286,022 5262,886 5267,068 5262,871

$
$
5
$
$

216,405
28,790
12,594
5,437
8,880

$
$
5
$
5

177,505
30,286

8,074
3,720

$ : 
5 
$
$
5

237,941
32,224
12,624

632

$ 218,462 
$ 33,412 
$ 12,624
5 302
$ (1443)

$ : 
$
$
$
$

225,248
35,412
12,624

360

5272,106 5219,585 5275497 5 283,421 5 261,016 5 263457 S 273,644

$ 5 $ 324 5 38 5 5 $
$ 439 5 58 $ 57 $ . S 400 5 $ 400
5 - $ - $ 13,364 5 4,685 $ •
$ 9,815 $ 20,199 $ 2,163 $ 4,007 5 12,000 $ . $ 5,400
$ 84,698 $ 82,188 $ 84,304 $ 83435 $ 83,460 5 83,469 $ 83,472
$ 14,424 $ 16,274 $ 16,358 S 16411 $ 16,320 $ 16411 $ 16420
$ 8,238 $ 10,980 5 10,980 $ 10,980 5 10,980 $ 10,980 $ 10,980
$ 41,644 $ 60,161 $ 50,830 $ 37,390 $ 36,447 $ 32,534 $ 61,168
5 7,999 $ 9,565 $ 12,226 $ 4,715 $ 3,151 $ 3,653 $ 7,232
5 16,524 5 13,094 5 11,803 5 13,397 $ 13,200 $ 13,320 $ 13,525
$ 183,781 $ 212,519 5 202,409 5 1174,858 5 175,958 5 160,267 $ :198,497
5 29,599 5 29,995 $ 27,251 5 34,752 $ 36,000 5 41497 s 42,000
5 5,983 5 3,752 $ 3,890 $ 5,122 5 5,100 $ 4,718 s 5,100
$ - S - $ (1,043) $ - 5 • 5 . $ •
5 8,679 5 8,032 5 8,104 5 10415 5 11,186 $ 16,672 $ 5,085
5 30,912 5 30,912 $ 31,332 $ 30,675 $ 29,424 5 29,424 $ 32,134
5 5,616 5 5,616 $ 4,590 $ 3,984 5 3,756 $ 3,756 $ 4,376
5 1,584 $ 1,584 5 1,497 5 1,644 5 1,644 $ 1,644 $ 1,647
$ 4,132 $ 3,442 $ 3,996 $ 1465 5 1,500 S 1,122 $ 2,700

$ 371 5 1,500 $ 2,973 $ .
$ 4,132 $ 3,442 $ 3,996 5 - $ 1,000 $ 998 $ 1,000

5292,539



TUALATIN Riverkeepers 7

(503) 590-58
16! 07 SW Roy Rogers Rd. Sherwood, OR 97140

fax: (503) 590-6702 • www.tualatinriverkeepers.prg 
email: info@tuaIatinriverkeepers.org

Date: June 23,2004
To: Tualatin Basin Natural Resources Steering Committee 
RE: Goal 5 Tree Program

We appreciated Barbara Fryer’s presentation on Beaverton’s Scenic Tree Program last 
Thursday. We see a comprehensive basin-wide urban forestry program as an essential part 
of the Tualatin Basin Goal 5 program and have the following recommendations.

OVERALL PROGRAM CHARACTERISTICS
1. The tree program should promote preservation and increase of the urban forest 

canopy across the landscape and not just limit itself to riparian areas or 
headwaters.

2. The program should be comprehensive, including regulatoiy, educational, 
technical services and incentive elements that both promote tree canopy 
preservation and increase in urban forest canopy.

In order to make a strong financial case for the program, functional ecological 
benefits should be quantified and monetized. Such accounting of the 
benefits of urban trees can be used to facilitate performance monitoring and 
adaptive management, to determine the proper level of investment in trees, and 
to justify mitigation fees and fines. The financial performance of 
municipalities may also benefit:

With the new GASB 34 rule, set to begin in 2004, governments will have to 
report their assets on an accrual basis-that is to account for the monetary 
value of their infrastructure assets throughout their lifespans and factor in 
depreciation. Here's where trees come in: Calculating the monetary value of 
trees for Improving air and can be worth billions in a city. Counting urban 
forests as assets boosts a government's financial performance and improves 
bond rating. The Center for Neighborhood Technology in New York is starting 
to do a pilot study to explore the feasibility of this. Watch for this to develop.

- www.urbanforests.org

Ecological benefits of trees that should be accounted for include:
. Removal of sulfur dioxide, carbon monoxide, ozone, nitrogen dioxide, and 

particulate matter from the atmosphere,
• Carbon sequestration,
• Summer energy savings from shading, associated cost savings and carbon 

output avoidance,
• Groundwater recharge,
• Erosion, landslide, and flood prevention and property loss cost savings
• Reduction in noise pollution
• Property value increase
• Stormwater control and avoided cost to stormwater management system.

The Tualatin Riverkeepers is a community-based organization working to protect and restore Oregon's Tualatin River ^tem.
The Tualatin Riverkeepers builds watershtjd stewardship through public education, access to nature, citizen involvement and advocacy.

http://www.tualatinriverkeepers.prg
mailto:info@tuaIatinriverkeepers.org
http://www.urbanforests.org


In particular, quantification of stormwater management benefits is needed to justify 
expenditure of stormwater management fees on the program. Formulas for stormwater 
runoff have been developed in the Urban Hydrology for Small Watersheds model (TR-55) 
by U.S. Natural Resources Conservation Service.

GOALS
The program should have specific measurable milestones and objectives. We suggest 
the program adopt the urban forest canopy goals recommended by American Forests in 
their study. Regional Ecosystem Analysis for the Willamette/Lawer Columbia Region of 
Northwestern Oregon and Southwestern Washington State.

40% tree canopy overall 
50% tree canopy in suburban residential zones 
25% tree canopy in urban residential zones 
15% tree canopy in the central business districts 

In addition to the overall canopy objectives, we encourage adoption of the following goals:
1. Retain current upland and riparian canopies
2. Re-establish lost riparian canopy and forest corridors
3. Maintain/restore diversity of tree ages and native species
4. Provide tree cover in the context of natural wooded areas - large coimected 

tracts, appropriate understory vegetation

KEY PROGRAM ELEMENTS
We see the following elements as key to a tree canopy preservation and enhancement 
program: ,

1. Baseline inventory. Goal 5 inventory supplemented by local tree inventories from 
THPRD and cities with tree programs.

2. Designation of Urban Forest Commission or Board, their responsibilities/authority.
3. The program should gamer public support.
4. Performance should be evaluated against standards on a periodic basis.
5. Enforcement methods and designation of body responsible for enforcement.
6. Funds should be available for 

baseline inventory
community education, tree maintenance assistance 
enforcement, follow-up inspections 
urban forester and qualified site inspector positions 
technical advising for commission when requested I
long-term evaluation of plan effectiveness 
restoration efforts, outreach to volunteer organizations 
evaluation of plan effectiveness on a periodic (3-year) basis

Carbon trading should be added into the mix of potential funding opportunities. Energy 
producers, such as power plants could meet part of their air pollution reduction 
requirement by obtaining "credits" from those who have forests or agricultural land to 
sequester carbon from the atmosphere. Oregon House Bill 2200 authorized the State 
Forester to establish programs to market, register, transfer or sell forestry carbon offsets on 
behalf of state forestland beneficiaries, the Forest Resource Trust, and other non-federal 
forest landowners. A bill in the U.S. Senate proposes to a similar program on a national 
scale. Locally, PacifiCorp is investing in reforestation for carbon sequestration to mitigate



for the impacts of their fossil fuel power plants. Portland General Electric was lead 
sponsors of Friends of Trees, five-year “Seed the Future” urban tree campaign.

In reviewing various municipal tree ordinances, we are concerned that mitigation standards 
based upon diameter at breast height (DBH) fall far short of mitigating for the temporal 
impacts. For example, replacing a 200 year old, 24” DBH Oregon white oak with twelve 
2” Oregon white oaks may not achieve replacement for functional values lost for a hundred 
years or more. Further, we urge that mitigation requirements and penalties for non- 
compliance be at a level sufficient to provide a disincentive to loss of critical functional 
values.

Thank your for consideration of our recommendations for tree canopy protection and 
enhancement in the Tualatin Basin Goal 5 program.

Sincerely,

Brian Wegener
Watershed Watch Coordinator

Susan Murray
TRK Citizen Action Committee



July 29,2004

Lee VanDomelen 
4380NWLeisyRd. 
Hillsboro, Or 971:24

JUL 3 0 200VJsssaL
The Tualatin Basin Natural Resource Coordination Committee 
Washington Coi irty
Dept, of Land tJs<! & Transportation, Planning Div.
155 N. First Avc.! Suite 350-14 
Hillsboro, Or 97124

Gentlemen:

The purpose of ihis letter is to provide written testimony at the public hearing on August 
2,2004. 1

I am totaling ageist your proposed natural resource protection program. I am against its 
concept, implementation and bureaucratic regulations. Government is once again trying 
to confiscate prijviite land without renumeration. Oh you say, we are not taking the land 
we are only placing restrictions and telling the land owners what they can't do with their 
land. But you dp allow them to continue to pay property taxes and fund your 
bureaucratic ni^imare.

Why do you thi^; mother nature needs you to protect the wildlife. I would doubt if 
anyone involved including the “experts” really know anything about nature. You are 
promoting wildlii e habitat in the middle of an urban area. Did you happen to think this is 
not natural and you are going to cause problems, even deaths.

Did you know tpi 
doesn’t, the pro, 
on the poor lam 
bears and cougars

ere are cougars and bears living in those woods? If, and I truly hope it 
pam continues and you heap a multitude of regulations and restrictions 
owner to fund your empires you are going to start killing people. Yes 
?. do kill people, especially in your bureaucratic dream world.

Did you know i: 
You say you an 
you aware of thj 
City wouldn’t I! 
Well guess what, 
battery of Attorn

is against the constitution to take peoples land without reimbursement? 
not taking the land only regulating it. Baby that is the same thing. Are 

! Supreme Court ruling on A-boy Electric verses the City of Tigard. The 
it A-boy build on their own land because of the goverrunental foot path, 

the City lost. I hope you are prepared. Maybe you need to hire a 
i<ys to cover you at taxpayer expense.

We don’t need Vdu, we don’t want you. I fully expect the next thing our wonderful 
government wifi ly to regulate is motherhood.



II lyoi i would likk pie to meet he committee in person I would be happy to do so. I really 
h [pejthere is somjone in our vonderful government that cares about the rights of the land 

ler instead m their kingdo n. It is just sinful that a landowner has to hire a land use 
tomb' at $3QO[00 per hour lo do something on his land that the constitution guarantees.

ahDo 
edmaii. r ;tum receipt requested
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A1 Waibel
22495 NW Quatama Rd. 
Hillsboro, Oregon 97124

Metro Goal 5
600 NE Grand Ave. 
Portland, Oregon 97232 

Attn. Justin Houk

Dear Mr. Houk,

O

APR Z6 2004
. PUNfraniVISIOM land Us^i&Transportatfo.

April 9,2004

This letter is in regard to the Metro Goal 5 proposed overlays, as it relates to family 
property currently titled to my mother, Mrs. Wilhelmina E. Waibel. The property is 
located at the northwest quadrant of the intersection of Rood Bridge Road and the 
Tualatin River, in Washington County, adjacent to the Hillsboro city boundary (tax lot 
number 1S208DD03500). This letter is a continuation of both our phone conversations 
and of the written communications, particularly of the letter and data sent to you on the 
24th of September, 2003. For over 100 years the property use has been split between 
cropland (about 10 acres), orchard and rotation woodlot (about 2 acres) and preserved 
native vegetation (including mature Doug. Fir, about 2 acres).

We are now nearing the end of an extensive invasive species removal and clean-up of the 
Waibel property along Rood Bridge Road. By far, extensive growths of Himalayan 
blackberry constituted the greatest problem, though English ivy, feral cherry, hawthorn, 
filbert and plum also contributed. During the last nine months we have achieved the 
completion of the bulk of the major removal and clean-up along the western and southern 
portions of the agriculture area where the growths had invaded both the crop and the 
orchard. The clean-up areas included opening up from blackberries an historic apple tree 
that was planted by the original DLC holder near the southeastern comer of the property.

Mr. Houk, it is our expectation that you and your colleagues at Metro will be able to 
rectify some of the errors perpetrated by the City of Hillsboro’s Goal 5 map.
As you may recall, we take issue with some of the boundaries and classifications on the 
maps and overlays as part of the proposed Goal 5. Please be assured that all of us are in 
full support of the Goal 5 endeavors. We do, however, expect Goal 5 botmdaries to be 
scientifically honest and technically defensible. Line-drawing on air-photos, unsupported 
by site visits, is not a substitute for scientific observations and a posteriori conclusions. 
One proposed botmdary, “wetlands”, best illiterates problems with some of the 
boundaries shown on your maps. The Oregon Division of State lands defines wetlands as 
“those areas that are inundated or saturated by surface or ground water at a frequency 
and duration sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do support, a 
prevalence of vegetation typically adaptedfor life in saturated soul conditions>\ The 
three criteria that are used to determine wetlands are hydrology, substrate and biota. The 
biota (flora and fauna) and the substrata (soil) of much of the area covered by the red



overlay “local wetland” for the Waibel property are clearly incompatible with the 
scientific and legal definition of wetlands as defined by the Oregon Division of State 
Lands. At your suggestion the following photos and comments are provided with 
expectation that scientific and legal definitions would prevail over the technically 
indefensible boundary lines as currently shown.

Area 1 Northwest comer of the property and adjacent northern and western
property lines, cropland.

Reason for discussion: Orthophoto maps provided by you in October 2003
shows landscape plantings in the fenced yards of housing adjacent to this area as having 
been given “Forested Patches >= 1 Acre” designation, with an overlap onto the Waibel 
property.

Please find attached for Area 1 three photos and a black-and-white copy of a 
county aerial photo (the aerial photo was probably taken at about 1990) with reference 
points for the three photos. Please note, the circles added to the aerial photo indicate the 
locations from which each of the photos was taken. The number within the circle 
corresponds to the number on the photo sheet. The arrow from each circle indicates the 
view direction of the photo.

Photo 1 Taken from the northwestern comer of the property, looking east 
along the northern property line.

Photo 2 Taken from the northwestern comer of the property, looking south 
along the western property line. Please note the wooden yard fencing along the property 
line at the right of the photo. Please note the overhanging landscaping trees from adjacent 
yards over the Waibel property. Also please note the fresh scraped ground between the 
crop and the fencing where massive Himalayan blackberry growth has just been removed 
and burned.

Clearly shown in the background of photo 2 please note the many well established 
Douglas fir trees growing on the slope between the rotation woodlot big-leaf maple and 
the river to the south. As you are well aware, the big-leaf maple on the upper and mid-
slope, and the old and healthy Douglas fir of the mid-slope are prima facie evidence that 
those areas caimot be wetlands.

Photo 3 Taken from the central western property line looking north to the 
northwestern comer of the property. Please note the backyard landscape trees to the west 
of the property line.

Conclusion: The designated “Forested Patches >= 1 Acre” of this Area 1 as shown on 
the Metro overlay appears to have been based on yard landscaping and probably some of 
the now-removed Himalayan blackberry growth. We would suggest that there is no 
“Forested Patches >= 1 Acre” overlapping onto this portion of the Waibel property. It is



none of our affair as to the clumping of landscaping in adjacent fenced backyards as a 
“Forested Patches >= 1 Acre”.

Area 2 The southern and southwestern portion of the property; cropland, orchard.
rotation woodlot, and native species areas.

Reason for discussion: Orthophoto map overlay provided by you in
October 2003 shows all strongly vegetated areas to be “local wetlands”, “Habitats of 
concern”, and “Forested Patches >= 1 Acre”.

Please find attached for Area 2 three photos and a black-and-white copy of a 
coimty aerial photo (the aerial photo was probably taken at about 1990) with reference 
points for the three photos. Please note, the circles added to the aerial photo indicate the 
locations from which each of the photos was taken. The number within the circle 
corresponds to the number on the photo sheets. The arrow from each circle indicates the 
view direction of the photo.

Photo 1 Taken from the cropland looking west and southwest. Background, 
from the right edge to the center of the photo, are big-leaf maple, part of the rotation 
woodlot. Center left background are two Douglas fir trees with diameters of about 2 and 3 
feet. These two trees have been preserved and are not included in the woodlot cutting 
rotation. On the left side of the photo, behind the vehicle, is a large European chestnut, 
about 100 years old, used for the nut crop. Down-slope, almost out of view is part of the 
native species area that we have preserved throughout the years. Note, in the foreground, 
the irrigation standpipes used to irrigate the crop throughout the summer.

Photo 2 Taken from the farm track near the edge of the tree line looking 
west. In the foregroimd are remnants of invasive berry vines that have almost completely 
been cleared. Backgroimd, from the right of the photo to the center, are big-leaf maple, 
part of the rotation woodlot. Behind the vehicle are two Douglas fir trees with diameters 
of about 2 and 3 feet. These two trees have been preserved and are not included in the 
woodlot cutting rotation. On the left side of the photo is a large European chestnut, about 
100 years old, used for the nut crop. Behind the chestnut are big-leaf maple that are 
included in the rotation woodlot.

Photo 3 Looking west, into a portion Of the orchard. The thick-trunked tree
on the right is a cherry tree, approximately 70 years old. Behind the cherry tree are big- 
leaf maple, part of the rotation woodlot. Center, mid-way back, is a small fir, one of a 
number of rotation plantings used for Christmas Trees. Behind the Christmas tree are 
some plum trees. In front of the vehicle are some young fruit trees, planted in 2000. 
Behind the vehicle is a pear tree, about 80 years old.



Conclusion: All of the treed areas shown, the fruit trees, the Douglas fir, the chestnut 
and the maple, are included in the “local Wetlands” designation. This suite of trees cannot 
thrive in a wetlands environment. The fact that these specific trees dominate the area and 
are healthy and have thrived for multiple decades is prima facie evidence that this area is 
not wetlands.

Area 3 South and southeastern portion of the property, including area adjacent to
the new bridge construction; orchard, rotation woodlot, native species areas.

Reason for discussion: Orthophoto map overlay provided by you in
October 2003 shows all of this area as “local Wetlands”, extending from the river, across 
the river bench, up the slope, and out into the cropland. The proposed wetlands boundary 
and the existing thriving flora contradict each other. Both the wetlands and the habitat of 
concern boundaries on the Metro overlay maps provided by you seem to be based solely 
on the philosophy that trees observed on air photos equal both wetlands and habitat of 
concern.

Please find attached for Area 3 five photos and a black-and-white copy of a 
coimty aerial photo (the aerial photo was probably taken at about 1990) with reference 
points for the five photos. Please note, the circles added to the aerial photo indicate the 
locations from which each of the photos was taken. The number within the circle 
corresponds to the number on the photo sheets. The arrow from each circle indicates the 
view direction of the photo.

Photo 1 Taken from the bridge looking west across the majority of the 
slope from just below the upper cropland on the right to just above the river bench to the 
left. At the lower left of the photo is the trunk of an apple tree that is approximately 150 
years old. Aroimd the base of the trunk and up through the center and right of the photo 
are remnants of Himalayan blackberry vines; the remnants of extensive growths that had 
covered all the slope shown in this photo (the final remnant edges of our invasive species 
removal). At the right of the photo is a cluster of filbert. The background vegetation is 
dominated by big-leaf maple. The big-leaf maple from the center background and on up- 
slope (to the right) is part of the rotation woodlot. From the center background of the 
photo and on down-slope is part of the native species area that we have preserved 
throughout the years.

Photo 2 Taken from near the base of the bridge looking west, similar to 
Photo 1. At the lower left is the old apple tree. Brown dead and dormant Himalayan 
blackberry vines dominate much of the foreground. A filbert cluster is toward the right, 
and the deciduous tree at the right is a European chestnut. In the central background are 
big-leaf maple trees, part of the rotation woodlot. Background left is part of the native 
species area that we have preserved throughout the years.



Photo 3 Taken from the farm track looking southeast toward the river- 
bridge intersect. In the left backgroimd are two oak trees. Left foreground is a European 
chestnut. Foreground center is a filbert cluster. Behind the filbert cluster in the down- 
slope background is the 150-year-old apple tree. Down-slope are the remnants of 
Himalayan blackberry vines which had covered the entire slope in view. Beyond the 
remnant blackberry vines, to the right, is part of the native species area that we have 
preserved throughout the years. Please note that portions of the preserved native species 
area down near the river are wetlands as defined by the Oregon Department of State 
Lands.

Photo 4 Taken from the orchard area looking south into a portion of the 
rotation woodlot. Foreground left shows a portion of a big-leaf maple stump 
cut in 2002. Center foregroxmd shows broadleaf maple stumps cut in 1998, adjacent to a 
replacement young big-leaf maple tree. Near background shows big-leaf maple for future 
cutting and replanting.

Photo 5 Looking west, with yet-to-be removed berry vines in the 
foreground. Right backgroimd is a pear tree. Center background are plum trees in full 
bloom. Left background are big-le  ̂maple trees, part of the rotation woodlot. Extreme 
left background is the edge of the native species area that we have preserved throughout 
the years. At the extreme left of the photo, well down-slope, are the trunks of two 
Douglas fir trees. The branches and needles of these fir trees are observed in the upper 
left comer of the photo.

Conclusion: The proposed “wetlands” boundary and the dominant thriving flora are 
contradictory. Either the trees in the photographs do not exist or the proposed “wetlands” 
boundary is drawn incorrectly.

SUMMARY;

Wetlands Three criteria that are used to determine wetlands are hydrology, 
substrate and biota. The Oregon Division of State lands defines wetlands as “those areas 
that are inundated or saturated by surface or ground water at a frequency and 
duration sufficient to support, and that under normal circumstances do support, a 
prevalence of vegetation typically adaptedfor life in saturated soul conditions". The 
obvious artifact of a wetlands area is the flora which naturally thrive and dominate a 
given location (a prevalence of vegetation typically adapted for life in saturated soul 
conditions). A natural dominance of healthy and thriving wetlands vegetation is prima 
facie evidence that the area is wetlands. The inverse is also true. A natural dominance of a 
healthy and thriving community of vegetation typically adapted for life in a non-saturated 
soil condition is prima facie evidence that the area is not wetl^ds. The dominant and 
thriving and healthy vegetation covering at least two thirds of the area on the Waibel



property that your map shows as “wetlands” consists of domestic fruit trees (including 
one apple tree approximately 150 years old), Douglas fir (Pseudotsuga Menziessif) up to 
4 feet in diameter, big-leaf maple (Acer macrophyllum), and Himalayan blackberry. As 
you and your supporting professional staff are aware, this specific floral community is 
prima facie evidence that the groxmd it occupies cannot be “wetlands” as defined by the 
scientific community or by the Oregon Department of State Lands. With regard to the 
substrata, the soil on the lower bench adjacent to the river is a Chehalis Silty Clay Loam, 
a soil wiA poor drainage and capable of hosting true wetlands. The soil on the slope 
above the river bench and up across the cropland is a Quatama Loam, at this location a 
micaceous silt deposited from the Spokane Floods. This soil has high percolation and 
drains very well. This substrata setting is not capable of sustaining the saturation required 
for wetlands. On the Waibel property the on-site soil and vegetation data clearly impeach 
the armchair air-photo line drawing results promoted by the City of Hillsboro on their 
Goal 5 maps.

Mr. Houk, the only portion of the proposed designated “wetlands” on the Waibel 
property put to the test of on-site scrutiny (Pacific Habitat Services Inc., refer to my letter 
and supporting documents to you dated 24 September 2003) was found to be markedly 
wrong. In addition, the edge of the urban growth boundary approximately 1200 feet to the 
west of the Waibel property shows a clear and abrupt linear off-set in excess of 500 feet 
between the wetlands designation provided to Metro by the City of Hillsboro and the 
“Metro Wetlands” from a non-Hillsboro source. Many scientists refer jokingly to this as 
“major boundary-fault offset” or “government boundary reality failure”. Obviously the 
results of Metro’s own technical sources refute the City of Hillsboro’s wetlands overlay at 
this point. On-site observation shows the “Metro Wetland” boundary (green hatched on 
the maps you provided) to reasonably reflect probable natural wetlands areas. The red 
overlay “Local Wetlands” areas of City of Hillsboro origin are both greatly divergent 
from the Metro Wetlands boundaries and cannot withstand the scrutiny if on-site 
observation. Metro’s decisions are not always popular with everyone. However Metro 
has, in the past, had a reputation for scientific integrity and honesty. All we expect is that 
the proposed boundaries be based on scientific accuracy rather than on capricious or 
slothful bureaucracy emanating from the City of Hillsboro. It is our sincere view that you 
and your colleagues at Metro are capable of rectifying some of the errors perpetrated by 
the City of Hillsboro’s Goal 5 map on the Waibel property.

100 Year Floodplain As a scientist I am impressed, nay, I am in awe, of a 
document showing any water-level line, such as a flood plain line, in a broad valley 
setting, that crosses topographic lines numerous times over short distances. Please ask the 
opinion of any licensed professional hydrologist. I think you may enjoy the humorous 
responses as much as I have.

Habitats of Concern The “Habitats of Concern” lines presented on your
map appear to be another example of someone, somewhere, drawing lines on photos



around trees. On the Waibel property the orchard, the rotational woodlot and the native 
species areas have all been included in this designation. To the west of the Waibel 
property some 24 developed and fenced house lots have been mostly to completely 
included in this designation, with an identical overlap classification of “Forested Patches 
>= 1 Acre” for the same fenced house lots. Is it correct to assume that the City of 
Hillsboro just applied a standard for this area that trees equal “Habitats of Concern”? Is 
this in line with Metro’s guidelines?

Thank you Mr. Houk for your attention to this particularly vexing problem. Metro should 
be able to expect Goal 5 maps submitted by Metro cities to be accurate. Unfortimately not 
all cities within Metro are able to meet the professional standards needed by Metro to 
fulfill well-reasoned objectives. If you have any questions or are interested in additional 
back-up data please let me know. Actual soil and vegetation samples are easy to provide. 
The optimum situation would be if you or one of the other professionals within Metro 
were able to have a site visit.

Yours very truly.

A1 Waibel
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Goal 5 Comment—FYI Page 1 of 1

Laura Taylor

From: Anne Madden
Sent: Wednesday, August 04,2004 12:31 PM
To: Laura Taylor
Subject: FW: Goal 5 Comment-FYI

more testimony.

—Original Message----
From: Sheri Wantland [mailto:WantlandS@CleanWaterServices.org]
Sent: Tuesday, August 03, 2004 3:24 PM
To: Anne Madden
Subject: Goal 5 Comment-FYI

Hi Anne,

On July 30, Susan Kirk of Beaverton (503-671-9733) left a voicemail for me to express her opposition to Goal 5 
as anti-business and anti-schools. She said it was negative, costly and threatened property rights. She resents 
that the discussion of fees came so late in the process. Finally, she said she would submit a letter.

Sheri Wantland
Public Involvement Coordinator
Clean Water Services
2550 SW Hillsboro Highway
Hillsboro, Oregon 97123
wantlands@cleanwaterservices.org
Direct line: (503) 681-5111
Fax: (503) 681-3603
Main phone: (503) 681-3600
www.cleanwaterservices.orq

8/4/04

mailto:WantlandS@CleanWaterServices.org
mailto:wantlands@cleanwaterservices.org
http://www.cleanwaterservices.orq


Laura Taylor

From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Anne Madden!
Friday. July 23^ 2004 11:31 AM 
Laura Taylor
FW: MEETING NOTICE - Tualatin Basin Goal 5 Steering Committee

'Ell

a goal 5 comm ent

--------Original Message--------
From: Brian Wege ner [mailtotbri 
Sent: Friday, July 23, 2004 10: 
To: 'Steve Kelley'; 'Andrea Van: 
Fryer - Beaverton' (E-mail)'; ' 
'Brent Curtis (E-mail)'; 'Brian 
(E-mail)'; 'Chris Deffebach - M! 
Angelo-Eaton Assoc.' (E-mail)'; 
(E-mail)'; "Dan Stark - Fishma  ̂
(E-mail)'; ''Dick Reynolds - Co 
(E-mail)'; ''Don Otterman - Nor 
of Hillsboro (E-mail)'; 'Doug R  
Roberts - Tigard' (E-mail)'; 
Bergsma - Beaverton'; 'Jeff Beî  
'Jennifer Wells - Hillsboro'; 
Tualatin'; 'Joe Grille - Beaver 
Hajduk - city of Tigard'; 'Julife 
Durham'; 'Leigh Crabtree - Beavj 
Brovm'; 'Mark Turpel - METR O'; 
Hillsboro'; 'Paul Schaefer'; 'R 
Lundquist - City of Durham'; 'S 
Tualatin'; 'Valerie Counts - Hi 
Cc: 'Alice Kinzer (E-mail)'; ' 
Gaut (E-mail)'; 'Andy Tiemann - 
'Carol Chesarek (E-mail)'; 'Cell 
Legend Homes'; 'David DeH arpport
- Hillsboro Argus (E-mail)'; 
(E-mail)'; 'Jennifer Thompson - 
Petsche - Nike'; 'John Pinkstaf 
'Kathy Sayles (E-mail) '.; 'Keith 
Ritz - Venture Properties Inc.' 
CWS'; 'Kim Schoenfelder'; 'Kyle 
Oppenheimer - The Oregonian'; 
'Mike Houck - Audubon'; 'Mike L
- Metro'; 'Paulette Copperstone 
Centex Hom es'; 'Sue Marshall - 
Murray'; 'Sylvia Butler'; 'Tim
- RCC&B '
Subject: RE: MEE TING NOTICE - T

'AL

< in@tualatinriverkeepers.org]
;J1 AM
iijielli (E-mail)'; 'Anne Madden'; "Barbara 
Barbara Shields - Tigard' (E-mail)'; 
Hanes (E-mail)'; 'Cathy Corliss 

[l&TRO (E-mail)'; "Chris Eaton - 
'Craig Dye - Clean Water Services 
Env. Svcs. ' (E-mail)'; ''David Noren' 
nelius' (E-mail)'; 'DJ Heffernan 
b Plains' (E-mail)'; 'Doug Miller - City 

LIX - City of Tualatin (E-mail)'; ''Duane 
Murphy - City of Sherwood'; 'Hal 

iwenger - City of Forest Grove';
Jim Hendrix - Tigard'; 'Jim Jacks 7 
:on'; 'Jon Holan - Forest Grove'; 'Julia 
Reilly - THPR D'; 'K.J. Won  - City of 

rrton'; 'Lori Hennings - Metro'; 'Mark 
'Pat Ribellia'; 'Paul Gilles - City of 
.Lchard Meyer - Cornelius'; 'Roel 
lirah Cleek - THP RD'; 'Stacy Hopkins - 
Qsboro'; 'Wink Brooks - Hillsboro'
,isa Pyscka - DRG  Design'; 'Allice Ellis 
Centex Homes'; 'April Olbrich (E-mail)'; 
Lna Patterson (E-mail) '•; 'Craig Brown - 
- Four D Construction'; 'Doug Browning 
aine Smith - ODO T'; 'Jennifer Snyder 
USFWS'; 'Jim Labbe - Audubon'; 'Jim 

E - RCC& B'; 'Julia Weisenbach - RCC B'; 
Liden - Parsons Brinkerhoff'; 'Kelly 
'Kelly Ross - OBIA'; 'Kendra Smith - 

Spinks - THPRD  (E-mail)'; 'Laura 
Linda Gray'; 'Linnea Nelson - Metro'; 
□omis - D.R. Horton Inc.'; 'Paul Ketcham  
- MET RO'; 'Ramsey Weit'; 'Steve Miller - 
Riverkeepers'; 'Suki Cupp - CH2 M'; 'Susan 
Ramis (E-mail)'; 'Tom Wolf; 'Will Selzer

ualatin Basin Goal 5 Steering Com mittee

I wanted to take this opportuni 
and his Commen ts on the fee-in- 
Woods is not a public resource 
wildlife that inhabits Nike Woe  
runs off of Nike Wood s is a put 
development damages or destroys 
private taking of public resoui 
developer does not mitigate foi 
represents a public subsidy of

ty to respond to our visitor from Nike 
lieu proposal. His statement that Nike 
like a park is not totally accurate. The 
ds is a public resource. The water that 
lie resource. To the extent that any 
these public resources represents a 
ces. The extent that the any private 
the taking of this public resource 
private development.

The public's right to these res 
established in the Public Trust

ources: water,. air, wildlife is well 
Doctrine. For more information on this

see
http://WWW.responsiblewildlifemanagement.org/public_trust_doctrine.htm

mailto:in@tualatinriverkeepers.org
http://WWW.responsiblewildlifemanagement.org/public_trust_doctrine.htm


Brian Wegener
Watershed Watch Coordinator 
Tualatin Riverkeepers 
Phone: 503.590.5813
E-mail: brian@tualatinriverkeepi jrs.org



RE: MEETING NOTICE - Tualatin Basin Goal 5 Steering Committee Page 1 of2

Laura Taylor

From: Anne Madden
Sent: Monday, August 02, 2004 11:06 AM
To: Laura Taylor
Subject: FW; MEETING NOTICE - Tualatin Basin Goal 5 Steering Committee 

more testimony 

—Original Message—
From: Brian Wegener [mailto:brian@tualatinriverkeepers.org]
Sent: Friday, July 30, 2004 11:40 AM
To: 'Steve Kelley'; 'Andrea Vannelli (E-mall)’; 'Anne Madden'; "Barbara Fryer - Beaverton’ (E-mail)'; "Barbara 
Shields - Tigard' (E-mail)'; 'Brent Curtis (E-mail)'; 'Brian Hanes (E-mail)'; 'Cathy Corliss (E-mail)'; 'Chris Deffebach
- METRO (E-mail)’; "Chris Eaton - Angelo-Eaton Assoc.' (E-mail)’; 'Craig Dye - Dean Water Services (E-mail)’;
"Dan Stark - Fishman Env. Svcs. ’ (E-mail)’; "David Noren’ (E-mail)’; "Dick Reynolds - Cornelius’ (E-mail)’; 'DJ 
Heffernan (E-mail)’; "Don Otterman - North Plains’ (E-mail)’; 'Doug Miller - City of Hillsboro (E-mail)’; 'Doug Rux - 
City of Tualatin (E-mail)’; "Duane Roberts - Tigard’ (E-mail)’; ’Ed Murphy - City of Sherwood'; 'Hal Bergsma - 
Beaverton’; 'Jeff Beiswenger - City of Forest Grove’; 'Jennifer Wells - Hillsboro’; 'Jim Hendrix - Tigard’; 'Jim Jacks - 
Tualatin’; 'Joe Grillo - Beaverton'; 'Jon Holan - FOrest Grove'; 'Julia Hajduk - city of Tigard’; 'Julie Reilly - THPRD’; 
'K.J. Won - aty of Durham’; 'Leigh Crabtree - Beaverton’; 'Loti Hennings - Metro'; 'Mark Brown'; 'MarkTurpel - 
METRO'; 'Pat Ribellia'; 'Paul Gilles - City of Hillsboro'; 'Paul Schaefer’; 'Richard Meyer - Cornelius’; 'Roel Lundquist
- City of Durham’; 'Sarah Cleek - THPRD'; 'Stacy Hopkins - Tualatin'; 'Valerie Counts - Hillsboro’; 'Wink Brooks - 
Hillsboro’
Cc: 'Jim Labbe’; 'Carol Chesarek (E-mail)’; Garst Ron; 'Celina Patterson (E-mail)’; Ramsay Weit; 
tmilowolf@msn.com; 'Susan Murray’; Sue Beilke; Aney Warren; 'Paul Ketcham - Metro’; ashcreekjsp@aol.com 
Subject: RE: MEETING NOTICE - Tualatin Basin Goal 5 Steering Committee

At the July 29 meeting of the Steering Committee we were surprised that the new fee-in-lieu 
schedule did not include land costs. I understand and appreciate the difficult analysis that 
Steve went through to come up with the proposal known as Option 1b, but the deletion of land 
costs is a major oversight for the following reasons.

1. Fee-in-lieu of mitigation that does not include land costs represents a public 
subsidy of private development. When development takes or impacts a public trust 
resource such as clean water or wildlife, the developer has an obligation to fully compensate 
the public for this loss. By subsidizing fee-in-lieu by donating the land to the developer’s 
mitigation effort, the public is subsidizing the private development for private gain.

2. Fee-in-lieu that does not charge for land costs gives government an unjustified 
monopolistic advantage in the marketplace for mitigation services. Concerns have been 
raised that this Goal 5 program reduces the economic development value of private property 
that contain habitat resources. One very appropriate economic development value of privately 
held degraded resource land is the mitigation services marketplace. These private property 
holders with degraded habitat may offer their land to developers looking for offsite mitigation 
opportunities, and would charge for land values through property sale, lease or easement. If 
government is offering mitigation or fee-in-lieu opportunities without charging for land costs, 
they are unfairly undercutting the market, and leaving private property owners without the 
opportunity to achieve an economic development potential that is both good for the resource 
and the property owner.

8/2/04

mailto:brian@tualatinriverkeepers.org
mailto:tmilowolf@msn.com
mailto:ashcreekjsp@aol.com
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Off-site mitigation as well as fee-in-lieu should not be subsidized by government. The Corps of 
Engineers and US Fish & Wildlife Service do not allow off-site mitigation on public resource 
land such as National Wildlife Refuges, wilderness areas, or National Parks. Because such 
areas are already protected, and will be restored through other financing methods, mitigation 
cannot occur on these lands. To do so would represent a net loss of the resource. We need 
to think about a similar policy for our Goal 5 program. Public lands will be restored using the 
$127 million in SWM Fees. Allowing fee-in-lieu or private off-site mitigation could result in a 
net loss of habitat, not real mitigation.

Where federal policy does allow off-site mitigation on federal lands is areas specifically set up 
as mitigation banks and approved by both the Corps of Engineers and EPA. In those cases, 
fees for mitigation always Include a charge for the land. Another example is Clean Water 
Services’ and the Tualatin Soil & Water Conservation District’s new Enhanced Conservation 
Reserves Enhancement Program pays farmers to lease their land. This is a mitigation 
program for CWS’s discharge of wastewater above the allowed temperature standard.

Land costs need to be Included in the fee-in-lieu charges and in any charges for off-site 
mitigation on public land.

Brian Wegener

Watershed Watch Coordinator 

Tualatin Riverkeepers 

Phone: 503.590.5813 

E-mail: brian@tualatinriverkeepers.org

8/2/04

mailto:brian@tualatinriverkeepers.org
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Laura Taylor

From: Anne Madden
Sent: Wednesday, August 04, 2004 12:47 PM
To: Laura Taylor
Subject: FW; Tualatin Riverkeepers Comments on Proposed Goal 5 Program 

testimony
—Original Message—
From: Brian Wegener [mailto:brian@tualatinriverkeepers.org]
Sent: Monday, August 02, 2004 12:27 PM
To: lutplan@co.washington.or.us; 'Steve Kelley'; 'Amy Scheckla-COx - City of Cornelius (E-mail)'; "Andy Duyck - 
BCC (work) (E-mail)'; "Carl Hosticka - Metro Council' (E-mail)'; "Carol Gearin - TVF&R' (E-mail)'; 'Cheri Olson - 
North Plains (E-mail)'; 'Cheryl Olson - City of North Plains'; "Dean Gibbs - Durham' (E-mail)'; 'Deanna Meuller- 
Crispin - THPRD'; 'Debbie Owens - North Plains (E-mail)'; 'Dick Schouten (E-mail)'; "Ed Truax - City of 
Tualatin' (E-mail)'; 'Jim Hendrix - Tigard'; 'Joan Dueker1; 'Joe Blowers'; 'John Leeperi; 'Karen McKinney - 
Hillsboro'; 'Keith Mays - City of Sherwood'; 'King City'; 'Lou Ogden - TualaUn'; "Mark Cottle' - City of Sherwood'; 
'Mayor - City of Tigard'; 'Nathalie Darcy'; 'Nick Wilson - City of Tigard'; 'Richard Kidd - Forest Grove'; 'Rob Drake - 
City of Beaverton'; 'Ron Shay - King City'; 'Steve Heinrich - City of Cornelius'; 'Susan McLain - Metro Council';
Tom Brian'; Tom Hughes - Hillsboro'
Cc: 'Andrea Vannelli (E-mail)'; 'Anne Madden'; "Barbara Fryer - Beaverton' (E-mail)'; "Barbara Shields - 
Tigard' (E-mail)'; 'Brent Curb’s (E-mail)'; 'Brian Hanes (E-mail)'; 'Cathy Corliss (E-mail)'; 'Chris Deffebach - METRO 
(E-mail)'; "Chris Eaton - Angelo-Eaton Assoc.' (E-mail)'; 'Craig Dye - Clean Water Services (E-mail)'; "Dan Stark - 
Fishman Env. Svcs.' (E-mail)'; "David Noren' (E-mail)'; "Dick Reynolds - Cornelius' (E-mail)'; 'DJ Heffernan (E- 
mail)'; "Don Otterman - North Plains' (E-mail)'; 'Doug Miller - City of Hillsboro (E-mail)'; 'Doug Rux - Qty of 
Tualatin (E-mail)'; "Duane Roberts - Tigard' (E-mail)'; 'Ed Murphy - City of Sherwood'; 'Hal Bergsma - Beaverton'; 
'Jeff Beiswenger - City of Forest Grove'; 'Jennifer Wells - Hillsboro'; 'Jim Jacks - TualaUn'; 'Joe Grillo - Beaverton'; 
'Jon Holan - Forest Grove'; 'Julia Hajduk - city of Tigard'; 'Julie Reilly - THPRD'; 'K.J. Won - City of Durham'; 'Leigh 
Crabtree - Beaverton'; ’Lori Hennings - Metro'; 'Mark Brown'; 'MarkTurpel - METRO'; 'Pat Ribellia'; 'Paul Gilles - 
City of Hillsboro'; 'Paul Schaefer1; 'Richard Meyer - Cornelius’; 'Roel Lundquist - City of Durham'; 'Sarah Cleek - 
THPRD’; 'Stacy Hopkins - Tualatin'; 'Valerie Counts - Hillsboro'; 'Wink Brooks - Hillsboro’; 'Allice Ellis Gaut (E- 
mail)’; 'April Olbrich (E-mail)'; 'Carol Chesarek (E-mail)'; 'Celina Patterson (E-mail)'; 'Doug Browning - Hillsboro 
Argus (E-mail)’; 'Elaine Smith - ODOT; 'Jennifer Thompson - USFWS'; 'Jim Labbe - Audubon'; 'Kendra Smith - 
CWS'; 'Kyle Spinks - THPRD (E-mail)’; 'Laura Oppenhelmer - The Oregonian'; 'Linnea Nelson - Metro'; 'Mike Houck 
- Audubon’; 'Paul Ketcham - Metro'; 'Paulette Copperstone - METRO’; 'Ramsey Weif; 'Sue Marshall - 
Riverkeepers'; 'Susan Murray'; Tom Wolf
Subject: Tualatin Riverkeepers Comments on Proposed Goal 5 Program 

August 2,2004

To: Tualatin Basin Natural Resources Coordinating Committee 

Recommendations for the Goal 5 Program

Tualatin Riverkeepers have a long involvement in the development of this Tualatin Basin Fish & 
Wildlife Habitat protection program. We urge the Coordinating Committee to do the following:

ADOPT the current definition of “Strictly Limit” to protect the highest value resources.

CT5 To avoid future Fndangered Species Act listings, reassignREASSIGN “Strictly Limit”
protection level to all Class I and Class A resources and "habitat of concern" harboring sensitive
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species which are currently designated asas “Moderately Limit” to avoid future Endangered Species 
Act listings.

REQUIRE objective minimization standards for all impacts in the “Moderately Limit” category 
to achieve stated program objective minimization of impacts to these resources. Allow 
development on no more than 50% of "Moderately Limit" areas.

INVEST Surface Water Management Fees in water quality and restoring normative flows by 
disconnecting streets from streams and retrofitting the municipal separate storm sewer system to 
infiltrate and recharge groundwater systems.

INCLUDE land costs in the fee-in-lieu charges to avoid a public subsidy for private 
development and to avoid an anti-competitive pricing scheme that excludes private providers from 
the mitigation services market

TIE mitigation levels to habitat values in the inventory to adequately compensate the public for 
the loss of public trust habitat resources. The current proposal which ties mitigation levels to the 
ALP designation does not adequately mitigate for the loss of2000 acres of highest value resources.

DIRECT staff to develop a basin-wide urban forestry program that protects and grows the urban 
forest canopy across the landscape for stormwater and habitat benefits.

Regulatory Program
The natural resources to be protected by this program, fish, wildlife, water and air belong to all of us and 
are held in trust by government for the benefit of the public. The public trust doctrine, which has 
established government’s role in protecting these resources is well-established in law. No individual has 
the right to take these public resources, fish, wildlife, clean water and air unless that right has been 
specifically granted. Private actions that take public resources must justly compensate the public for 
their loss. Allowing private development to take fish and wildlife by destroying habitat or to pollute the 
air or water represents a public subsidy of private gain. Thus restrictions on development and 
requirements for mitigation are justified by the public trust doctrine.

The proposed definition of “Strictly Limit” designation is appropriate to protecting the highest value 
resources while avoiding infringement of constitutional rights to own property. This high level of 
protection has been appropriately limited to highest value of habitat. Because of the high 
environmental, financial, and temporal cost of mitigating impacts to these highest value resources, this 
strategy of avoidance is an economically justifiable strategy. The alternatives analysis required for any 
impact to “Strictly Limit” resources must be required of government actions (roads, utility crossings) as 
well as for private development.

The “Moderately Limit” (ML) designation should encomrage minimization of impacts to public 
resources. An analysis of alternatives or clear and objective minimization standards are appropriate to 
ensure that imnecessaiy impacts are avoided and that necessary impacts are minimized. Because the 
current proposal firom the steering committee does not require an analysis of alternatives until 50% of 
the “Moderately Limit” designated resource is lost, the proposed ML definition does not achieve the 
minimization it is intended to. We recommend that alternatives analysis be required for all impacts
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to ML designated resources over 200 square feet. The threshold of200 square feet was selected to be 
consistent with the threshold for requiring a building permit.

The City of Portland has adopted a “maximum disturbance area” strategy to protect high value resources 
such as those included in the ML category. This approach has survived the legal minefield surroimding 
constitutional takings issue. We recommend that a 5000 square foot maximmn disturbance area be 
established for the ML category and that the 50% development “by right” provision be dropped in order 
to achieve the stated program objective of minimization of impacts in the ML designated areas.

The second problem with the ML designation is that much of the highest value habitat is included in this 
category because of its location in areas zoned for High Intensity Urban (HIU) development. Much of 
this highest value habitat is designated as “Habitatshabitats of Concemconcera” which harbor declining 
species listed on ODFW’s sensitive Species list. One of the objectives of the Tualatin Basin Goal 5 
program is to prevent additional Endangered Species Act (ESA) listings. Protecting “Habitats of 
Concern” that harbor species vulnerablelikely to an ESA listingbe listed is an important way of avoiding 
these listings. Thus it is appropriate to move HIU zoning designations to land with lower habitat values 
and put "Habitats of Concern" into the “Strictly Limit” category.

Unprotected Habitat Inside the UGB in the Tualatin Basin

Class I - Highest Value Habitat 
Class H - High Value Habitat 
Class HI - Other Habitat 
Total

SL ML LL Total
2712 1974.5 121.5 4808 

311 3442 873 4626
__ 0 290 2626 2916

3023 5706.5 3620.5 12350

In order for the public to be adequately compensated for the taking of their public trust resources, 
mitigation levels should be set based upon the habitat value and not the ALP designation. Page 4-8 lines 
39 and following state that mitigation levels should be tied to the relative habitat values. The above 
table shows that over 2000 acres of the highest value habitat does not receive the highest level of 
protection. Because the Class I habitat was placed in the ML and LL category due to its higher 
development values, development on these lands is better able to afford higher mitigation requirements. 
By tying mitigation ratios to the ALP designation, the public is not adequately compensated for the 
taking of public trust habitat resources for these 2000 acres of highest value habitat in ML and LL 
designation. Mitigation ratios should be tied to the relative habitat values not ALP values.

An example of this conflict with high value habitat in HIU zoned area is the Washington Square 
Regional Center. The regional center designation was determined by Metro based upon employment 
and transportation considerations, and did not include any consideration of avoiding wetlands, 
floodplain or high value habitat. Areas with Class I Riparian designation were included in the 
Washington Square Regional Center and up-zoned to HIU categories over the objections of CPO-4M, 
Fans of Farmo Creek, Tualatin Riverkeepers, Audubon Society of Portland and others, with promises 
from the City of Tigard and their hired planning consultants that these areas would protected. In
reality, these Class I Areas are receiving a lower level of protections because of their up-zoning, as was 
feared by the conservation and neighborhood groups. The ML designation for Class I Riparian Areas in 
the Washington Square Regional represents a broken promise to conservation groups and CPO-4M. 
Since zoning designations are more easily moved than wetlands and floodplain, Tualatin Riverkeepers 
requests that all Class I Riparian resources in the Washington Square Regional Center receive the 
“Strictly Limit” designation.

Revenue Program - Clean Water is Essential to Healthy Habitat
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The regulatory components of this program focus on protecting some of the best streamside habitat from 
development, and requiring mitigation for the destruction of other habitat. While this regulation is 
necessary, it cannot by itself “improve” environmental health. These rules can only slow down the 
degradation of environmental health. A serious restoration program is needed if anything is to improve.

The primary goal of this program is to improve the environmental health of 11 regional sites and the 
Tualatin Basin as a whole. The parameters used to measure environmental health by this program are

Stream Flow 
Water Quality 

Aquatic Habitat 
Effective Impervious Area 

Riparian Vegetation 
Upland Habitat

Water is key in the measurement of environmental health, but not emphasized in the revenue program.

The $127 million budget for restoring streams with fVmds collected through Surface Water Management 
fees foes much for restoration, but less than 2% of this draft budget is allocated toward stormwater 
system retrofits. Washington Coimty, Clean Water Services (CWS) and the jurisdictions which have 
intergovenunental agreements (IGA) for surface water management are required by the federal Clean 
Water Act and by the existing MS4-NPDES permit to reduce stormwater pollution to the maximum 
extent practicable. With so little of this budget going to preventing stormwater system retrofit, 
CWS and its partners are likely to receive significant regulatory scrutiny from Oregon 
Department of Environmental Quality and others.

The current draft proposal for a restoration program has a budget of $127 million to be spent over 20 
years, based upon a $2 per month increase in the monthly Surface Water Management fee on sewer 
billsSurface Water Management charge on sewer bills.. This budget is jam packed with good stuff to 
improve habitat: streamside tree planting, culvert replacement to aid fish passage, channel and wetland 
enhancements, disconnecting in-stream ponds that heat up creeks and $41.4 million worth of large wood 
placement in streams to restore good fish habitat.

In particular we like the inclusion of “In Stream Pond Adjustments” in the budget. Our monitoring at 
Sxunmerlake Park in Tigard, funded by Clean Water Services found that the dam at the lake can cause an 
increase in temperature of 11 deg F. as well as block migration of fish to the better habitat upstream. In 
stream pond adjustments have significant water quality and habitat benefits and are a good investment.

In addition, we recommend a comprehensive urban forestry program with regulatory, incentive and 
informational program elements be added to the program to protect and increase the urban tree canopy 
and achieve stormwater and habitat benefits across the landscape.

What is glaringly missing from this budget is a significant investment in discoimecting the major source 
of pollution from our streams, the urban stormwater system. Less than 2% is allocated for stormwater 
system retrofits..
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According to Clean Water Services website:
Surface water runoff is also one of Oregon's worst water pollution problems. In the Tualatin 
River watershed, water that enters storm drains and ditches goes directly to the nearest 
stream and is not treated.
When it rains, stormwater washes over streets, roofs, lawns, and parking lots. On its way, 
stormwater picks up oil, sediment, bacteria, grease and chemicals that can pollute our local 
streams and the Tualatin River.

Recent reports from Puget Sound, backed up by a groimdbreaking study by NOAA Fisheries blames 
stormwater pollution for killing coho salmon in restored streams. Considerable investment has gone into 
restoring these streams with the same techniques included in the Tualatin Basin budget Yet despite the 
tremendous effort at restoring these streams, healthy coho are being killed by stormwater pollution 
before they can spawn. Planting trees, recontouring banks and putting logs into a stream are not 
going to save fish from pollution running off of streets.

Despite the exemplary cleanup of the Tualatin Basin’s wastewater treatment plants, motivated by citizen 
lawsuits, 274 miles of streams in the Tualatin Basin are listed by Oregon Department of Environmental 
Quality (DEQ) as “water quality limited”. DEQ lists 26 stream segments for excessive bacteria, 
including most of our urban streams such as Fanno Creek, Beaverton Creek, Rock Creek and Nybefg 
Creek. DEQ also lists 21 stream segments low levels of dissolved oxygen, and 6 streams for excessive 
chlorophyll A, a condition caused by excessive phosphorus levels. The U.S. Geological Survey, in a 
study of stormwater runoff in Fanno Creek found that, “phosphorus, bacteria, and oxygen-demanding 
substances were associated largely with particulate materials suspended and transported downstream by 
stormwater runoff.”

DEQ first established limits on these stormwater pollutants in 1990, known as the Total Maximum Daily 
Load (Total Maximum Daily Load (TMDL)) waste load allocations. These limits have since been 
updated but have never been achieved or enforced. If these limits are ever to be achieved, considerable 
effort must go into disconnecting streets from streams. Stormwater management strategies that filter out 
pollutants and recharge grotmdwater can help prevent high flashy flows during storms and supplement 
low summer flows with cooling grovmdwater. These strategies deserve a much higher coimnitment in 
any program to restore our streams.

In an October 2002 study of public values commissioned by Clean Water Services, 89% of respondents 
indicated that clean rivers and streams were “very important”. Similarly, 80% of respondents indicated 
that “healthy streams that support fish” were very important. The public has a right to see these values 
achieved and water quality standards complied with. Combating the #1 source of water pollution, 
stormwater runoff, is key to these values. The Goal 5 fish & wildlife habitat protection program is a 
tremendous opportunity to achieve the established water quality standards for stormwater in the Tualatin 
basin.

In the same survey, over 80% respondents who were asked said that they were willing to pay $2 per 
month more on their sewer bills to support stream restoration. Willingness to pay higher amounts was 
not asked in the survey. The most significant part of the SWM fee program should be devoted to 
preventing stormwater pollution and restoring normative flows. The proposed budget of $127 
million may not be sufficient to accomplish this and other habitat restoration goals, so additional 
revenue sources should be identified.

Fee-In-Lieu Proposal Promotes Habitat Loss
Previous calculations of the fee-in-lieu of mitigation included some land costs. Providing a fee-in-lieu 
option that does not include land costs gives incentive to the developer not to do on-site mitigation. On-
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site mitigation should be encouraged to closely match mitigation with the impacts being mitigated for 
and to avoid the net loss of habitat.. By providing land for mitigation at no cost, the fee-in-lieu option 
gives a public subsidy to private development and guarantees a net loss in habitat.. Any fee-in-lieu 
should include land costs.

Fee-in-lieu of mitigation that does not include land costs represents a public subsidy of private 
development. When development takes or impacts a public trust resource such as clean water or 
wildlife, the developer has an obligation to fully compensate the public for this loss. By subsidizing fee- 
in-lieu by donating the land to the developer’s mitigation effort, the public is subsidizing the private 
development for private gain.

Fee-in-lieu that does not charge for land costs gives government a monopolistic anti-competitive 
advantage in the marketplace for mitigation services. Concerns have been raised that this Goal 5 
program reduces Ae economic development value of private property that contain habitat resources.
One veiy appropriate economic development value of privately held degraded resource land is the 
mitigation services marketplace. These private property holders with degraded habitat may offer then- 
land to developers looking for offsite mitigation opportunities, and would charge for land values through 
property sale, lease or easement. If government is offering mitigation or fee-in-lieu opportunities 
without charging for land costs, they are unfairly undercutting the market, and leaving private property 
owners without the opportunity to achieve an economic development potential that is both good for the 
resource and the property owner.

Off-site mitigation as well as fee-in-lieu should not be subsidized by government. The Corps of 
Engineers and US Fish & Wildlife Service do not allow off-site mitigation on public resource land such 
as National Wildlife Refuges, wilderness areas, or National Parks. Because such areas are already 
protected, and will be restored through other financing methods, mitigation cannot occur on these lands. 
To do so would represent a net loss of the resource. We need to think about a similar policy for our 
Goal 5 program. Public lands will be restored using the $127 million in SWM Fees. Allowing fee-in- 
lieu or private off-site mitigation on public lands that are already protected and slated to be restored will 
result in a net loss of habitat, not real mitigation.

■\\^ere federal policy does allow off-site mitigation on federal lands is areas specifically set up as 
mitigation banks and approved by both the Coips of Engineers and EPA. In those cases, fees for 
mitigation always include a charge for the land.

Another example of an offsite/fee-in-lieu program is Clean Water Services’ and the Tualatin Soil & 
Water Conservation District’s new Enhanced Conservation Reserves Enhancement Program pays 
farmers to lease their land for streamside shade tree planting.. This is a mitigation program for CWS’s 
discharge of wastewater above the allowed temperature standard. Land costs need to be included in 
the fee-in-lieu charges and in any charges for off-site mitigation on public land.

Final Assessment — Can This Program Achieve Its Primary Goal?

The primary goal of this program is to improve watershed health in each of the regional sites and in the 
Tualatin Basin as a whole. We seriously question whether this program, as recommended by the 
Steering Committee can provide any reasonable assurance of achieving this goal because of its minimal 
consideration of stormwater pollution and the guaranteed loss of habitat facilitated by lax mitigation 
requirements that subsidize private development with the loss of public trust resources.

able 7-2 of the Steering Committee’s recommendation paints an alarming picture of projected change
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in Effective Impervious Area (EIA). EIA is one of the primary indicators of watershed health used to 
evaluate this program. EIA effects stream flow, water quality and the total acreage of habitat. The goal 
of this program to improve watershed health seems to be a pipe dream in light of these projections. 
What in this program is being done to reduce EIA in order to improve watershed health?

Even if no growth in EIA were allowed, considerable care must be taken to improve watershed health. 
While the Healthy Streams Program budget of $127 million has much in it to improve habitat, its 
neglect of the stormwater system is worrisome. If streams are well shaded and have good structure, the 
fish will still die if the water is poisoned from stormwater running off of our streets. More must be 
done do disconnect streets from streams.

Finally, mitigation policy in this Steering Committee Recommendation is a guarantee of habitat loss. 
The loss of highest value habitat in the “Moderately Limit” category is systematically undermitigated in 
this plan because mitigation levels are tied to the ALP designation rather than the underlying habitat 
value in the inventory. Additional habitat is lost, by not including land costs in the fee-in-lieu 
assessment. Both of these oversights can be corrected by the Coordinating Committee in your adoption 
of this program.

Thank you for your consideration of these recommendations.

Sincerely,

Brian Wegener
Watershed Watch Coordinator 
Tualatin Riverkeepers 
16507 SW Roy Rogers Road 
Sherwood, OR 97140 
Phone: 503.590.5813 
Fax: 503.590.6702 
E-mail: brian@tualatinriverkeepers.orQ 
Website: www.tualatinriverkeepers.org

Protect, Restore, Enjoy, your Tualatin River System. Become a Tualatin Riverkeepers member.

Nobody knows the trouble you’ve seen. Fill out our online trouble ticket to report problems you see that impact 
our river, streams, wetlands and wildlife. Go to www.tualatinriverkeepers.ora and click on Report Problems!
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Angela Brown

From: Brian Wegener [brian@tualatinriverkeepers.org]
Sent: Monday, August 09,2004 4:52 PM
To: lutplan@co.washington.or.us
Subject: Goai 5

Brian Wegener
Watershed Watch Coordinator 
Tualatin Riverkeepers 
16507 SW Roy Rogers Road 
Sherwood, OR 97140 
Phone: 503.590.5813 
Fax: 503.590.6702 
E-mail: brian@tualatinriverkeeDers.oro 
Website: www.tualatinriverkeepers.oro

Protect, Restore, Enjoy, your Tualatin River System. Become a Tualatin Riverkeepers member.

Nobody knows the trouble you've seen. Fill out our online trouble ticket to report problems you see that impact 
our river, streams, wetlands and wildlife. Go to www.tualatinriverkeepers.oro and click on Report Problems!
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August 9,2004

ISSUE PAPER: Mitigation Ratios, Applicable Classifications, and Fee-in-lieu of 
Mitigation

Prepared for: Tualatin Basin Natural Resources Coordinating Committee 

By: Brian Wegener, Tualatin Riverkeepers 

The purpose of mitigation and fee-in-lieu.
The purpose of the mitigation and fee-in-lieu program should be to discourage and 
prevent the taking of public trust resources, to fully compensate the public for the loss 
of public trust resources, and to ensure that such lost resources are fully replaced or 
repaired. As such, the level of required mitigation should be tied to the value of the 
resource lost.

Both the mitigation requirements of this program and the fee-in-lieu are seriously 
flawed by being tied to the “ALP limit” level of the resource instead of the habitat 
value. By doing so, the public is under-compensated for the lost of public trust 
resources. Over 2000 acres of improtected highest value habitat (Class 1 Riparian and 
Class A Wildlife) are in the Moderately Limit and Lightly Limit ALP classes. To 
ensure that loss of these resources is adequately mitigated for, mitigation ratios must 
be tied to the Habitat Class, not the ALP Limit Class. Table 3-2: Goal 5 Program 
Elements Matrix states that mitigation ratios should be based upon underlying 
inventory classification, not based upon ALP Limit Class.

To remedy this fault, Tualatin Riverkeepers recommends that mitigation ratios be tied 
to habitat values as is stated in Table 3-2 of the staff report. The following habitat 
classes would replace the ALP Limit Classes in Table 3-1, Table 4-4, and Table 4-5 of 
the staff report

;-:r; Habitat Class ^ ^ ' •: Mitigation Ration
ClassT Riparian/Class A Wildlife'. V 1:2 •....■a. .vv.::'"
Class 2 Riparian / Class B Wildlife v' ; 1:1.5 . -r .id:-..:
Class 3 Riparian / Class C Wildlife j : 1:1.2 . e-:.;;

A Recommendation from the Tualatin Basin Steering Committee, the staff report date 
August 2,2004 includes a proposal for a fee-in-lieu of mitigation known as Option lb. 
By presenting only one “option”, the staff report brings to mind the famous quote of 
Henry Ford, "The customer cm have any color he wants so long as it's black."



Tualatin Riverkeepers proposes that the Coordinating Committee would best be served 
by choosing another option, which more fully includes all costs of mitigation.

Option lb was first presented to the steering committee on July 29 at its last regular 
meeting before the August 2 public hearing and was discussed for a few minutes. 
Option lb was based upon the previous “Option 1” which more fully accounted for 
full costs of mitigation. Mitigation ratios in option lb were reduced 20%-33% fi-om 
the previously proposed Option 1.

The base fee cost factors in Option 1 were;
Site Preparation, Plants, Materials & Installation 
Maintenance (2-5 years)
Land Costs
Base Fee Total Costs:

$0.67 per sq. ft. 
$0.09 per sq. ft. 
$0.24 per so. ft
$1.00 persq. ft

Land costs in Option 1 were determined by Clean Water Services in preparation for 
their Healthy Streams Plan and included a mix of fee-acquisition and easements on a 
mix of land types needed for their restoration program. Other costs estimates were 
developed by Angelo Eaton & Associates specifically for this program.

Tualatin Riverkeepers proposes that any fee-in-lieu of mitigation include all costs 
associated with replacing ecological functions lost due to development. Fee-in-Iieu of 
mitigation that does not include land costs represents a public subsidy of private 
development. When development takes or impacts a public trust resomce such as 
clean water or wildlife, the developer has an obligation to fully compensate the public 
for this loss. By subsidizing fee-in-lieu by donating the land to the developer’s 
mitigation effort, the public is subsidizing the private development for private gain.
It is important that the fee-in-lieu program be structured to allow and encourage 
private landowners to participate in the market providing mitigation services. Fee-in- 
lieu that does not charge for land costs gives government an unjustified 
monopolistic advantage in the marketplace for mitigation services. Concerns have 
been raised that this Goal 5 program reduces the economic development value of 
private property that contain habitat resources. One very appropriate economic 
development value of privately held degraded resource land is the mitigation services 
marketplace. These private property holders with degraded habitat may offer then- 
land to developers looking for offsite mitigation opportunities, and would charge for 
land values through property sale, lease or easement. If government is offering 
mitigation or fee-in-lieu opportunities without charging for land costs, they are 
imfairly undercutting the market, and leaving private property owners without the 
opportunity to achieve an economic development potential that is both good for the 
resource and the property owner.

Off-site mitigation as well as fee-in-lieu should not be subsidized by government. The 
Corps of Engineers and US Fish & Wildlife Service do not allow off-site mitigation on 
public resource land such as National Wildlife Refuges, wilderness areas, or National 
Parks. Because such areas are already protected, and will be restored through other 
financing methods, mitigation cannot occur on these lands. To do so would represent



a net loss of the resource. We need to think about a similar policy for our Goal 5 
program. Public lands will be restored using the $127 million in SWM Fees.
Allowing fee-in-lieu or private off-site mitigation could result in a net loss of habitat 
not real mitigation. ’

WhCTe federal policy does allow off-site mitigation on federal lands is areas 
specifically set up as mitigation banks and approved by both the Corps of Engineers 
and EPA. In those cases, fees for mitigation always include a charge for the land. 
Another example is Clean Water Services’ and the Tualatin Soil & Water 
Conservation District’s new Enhanced Conservation Reserves Enhancement Program 
pays farmers to lease their land. This is a mitigation program for CWS’s discharge of 
wastewater above the allowed temperature standard.

Land costs need to be included in the fee-in-lieu charges and in any charges for off-
site mitigation on public land. Tualatin Riverkeepers requests that $0.24 per 
square foot for land costs be included in the fee-in-lieu base cost and carried 
through to the fee structure.



April 2,2004

Tualatin Basin Natural Resource Coordinating Committee 
C/o Washington County DLUT 
155 N. First Avenue- Suite 350 
Hillsboro, Oregon 97124

Dear Committee Members,

I was out of town the night of the 29th hearing but had I been in attendance I 
would have added my voice to those urging you to consider the 
environmental costs resulting from the “Allow” and “Limit” designations on 
the ALP map. Actively seek the advice and perspective of the environmental 
organizations in this community before you commit to these ALP 
designations.

Much of the Basin strategy seems to be designed to maintain local 
control/flexibility over land use designations to enable future development 
opportunities, in response to what is perceived as more restrictive 
designations from Metro. Although the stated goal of the process has been to 
“improve the environmental health of the areas,” there has been little 
discussion at the staff level of the environmental consequences of the labels 
as applied on the ALP map. Most often local governments have struggled to 
preserve wiggle room in the face of the dreaded “Prohibit” label in hopes 
that subsequent criteria for “Limit” will keep the door open to justify 
downgrading the environmental value of a given parcel based on a proposed 
use.

There are precious few areas of natural value in this County as it is and the 
commitment to “improving the environmental health of these areas” (as 
outlined in the charge of the Basin project) suggests that any doubts should 
be resolved in favor of higher levels of protection, rather than the amorphous 
“Limit” designation. This is particularly true of the “habitats of concern,” 
where there is consensus that a significant level of environmental value is at 
stake.



Take the opportunity to seriously examine past zoning decisions that failed 
to consider the impacts on habitat and floodplains and undo them if you can. 
The rush to find more industrial land is understandable, but there is also a 
need to respect the natural systems and cycles in this County. Let’s look at 
restoring empty and practically abandoned shopping malls in Beaverton for 
commercial or industrial use before we rip apart a wetland where some of us 
enjoy time away from the auto-driven madness. Why continue a zoning 
designation that enables development on identified wetlands?

We need to affirm the community value of natural areas and open spaces. In 
addition to meeting shared goals of watershed protection and providing 
recreation, these areas should also be viewed as economic assets, not simply 
for their development potential but for their value as undisturbed 
environments, part of the landscape that helps in recruiting businesses, 
employers, and jobs to the County. No one really wants to live surrounded 
by a Phoenix-style community of serial strip malls and a total lack of 
identifiable neighborhood, but that’s where we’re headed every time another 
natural area is filled for yet another Subway or health club. We cannot afford 
any further loss of wetlands, floodplains, riparian vegetation, or healthy tree 
canopy.

I urge you to ask at every juncture what impact the “Allow” and “Limit” 
labels will have on the future use of a given property. Ask the planners why 
a higher level of protection cannot be applied. Test the answer by visualizing 
the loss not only of a particular parcel but the cumulative impact of each 
incremental accommodation to development.

These natural areas will not be replaced once they are damaged or removed. 
That decision begins with this process. Choose carefully. The “engine of the 
region’s growth” may easily steamroll its most precious assets. Err on the 
side of the highest level of protection. That should be our legacy to those 

who follow.

Ramsay Weit
5350 NW Pondosa Drive
Portland, Oregon 97229



Steve Kelley

Subject: FW:

:---— Original Message---------
From: N. White [mailto:syconateJlycos.com] 
Sent: Wednesday, July 21, 2004 p:03 PM  
To: lutplan@CO.Was hington.or.us 
Subject:

Hello, my name is Nate White, ai 
student from Tualatin High Scho] 
remaining high-value habitat wii 
remaining, because a lot. of it 
has been lost to senseless devej 
remain optimistic, because I ali 
enjoy publicly available access 
(the nature parks in Tualatin ai 
recent source of pride for me h< 
once- marketable land neighborii 
pleased how a governing body (M( 
can cooperate so efficiently on 
development. I am encouraged by 
continue it for other, higher-pi 
Tualatin River
Basin. Thank you for your tim<

Sincerely,
Nate White

id am a recently graduated high school 
)1. I am writing to you to protect our 
:hin.the Tualatin River Basin. I say 
especially in my home town of Tualatin) 
•opment and unchecked sprawl. Yet I 
lo make it a point in my, free time to 
to the beauty of these natural habitats 
id sites along the Tualatin River). A 
IS been the acquisition of the stretch of 
ig Brown’s Ferry Park in Tualatin. I was 
stro) and a local government (Tualatin) 
preserving natural habitat from 
this cooperation, and I'm asking you to 
:iority areas and sites within the

mailto:syconateJlycos.com
mailto:lutplan@CO.Washington.or.us
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Jtily 27,2004

To: Tualatin Basin Coordinating Committee

Attn: Ron Shay, Councilor 
King City City Council 
15300 SW 116th Ave 
King City, Or 97224

Dear Councilor Shay,
We live near the Tualatin .River, in the area of SW 131st, SW Fischer Rd. 
and SW Beef Bend Rds. these past several years we have seen 
numerous treed, partial wetlands with little creeks sometimes flowing thru, 
disappear as development takes over.

We have 345 new homes being built near the Tualatin River, a proposed 
new 66+ subdivision across from SW Jordan Way, continued 
development in the Castie Oak Estate area and 160 new homes on the 
hillside off SW Beef Bend Rd. Most of these have affected wetlands and 
removed large areas of trees, possibly affecting drainage and run-off and 
displacing the wildlife that lived there. We see more deer, skunks and 
other critters that are digging for worms and food in our area now.

We are a very compacted area already~we worry about the drainage, 
Tun-off, loss of trees and natural wetland areas, lack of parks and open 
spaces not to mention the extra traffic on already crowded roads. We see 
more deer being hit and killed now.too,.
This rush to develop any and ail the landjias got to slow and serlous 
thought to our environment the wildlife and our livability needs to come 
into play. Our area is lacking in parks and with all the development-we 
will lose the oportunity and financial ability to have them.
Where will these future children play? Where will people walk their 
dogs? Sit under a tree and watch deer and birds? See a little open 
stream flow to the river?
Someone, besides the developers, needs to take a look at our remaining 
qreenspace and Imagine keeping.lt healthy, green and open to be homes 
to trees, plants and animals instead of concrete, houses and autos.
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Once the wetlands are gone-we lose all that they sustained. It cost more 
to restore than to protect.

Thank you for! your attention to this matter.

Sincerely,

Sandra Wilson 
16677 SW Jordan Way 
Tigard, Or 97224

C.C* (\(2.TrO CoivrJoI 
TULOuo -Tn'
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August 9,2004 AUB 0 9 20(11,w " ^ CUUH

Tualatin Basin Natural Resource Coordinating Committee 
Washington County Department of Land Use and Transportation 
Planning Division, 155 N. 1st Avenue, Suite 350-14 
HiUsboro, OR 97124

Re: Goal 5 Program
Our File No. PRO50-36

Dear Committee Members:

We represent Providence Health System - Oregon. Metro inventoried 
portions of the following Providence-owned properties within the Tualatin Basin 
as regionally significant natural resource areas: the Tanasboume Medical Plaza 

(southwest quadrant of Cornell and 185 ) and St. Vincent’s Medical Center. In 
response. Providence engaged David Evans & Associates and Bill Connerly to 
analyze, respectively, the natural resource and economic values of those sites.

As to St. Vincent’s, Providence is satisfied that the proposed ALP map 
proposed by TBNRCC staff accurately reflects the location and quality of both the 
natural resources on the site and the economic and social value of the potential 
conflicting uses thereof.

Providence remains concerned, however, that the ALP map understates 
the economic and social value of the Tanasboume site. Thus, we look forward to 
working with staff for the committee and the City of Hillsboro on Goal 5 
implementation measmes that do not impede development on the site of medical 
facilities that are needed in the Basin.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Very tmly yours.

Ty K. Wyman

TKW:crm

cc: Ms. Dana White, Providence Health System - Oregon

;ODMA'iGRPWISE\DUNN-CARJ>OSTl.CLIENTS:307480.1

Member
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uw niiMi mnswiDi INDEPENDENT MEMBER OF MERITAS

WITH AFFILIATED OFFICES IN MORE THAN 250 CITIES AND 60 FOREIGN COUNTRIES
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July 27, 2004

155 N-. Isb Ave. Suite 350-14 

Hillsboro, OR  97124

To Whom  It May Concern:

received
AUG 02 m 

: planning  DIVISION 
Land Use & Transportation

Wha,t littl€! remains of our habitat must be preserved for our 
children, our grandchildren and all future generations. We  must 

have a respite from concrete and pollution.
We  humans, after all, are also an endangered species.

Whichever way our 'lower forms of life' go, so will we follow.
I trge this committee to support programs that protect the 

Tualatir River Hasin from development. It will be good for 

humans and good for the economy. To quote Teresa Heinz Kerry, 

"Good er.vironmental policy is good economics"
A few years ago I penned the following poem:

I am
the air I breathe.

the water I drink.
the food I eat.

tfSI
poison the air.

the water.
the food.

I am not.

Sincere).y,

, ZinkDiane T 

4311 S.W.91st Ave.
Portland, OR  97225 
(503) 2197-2471




