Transcribed Minutes: Soft Surface Trails Iron Mountain Park Public Engagement
Meeting

Wednesday, September 30, 2020 at 5:30pm

Panelists: Ivan Anderholm, Bruce Powers, Chris Bernhardt, Jeff Munro, Jan Wirtz, Megan Big John,
Brenda Falson

Attendees: Sarah Ellison, Dina Balogh, John LaMotte, Debbie Thomas, Jack Halsey, Trudy Corrigan,
Michael Buck, Robert Ervin, Sandy Intraversato, Dan Anderson, Jim Fisher, Heidi Schrimsher, Gregory
Wolley, Mike Perham, Julia Wood, Susanna Kuo, Sara Ledoux, Doug McKean, Angele Mott Nickerson.

Ivan started the meeting at 5:30pm.

Ivan shared his screen presentation and asked if everyone could see it.

He then asked Jan to give him an update of how many people were currently attending. At this time Jan
reported that there were 10 people in attendance.

Ivan advised that he was going to wait another 3-5 minutes for other people to log on and attend.

He gave an overview of the flow of the meeting, there will be a brief presentation and then the meeting
will be opened up for comments and questions. The way that the meeting is happening this time, it is an
event, when we get to the end of the presentation, which you will know because | will talk about the
different talking points and points in which we want input. Please go into the chat and write down your
name and that you have a question or a comment on the appropriate topic we are discussing.
Presentation and talking about different segments of the trail to try and come to an understanding of
each person’s concerns on each of the 3 segments, so if you put your name in and say that you have a
guestion then Jan Wirtz and Brenda Falson will be queuing you up and then Jan will bring you in the
meeting and we can see your face or not and then you can ask your question. The other thing is that if
you are there but don’t want to come on and do that please type your question to the chat box and as
we are going through the discussion of the different segments and the different topics, both Jan and
Brenda will be taking a look at those and we will try and answer those. For those that we don’t answer
we are going to take this documentation, as this is being recorded, we will get those questions printed
up with our answers that we either answered in the presentation or if we did not, we will answer those
answered and get them put on the website page.

Let’s just wait here a couple more minutes and then we’ll get started.

Ivan states he is going to get started.

Jan updated Ivan that there are now 15 people in attendance, and Mike Buck made a comment that
people are not being able to link in even though they are registered and Joy Prideaux and Susanna Kuo
are still out due to technical difficulties. Jan announces that you do need to download Webex onto their
computers. Ivan is going to wait to give time for them to log in and asks Jan to update him.

Jan advises that there are now 16 and it looks like Susanna is on, the other thing we have is one call in
user and that is another option too, that people can call in. Mike Buck commented that he wishes that
the instructions would let people know you had to download Webex they thought the link was sufficient
like Zoom. Jan comments that sometimes it is and sometimes it isn’t, it depends on your server and how



much band width you have. There is also the option to call and that is in the instructions. Now we have
23 and that is including our panel. lvan states he will wait one more minute and then get started.
Jan relays that Mike Buck comments — thank you for your patience.

Ivan starts — for the sake of those that are on and | know that some of us are having technical
difficulties, this is the preferred software the City uses and | as a Department Head use these 20 times a
week and I still have difficulties so | apologize for that, but we are going to go ahead and get started.

Topic is that we are going to talk about the Iron Mountain Park Soft Surface Trails, | stated a little bit
earlier and some you were not on, is that we are going to do a presentation on the history where we
are, some of the concepts that have been looked at we are going to ask our Consultant to make some
comments about the pros and cons of some of the concepts and then after we are done with our
presentation we are to elicit comments and questions from those of you that are in the audience. We
are going to do in such a way as to we are going to talk primarily about the different segments of the
trail and we have separated those into 3 different segments, and if you have had a chance to look at our
website you would recognize segment A, B and C from the maps on our website.

Ivan then introduces himself, Ivan Anderholm - Parks & Recreation Director and with us on the panel, we
have Bruce Powers - Project Manager, Jan Wirtz — Deputy Director of Programming & Adult Services,
Brenda Falson — Admin Assistant to Project Management, Jeff Munro — Deputy Director Parks & Golf,
Megan Big John — Parks Manager and Chris Bernhardt — C2 Consulting.

Ivan starts the presentation, advising that we will be going to keep it fairly streamlined, we will show a
few slides, a few graphics and then we will get into the meat of the discussion. If you have a question,
please go to the chat and write your name and that you have a question and Ms. Wirtz will be the one
that queues you in and allows you to have your face on or have your camera off but ask the question. If
you are not comfortable with that please put if you do have a question put it in the chat. We are going
to try and answer as many questions, address as many comments as we can this evening. Those that
don’t we don’t get to this evening we are going to print up the questions in the chat, print up the
questions that were presented not in the chat with answers and print that document and post that
document on the project website.

The Soft Surface Trails, the goals of the project

1. Establish a connection between the new park development Iron Mountain Boulevard and Mountain
Trail to the West.

2. Establish a connection between the new park development and the existing user trail at Summit.

3. Address the issues with the user trail between Summit and Iron Mountain Trail, which is the
switchbacks.

More detail that | want to go into here, are our project objectives, are under the context of preserving
the natural environment while purposely creating access. We want to look at Segment A which is the
connection of the new trailhead to Iron Mountain Trail which is existing, west towards the Brookside
trailhead. Segment B is connecting the new trailhead to Summit Road, offering a nature experience
through the lower portion of the park near Iron Mountain Blvd. Segment C address the Summit to Iron
Mountain Trail switchback user trail, making it more sustainable and user friendly.



Continued detail besides the segments it has come to our attention that there have been questions
about the trail width and the design of the trail width. This is a soft surface trail, when coming up with
the trail width and giving direction to our consultant for consideration we took a number of things into
account, some of those things were existing guidelines, the City of Lake Oswego does not have an
existing guideline for soft surface trails, so we looked at the Portland Guidelines. Portland guidelines
essentially for multiuse soft surface trails are anywhere between 18” —48” tread with a maximum grade
of about 15%. The existing Iron Mountain trail depending on if our crews have been through to clear
foliage vary between 36” — 72" at its widest and tops out at about 18% at its steepest slope. The Summit
trail which is existing, which is the user trail is anywhere from 18” — 30” wide. 30” wide down at the
lower sections closer to Summit, 18” and maybe a little narrower than that toward the top and is goes
from basically a flat grade to approximately 25% in places, it might even exceed that.

In our other Lake Oswego Parks we thought it is important to look at other soft surface trails in the
parks, and we are primarily between the 18” — 72 “width and we are anywhere from 0 — 20+-% in grade
at other parks We looked at other natural areas like Bryant Woods, Springbrook, which everybody
knows what Springbrook trails are, we looked at Cooks Butte, so they are like trails in our natural areas
throughout Lake Oswego.

User management of trails, and I’'m making this statement that all trails in Lake Oswego are currently
open to pedestrians and bicycles. We do not have a prohibition on any type of travel on our trails. That
is a policy discussion that can be had, but what | wanted to point out here is that really when we talk
about trail width, the standard trail width dependent on the user is not really interlinked there are user
trails from all different types that are anywhere from 18”-48" which is well within the range that we are
looking at here at Iron Mountain. | do want to say from a user management standpoint we have very
few reported conflicts between different types of users in the park system. We always have from a
management standpoint we always have the ability to close trails to either specific users or all users if
we do have conflicts or if we do find that there is an unsafe situation.

History of the concepts, the original concept of soft surface trails and the 3 segments that we will be
talking about tonight and hopefully answering some questions and getting some input on, were
introduced back 4 years ago May 12, 2016 during public outreach for the Iron Mountain Park Master
Plan process. During that discussion in the open outreach meeting it led to development of initial
concept that was included in the printed document, the document is available online at our project
website as Iron Mountain Master Plan. You do need to look for the full version not the executive
summary, the maps and discussion are noted on page 164 & 165 of that document. That developed the
initial concept and goals for the project and there was discussion at that time about whether to include
those in the Parks Development Master Plan or set them aside in a parking lot, and we made the
decision to set them aside knowing that soft surface trails would not need intensive design and
engineering that were going to take place in order to make ........cccceveveeveeneee. (inaudible)

On July 29, 2020 there was public outreach, it was a virtual public outreach, it was held to introduce the
concept that C2 design had come in after discussing with the department and after seeing the initial
design that was included in the Master Plan and through our input of how to meet the objectives of the
project.



On August 25, 2020 there was an on-site meeting with Hunt Club, Friends of Iron Mountain and Parks
Board member to further discuss the alignment, and to even look at the alignment in the field. In
addition to these more public, where we invited anyone from the public, there were numerous points
where are staff interacted Bruce Powers and Chris Bernhardt, our consultant, with individuals that had
concerns about the alignment and different aspects about the trail. There was a lot of communication in
that regard as well.

Then on June 16, 2020 we made a presentation to Parks Board on the alignment, on the concept of the
alignment, at that meeting there were a number of citizens that attended that and provided suggested
refinement of the concept. That’s where we are at now.

Concept #1

This was the first concept that was developed with the exception of the purple right down near Summit
where my curser is......shows the zig zag trail that goes up here. The orange are the proposed new trails.
Ivan shows segment A, segment B and segment C on the map. That is the initial concept that we put out
for people to comment on.

During the Parks Board meeting this proposed alignment was presented to the Parks Board and the
Department and if varies from it in the connection point. Segment A is essentially the same or virtually
the same and we didn’t get a lot of written comments on how that would differ. We do have some
concerns that we are working through with the Hunt Club as this trail as it comes up how we control
especially dogs and kids running off this trail or the intersection of this trail, so we are addressing that.
Those were the comments we received.

Alternative trail instead of connecting at the bridge moved it to the East of the development site.
Travelled more parallel and closer to Iron Mt Blvd, utilized more of the user trail the yellow squiggle trail
moving up to lron Mt trail so that would not be any interference or trails that traveled through
undisturbed areas in the park. It travels with more broader switchbacks using the existing. With those
comments staff sat down with Chris from C2, came up with concept #2, also available on the website.
Concept #2

Segment A is primarily unchanged. Segment B, we look at segment B with the comments and
suggestions we looked at incorporated what we could there. Some portions of the trail it is much closer
to Iron Mt Blvd and the West end connection of that trail that was suggested at the East end of the park
development is problematic due to the channel that runs from the culvert under Iron Mt Blvd to the
new creek channel and crossing that at that point is not feasible, it’s not within reason of the budget.
We did leave the connection and alignment connecting with the bridge and the park. On the East end it
does move further into the park. Chris is on and maybe he could speak about the East end of segment B
and segment C.

Ivan asks Chris to talk about the alignment of segment B, especially the East end of that and how it
moves into the property and away from parallel from the road. Also talk about what you did with
segment C.

Chris advises that the plan was to stay as close to Iron Mt Blvd as possible, as you come to the East end
of the middle section it bends towards the North. There is a very flat spot in the terrain and it is
problematic and it is ill advised to build trails on flat areas, typically because water is pooling there and
is a poor choice to build a trail location. | skirted while staying as close to Iron Mt Blvd at the East end of
segment B while being just above the flat area. It probably serves a purpose for water infiltration,



catching water from the mountain. It can’t go any further south because of Iron Mt Blvd, so water is
obviously pooling there during the wet season. That is why we are just above that contour, if you go out
to the field you'll see that we just hug a couple of feet vertical above that flat spot staying as close to
Iron Mt Blvd. Now for the segment heading up the hill that is then switch backing, | pushed the grades a
little steeper than we did in the original concept so as to gain ground more quickly so as to reduce the
mileage and therefor the impact. Close to where the curser is we tie into the existing social trail which
will be rebuilt. | took the citizen proposal and | tried to apply sustainable trail practices to it to make
something that would reasonably accommodate the concerns, stays completely out of the eastern
segment and stays as close to Iron Mt Blvd as feasible given standard trail building practices.

Ivan states that winds up the presentation and asks for questions and comments.

The process is that you can type them in the chat function, you can type in the chat function your name
and that you would like to ask a question live with us and we will try and answer those. When you do
that Ms. Wirtz will bring you in the room. What | would like to do as we are trying to move this forward
would be to discuss concept #2 here. if we have questions or concerns or comments about section A,
which is this section from the new park development that moves West.

Jan:

Director Anderholm, Mr. Mike Buck, has made some comments about section A in our question &
answer. Brenda is going to bring him in. He also had additional questions. Would you like those now, or
just on section A?

Ivan:

| would prefer that we talk about section A first and then we'll move to section B, section C and then
we'll move to a trail width discussion a general trail width discussion and at the end of that. If he has
some questions specific to segment A, we'd love to hear those comments.

Jan:
Yes, he does. So, Brenda, will you let Mr. Buck in,

Mike Buck:

Okay. Hi everyone, Ivan. Thank you. And thanks Chris for the presentation, and really, we're grateful for
your having listened to us at the Parks Board meeting and made, you know, alternatives. We're really
grateful and appreciative. | won't comment now on it you know, some of us come as mostly stewards,
even though we're users, some of his also come as planners. And I'm really grateful that you talked
about the context, cause the concepts came out of that four year ago, PAC meeting, and | think that's
important cause it gave us a direction. | actually think though there were some predetermined
interpretations that have been withdrawn from public discussion regarding the conceptual design, like
users say. | just want to say, I'm hoping we can talk about that. | don't know when we can talk about trail
width. | know we all want the soft surface trail, but you quoted Portland and | have Portland Bureau

of transportation and the Portland parks and record standards and practices that differ from the ones
you gave out for mixed use for hikers and bikers. So, | have it 4 to 10 feet in both of theirs, so I'm not
sure what you're quoting, but | have these documents if you need me to send them to the group here.
But in terms of section A, I'm just wondering if, how that trail, we think that's a necessary connectivity,
even though it does compromise, cause it’s actually there's a wetland and you can obviously see it in the



winter and spring right behind the Hunt Club property that goes into the park. And I'm just presuming
Chris has designed this to go above that delineated wetland. So that was my question. Thank you.

Ivan:

Do you want to tackle that, Chris? | think | can. | can tackle it. When, when Chris was given, maps and
information about this, we asked them to avoid wetland areas. The trail that is even segment B, is
outside of the stream setbacks, with the exception of right where, both of those trails cross the bridge.
So, that is accommodated in segment A.

Bruce:

This is Bruce, | did provide Chris with the maps that show the wetland delineation. There's no impact
whatsoever to that.

Ivan:

Excellent. Okay. Thank you.

Mike Buck:
And I'll let other people respond to section A and I'll wait on section B. Thank you.

Ivan:
Thank you, Mike. Appreciate it. You're muted.

Jan:
Hi. Okay. We have a question from Heidi Schrimsher about section A. Brenda, we'll let Heidi in now.

Heidi Schrimsher:
Mine was actually, it wasn't sorry, Jan. | wrote it before Ivan said it. Mine is about the summit
connection, which is in section C. We can wait until then to discuss it.

Ivan:
Excellent.

Jan:
Okay. Thank you, Heidi. I'm up next will be Julia Wood, and she has a question about section A. Yes, she
does. Here comes Julia.

Julia Wood:

Hi everybody. Thank you very much for the presentation. | have no video, so | can't wave at you all, but,
I'm just going to raise this question again. | know | got squashed before, but I'm going to ask it again.
Since you're considering different options for the Eastern end, I'm just wondering if we could consider
options where, on the West end where the trail zigzags back up to the yellow line instead of traversing
across, because | think it might be, an easier solution cost and time-wise than trying to fence this whole
area. Because | think this impact is going to be significant. | walked a good part of this trail and so | have
other people and it's just, it's going to be super easy for dogs and people just kind of fall down into our
property and, that's going to be a huge problem, a safety concern.

Ivan:
Julia, his is lvan, duly noted and we do want to have some further conversations with the hunt club
about your concerns. | know that Bruce and | have had some conversations about that. I'll let Chris talk
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about, if you have any comments Chris, about the merit of essentially taking, instead of going along out
this way, zigzagging up. | think we run into some buildability in, in other issues there.

Chris:

That's correct. The reason we chose that one location is because it was the best option. It provided the
gentlest grade, the fewest number of switchbacks, and went through the best terrain and avoided the
largest trees. There's a lot of large trees along the downhill side of that travail and we try to avoid
connecting near them because of the impact.

Julia Wood:
Okay. | think we just need to chat offline cause | don't want to take too much time.

Ivan:
Yup. Thank you, Julia.

Jan:
All right. We have Mr. Jim Fisher has a question about segments A & B. Brenda can let in Mr. Fisher now.

Ivan:
Yep. Alright. Do we have any other just questions on segment A from anybody?

Jan:
Does not look like it.

Ivan:
Okay. Yeah, let's go ahead and have Jim come in and ask questions on segment A followed by B that
would be great.

Jim Fisher:

Okay. Okay, thanks Ivan. | was looking over the detail site construction plan for the developed park and
I'm referring to the hillside protection plan and the erosion sediment control plan. | did not see, | mean,
obviously these plans were, it looked to me like these plans were developed without consideration of
the fact that there was going to be another trail above to the North of the developed park at that time,
anyway, and | didn't see anything on the plans that had to do with sedimentation control, no silt fences,
no Wattles, that proposed new trail segment A and B, | guess a portion of it, is directly up slope from the
wetland and the tributary stream. I'm curious what erosion control protections are proposed on the
downhill side of the trail, where the excavated soil is going to be side cast.

Ivan:
| think Chris, can you address that or attempt to.

Chris:

Sure. In locations where we are near waterways or sensitive areas, we do not typically side cast the soil,
but export it. Otherwise we adhere to standards for erosion control, typically dictated by the state case.
We have a minimum amount of exposed surface we cover it and finish it prior to exposing larger areas
and that allows us to operate under the best practices of not needing to put up erosion control fencing
and that type of thing. A lot of the construction sites, you see exceed the requirements for that surface
area and that's why they are required to utilize those other types of techniques.
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Jim Fisher:
Okay and again, could you just reiterate, what are those technique you're referring to?

Chris:
Minimizing exposed areas and finishing the exposed areas so that they are not in an erosive state for
any length of time.

Jim Fisher:
Well, I'm just not clear what that would be. Is that, is that seeding, is that growing, spreading grass seed
or exactly what? | don't think you'll be compacting that soil.

Chris:
Yes, we would actually be compacting.

Jim Fisher:

Oh, okay. That seems a little problematic from a geotechnical standpoint, doing that on a 50% slope,
without benching your fill and making it sort of a level thing, compacting it on top of a slope that's not
all that stable to begin with. It seems that could be problematic to me.

Chris:

| don't think you’re understanding our techniques properly. The level of compaction required to remove
it from an erosive state is not the same, for example of, you know, a mechanized compactor, that type
of thing. We are not running a sheep's foot compactor or anything like that down the trail.

Jim Fisher:
Hmm. Interesting, so you use some sort of a hand tamper or a...

Chris:

We use a variety of techniques for the situation, depending on the condition of the soil. If it's a wetter,
we would need to wait for it to dry. We might straw temporarily until that point. There's a variety of
techniques that are approved by the state and therefore by the local jurisdictions for erosion control.

Jim Fisher:
Thank you.

Ivan:
Any other questions, Jim?

Jim Fisher:
| had another one. I'll wait on that. Thank you.

Ivan:
Okay. Thank you, Jim.

Jan:
Okay, so now we're going to move on to section B, if that's okay with you and Mr. Buck has some
comments or one comment about one part of section B. Brenda will be letting him in.
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Ivan:
Good.

Mike Buck:

Hi Chris. | totally agree with your comments regarding the parallel part of section B that's kind of up on,
a little bit up on the slope and avoids that wet area. | agree with what your intentionality is there and
the constraint there because of the water, but I'm more concerned, like the comment on the area that is
above the newly reclaimed, restored tributary area there. So, what is now, and you can correct me if I'm
wrong, but this is the new delineated sensitive lands for the nature park area. Correct. And the sensitive
lands buffering is going from the top of bank to this tributary, which is sometimes far up before you get
a ledge. So, all this is prime sensitive lands area that is actually kind of recreated, so we're really happy
it's a restored area. | think all of us want to keep it in as natural condition as we can, you know, given all
we're putting into it. So, the thing that a lot of stewards are concerned about is the trail cuts off any
fauna from that water source, it even makes it more limited and violates what is there. Some of us were
wondering why not just have people kind of go next to the driveway ingress, have a trail come out to
Iron Mountain Boulevard and just walk the 75 feet and then connect to the trail you have rather than go
up above that sensitive tributary area. Some of the sensitive land bumper area goes 50 to 200 feet up
the slope so there's a reason why it's delineated, because it is prime habitat and it's sensitive. | have a
guestion regarding that and just the rationale, why are we even, you know, interrupting it why are we
having to replant that area to keep it from mitigation. And, then | also have a question about the 3-foot
soft surface trail, when it is wet and is open for bike use, how are you keeping it sustainable? In a lot of
places bikes aren't even allowed wet areas. | have some concerns why we’re, so | agree that one part of
section B, the first part, but would like to have another alternative, just because of that prime habitat
area. Thank you.

Ivan:

Mike, if | could interject here too, and Bruce is on the line, | know that there was a discussion about soft
surface trail placement and the established stream corridor, in the stream corridor setbacks. Bruce,
could you, maybe comment on that and what we did and how this alignment aligns with that?

Bruce:

We have delineated all those sensitive areas and all the wetlands, everything's been surveyed and
delineated and everything that we've asked Chris to do is just to stay out of that area. And we've also
met all the requirements of the state and the city and the federal government on any permitting and
anything that would impact any of those wetlands or any of that stuff we have fully met the criteria that
was required to do so. | think we have addressed all those concerns and issues as well.

Mike Buck:

There's a couple of things. Thank you, Chris, very much. Just two comments, one would be, we have
migratory coming to the tributary, so they'd have to cross two trails now, instead of one. The thing of
concern to some of us and the other thing would really have been helpful, if you would have used the
delineated map in the plan, 180052 exhibit 004 to show the delineation. And then let us see where your
proposed trail alignment goes in the context of the delineated resource. But, you know, just having it on
this larger, full scale map of Iron Mountain, we really don't get to see the detail of where it is, so that
would have been a help. Okay. Thanks.



Ivan:
Thanks for those comments, Mike. | agree.

Bruce:

| think one thing to remember that in a design build project like this, that these maps are very
conceptual, but Chris and | make sure that the measurements meet the criteria that we have laid out so
that they do not impact any kind of wetland or any kind of area that we don't want to impact. It's not
like we just draw a line and go build it. We are making sure that the measurements meet the criteria of
the permit that own.

Mike Buck:
Thank you. Can you address the sustainability of two-way traffic with bikes in a wet season?

Chris:

Let me first address regarding having to go across the bridge, they need to get across the channel, |
don't think there's any discussion about that and they certainly have the ability to go West to the
Brookside trail head. That terrain is very open and frankly, inviting to pedestrian exploration and so we
have a concern that if there's not a trail there, you're going to get dispersed impact, which is much
worse than a focused impact on a sustainable trail. You know, the impact from the trail is primarily
during its installation and once it's there, and if it's a sustainable trail, it should have very little impact.
So, if we don't put a trail there, we're going to have a situation like we do at summit, where people are
kind of going everywhere and doing whatever they want, and that would have a much greater impact. |
think we need a trail there. If we don't put it in now, people are going to make their own and they are
not going to obey those setbacks to the wetlands. The easier terrain is actually right along the edge of
the wetland, and we're set back from that to put the trail. No user should be in a wet area. The impact
of cyclists versus pedestrians has been shown to be a different type, but the same level. It's not really
appropriate or accurate to say that, oh, cyclists are going to have more impact than hikers in any type of
condition. There are very few specific conditions based on peer reviewed studies that show where there
are impacts that are different in wet areas and not one of them. In fact, there's some research that
shows pedestrians have more impact than ......(inaudible) of the wet trail and do more trampling and
[inaudible] et cetera. So that's difficult to say and lastly, | would say as well that we don't know, or we
cannot say with certainty, whether any fauna is impacted by a trail, unless we show you that specific
fauna in this location. | cannot say there is not an impact. You cannot say that there is an impact outside
of an anecdotal assumption unless we have specific study.

Mike Buck:
We do.

Chris:

| think we need to be careful about making those types of statements that a trail will impact fauna - cut
them off. | don't think that's an accurate statement without additional research into specific species, the
width of the trail, that type of thing,

Mike Buck:

Except why is that a standard then in different places like Metro to avoid trails being placed in a habitat
area, next to or above, a Creek tributary just for that purpose. We all know in habitat corridors, there's
water and, you know, fauna go to water. We know that, we know the Newt migrate and | would hate to
have to bring in to the parks department a run over Newt, so I'm just trying to avoid, I'm just trying to
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see, can we anticipate and respect the area without taking unnecessary chances to the wildlife that's
there? And | don't mean anecdotal. | mean, those of us that have lived here for decades, we know the
behaviors.

Chris:
That’s anecdotal, that's the definition of anecdotal.

Mike Buck:

Well, | know, but | mean, it's not, | mean, sounds dismissive of, like, if we say that here are the birds that
we'd like to keep here that need interior spaces and the more we fragment them, there's a possibility
we're not going to have as many, or we won't have any at all. And | don't think that's up for debate. Uh, |
think we know enough science to know what birds, you know, need the acreage and we have them
because they have the acreage. I've not yet

Chris:

The question there is do trails, fragment the habitat. And that's the question we don't answer to. It's
very specific to habitat to each species, and that's very clearly shown in fact, the Metro study to what
you may be referring state that very specifically.

Mike Buck:
Chris, you know, this, that, so we've got three areas, we've got an aquatic area, we have a repairing
area, and then we have an Upland forest, correct. In this area.

Chris:
Yes.

Mike Buck:

All three, there are two edges then. Right. And we know there are animal species that go to each of
those edge areas. Do you know what they are in this area? Do you know those species for each edge
area? And have we taken them into consideration in this trail of building? If so, please let me know, let
us know what they are.

Chris:
| do not know what they are, but, and that does not mean that we know that there is an impact by the
trail from them specifically.

Mike Buck:
Can we admit what we know and what we don't know and make sure we're and doing something?

Ivan:

Yes, Mike. So just to answer your question there has not been a study that has identified all of the
animals that live on Iron Mountain Park. We have not done that, so that does not exist. So, for
argument's sake, we do not know that, we do not know what lives there.

Mick Buck:
So, we're moving ahead, not knowing is what you're saying then Ivan.
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Ivan:

Yes, we are, just as we moved ahead with the park development on the lower portion of the park,
without knowing the animal species that were there. The only animal species that we were required to
identify and to look for were aquatic species that was done during that project. What we're doing is
we're following best practices we're doing what we can and the goal of this project is to have a minimal
impact and to direct the human impact that's going to take place on this property in a sensible and
sustainable way.

Mike Buck:
| totally agree Ivan with all those.

Ivan:
That is exactly what we're trying to do here.

Mike Buck:
| don't think we could say that it's benign. If we really don't know impacts, that's all I'm saying. | think
everybody would agree to that we're doing something, then it's risky because we don't know.

Ivan:

We're doing something that has an impact. Yes. We acknowledge that. Like we do as a department and
the city that's responsible for these publicly owned properties. We acknowledge that by building a soft
surface trail, developing a park, encouraging people to enter onto our public lands, that we are
encouraging an impact. That is a human impact on that. We don't do this lightly. We acknowledge that.

Mike Buck:
| think where some of us are feeling the weight of not doing it yet and we don't know what to do about
it. | will let others talk though.

Ivan:
Thank you, Michael. Ms. Wirtz?

Jan:
| believe that's all the comments about the particular section.

Ivan:
Well, | believe that there were some statements

Jan:
| believe Heidi would like to speak.

Ivan:
Are there any questions about segment C and the concept? Any specific questions or comments about

that proposed alignment?

Jan:
Not that | can see.
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Heidi Schrimsher:
Can you hear me okay?

Jan:
Yes.

Heidi Schrimsher:

Hi. I just had a question because when you all were talking about segment C you didn't discuss that
Trailhead at summit connecting up to the orange, it's in that purple color first, did you all have a chance
to talk to engineering?

Ivan:

Yes. | had an opportunity to speak with Erica Rooney about the appropriateness of a crosswalk at
Summit. She thinks it's a terrible idea. | think that anybody that would ask her about that would say that
it's a terrible idea to have a striped crosswalk there. When | kind of looked at her and was like, oh, okay,
but we know people are crossing there. Her response was that due to the traffic volumes, which are, on
Iron Mountain Boulevard and I'm paraphrasing here right around 4,000 or slightly under 4,000 trips per
day. That there are a lot of apps in traffic that makes it easy for people to cross there. Her opinion from
a traffic engineering standpoint, in my conversation with her was that when you put a striped crosswalk
across a road, no matter how busy or not busy, that pedestrians tend to get sense of security by that, so
they're not as aware. This road right now is a 40 mile an hour road. Right now, there is not an intention,
there's not been a study to reduce the speed on it. Although we do have, | want to say two or three City
Counselors that have reached out to the Parks department and Engineering department to look at it, but
from her standpoint, no, a crosswalk there would not be a good idea. | did reach out to her to have the
conversation.

Heidi Schrimsher:

| see, that's exactly what she told me. My question is, and maybe it's not an issue, but | work from a
legal standpoint, if the City puts in a trailhead where there's no crosswalk and somebody crosses the
street to access the trailhead and God forbid, gets hit by a car, are they going to sue the City? Because
we're intentionally putting a trailhead right across from Summit for people to access and not giving
them a way to access it safely. Just look both ways with the gap.

Ivan:

Yeah, and that's a very good question. It's not a question that we've directly addressed with our risk
assessor about that. | do know that in the past, though, that we've had through past practice, we have a
number of natural area locations where we have trail’s that kind of jut out to places where people cross.
Springbrook Park has a number of entrances that are that are like that, that are unmarked. We also have
an entrance to the north end of Springbrook Park that goes out on to oh, my mind is going goes right out
near the intersection of the busy intersection of Boones Ferry and Country Club where there's no
pedestrian crossing. We can ask that question.

Heidi Schrimsher:

Yeah. There’s a sidewalk there and people don't cross. The people go to the light to cross Country Club
and Boones Ferry.
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Ivan:

You're probably right. We can definitely ask that question and get an assertation to there. Safety
obviously is a concern of ours. The need for the trail there is that we know over time that people have
accessed the property there and continue to access the property there. | went up after the last Parks
Board meeting and actually met Chris up there and | hauled out a bunch of brand garbage on that trail,
and it wasn't like garbage that had been sitting there for a while. It was it was recent. That's a concern,
too, is that people are going to be accessing there, and do we not do a sustainable connection or do we
do a sustainable connection? And then pointing back to the conversation of the connections during the
master plan in the concept and then the community meeting that it was discussed, there was a number
of people from nearby that thought that connection was a very critical connection. | could not find any
comments about the crosswalk other than people saying that they wanted one. There were like two
comments, but the connection of being able to get into nature at that point was expressed.

Heidi:

Yeah, | read all that, and the reason | even talked to Erica this summer was because a citizen asked me if
a crosswalk was going to be part of this project. | guess it's talking to what did you call it? The person
who looks at risk. Risk assessment is a perfect idea. And | love that there are some Councilors who are
worried about the speed limit, because | think ultimately, if you do build that and you keep the speed
limit from the circle to pass somebody twenty-five, that makes it so much safer. And the police love to
have speed traps on Iron Mountain, so | think that people would actually obey it if this were twenty-five.

Ivan:

Yeah, and | know that there are definitely some Councilors that are interested in the speed limit along
Iron Mountain and not to waste everybody's time, but there's a formal process in order to lower the
speed limit. Even a city speed limit. | think that is a conversation that | think we can definitely have as we
get closer to the completion of the trail, the developed park portion for sure.

Heidi Schrimsher:
Yeah, that's great. Thanks, Ivan.

Ivan:
Thanks for the comments. | appreciate the questions.

Jan:
Mr. Jim Fisher has a question about the segment C if you're ready for questions?

Ivan:
Yes, we are.

Jan:
Mr. Fisher.

Jim Fisher:

Well, thank you again. With this application that we're using WebEx, there is no ability for you to see
me, is that correct? | can't show you anything on my tablet.
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Ivan:
No, but you have something that you want to send in Jim, you can definitely email if it's an image or a
link, you can email that to myself and Bruce Powers.

Jim Fisher:

OK, I will do that. There’re three photos | took today of some steps, in Hallinan. These are steps built in a
city right away by the neighborhood using a neighborhood enhancement grant back in 2018. They've
been extremely successful. They're used every day by the neighborhood kids and adults. There's been
no accidents, there's been no complaints. There are no handrails or anything other than these really
very sturdy steps built with a box configuration using eight by eight pressure treated timber it's been
very successful. | bring that up because I'm very concerned about bikes on that upper section of
segment C | really hate the idea of switchbacks being there being used by bikes. The bikes are going to
rut that trail that's only three feet wide. They have to go down the middle of the trail. They're going to
make turns and it'll eventually build up into a reverse banked curve, which ultimately, they will probably
zoom around and encounter pedestrians and dog walkers and things like that. It's just not a very good
design at all to have switchbacks in my opinion, on a steep terrain like that, I'd much rather see the
APC's of the three-switch switchback switched to a step design or some other way to easily connect the
more gently sloping segments of the trail with each other short of having to go to the switchbacks. To
me | don't like the idea of bikes on this trail anyway. | see people zooming down that trail, encountering
pedestrians and dog walkers on a three-foot-wide trail that's going to be rutted in a matter of a year or
two. You're going to get a fairly deep run down the center of that trail and where are the bikes going to
go outside of that rut? It makes it unsafe for the bikes. It really does. Those are the questions | have. It's
just problematic for me. Thank you, by the way, Ivan and Chris, for changing this overall design to
eliminate that eastern section of the trail and coming up with version two so that we don't have that
segment, that 7.77-mile-long segment over to Fairway. | appreciate that. That's it. Thank you.

Ivan:
Ok. All right, thank you, Jim.

Jan:
Ok, we have four participants like general comments, and first is going to be Trudy Corrigan, then
Counselor John LaMotte, Greg Wolly and Mr. Buck. We're going to start with Trudy.

Trudy:

Hi. I'd like to post a comment from the Iron Mountain Stakeholder's. We'd like to express a concern
about the public process to this point. After asking about the trails during the 2016 charettes and PAC
meetings, we were told that the trails would be done later, but with input from the public, we were
pretty surprised to be presented with the finished product. In the future we would all appreciate a more
well-defined public process. This all seemed rather post hoc and to be honest, I'm not really sure August
25 could count as a public engagement because only six of us were allowed. Thanks very much for
listening.

Ivan:
Thank you, Trudy.

Jan:
Next up, we have Councilor, John La Motte.
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Councilor John La Motte:

Ok, can you hear me now? Yes. OK, so. My question is more of a statement, | think following up Heidi's
question, the question of the Iron Mountain Boulevard roadway is a big question we've had for years
since we did the park. We do need to look at slowing the speed down. That's something that we started
a while ago, we got to continue. We do need to look at a crosswalk with possibly a stop sign and signal
at Summit because we've got more traffic coming on that road, and when we open that park, we're
going to have more. | think the speed is way too high. Getting across at Summit needs to be better, and |
think, it's right, just striping it by itself, it doesn't work, but maybe with a stop sign and or a signal, we
could make it better. But | think that's a whole other corridor plan that we have to put together with
Parks and Engineering to make that work. | think it's a good thought. We've got to hold it and just go on
to that for the next project after we get the trail settled. And also, Chris Bernhardt, thanks. Good work.
Good technical work, and | appreciate the presentation.

Ivan:
Thank you. Thank you, John.

Jan:
Ok, now we're going to have Greg Wolley, correct?

Greg Wolley:

| can see maybe you can hear me now. We can hear you now, OK? All right. Thank you. | actually wrote
my comment and | thought it was going to be read. But anyway, this is great. Well, I'm a new Parks
Board member. | haven't met you yet. Just a comment, because Mr. Buck was bringing up the concern
about impacts on wildlife within the interior of the park. Ivan you were saying we don't really know
what species occupy it. It seems like that question is going to keep coming up, and so | was just
suggesting, and | know it's not in the budget to have a species survey done. There isn’t extra money for
that, but of course, you can bring on a student from Lewis and Clark, for instance, either as an intern or
a class project to do at least to a bird survey if they're a good birder. Then there's also often lists of
expected species for certain types of habitat, and so | would suggest Bob Sallinger from Portland,
Audubon's conservation director, who would have expertise and knowledge on what to expect given the
habitat types and the size of the area. So just a couple of suggestions of ways to maybe try to address
the species question since it may continue to come up. And it's a couple of ways to do that cheaply or
potentially free.

Ivan:
Thank you, Greg.

Jan:
Ok, we have one more comment, and that is from Mr. Mike Buck and nothing else after that, unless
something comes up.

Mike Buck:

Ok, thank you. Jan, | know we're trying to do a lot here, and | really appreciate everybody listening and
trying to synthesize. Ilvan, you know, when we look at Iron Mountain, | know we have a responsibility
not just to the city, but, in the whole area here to really form a big matrix to keep alive what we have
got and maybe possibly even enhance for the future. And that’s what we are trying to do. In terms of
the Parks, what is unfragmented undisturbed, at least for the last 70 years, is Iron Mountain Park, are
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these areas here are they the largest interior spaces we actually have out of our 600 acres? Do you
know?

Ivan:

Well it depends on your definition of fragmentation, if you look at the portion, and I'll use the curser
here, because | did do a little bit of looking into this, under the existing Iron Mountain trail and the user
trail, this section and above new Park development the area is approximately 18 acres of undisturbed or
unsegmented.

Mike Buck:
Can you find anywhere in the City that we have that?

Ivan:
We do down at Canal Acres, it is an example where we do have that acreage, probably in excess of that
where it is continuous.

Mike Buck:
Without trails though I’'m talking about.

Ivan:

No trails on Canal Acres. Canal Acres has one small trail that runs through it, but the majority of the
property and a large segment of the property there are no trails on it at all. | know that is one. There is a
piece of property at the north end of Lake Oswego the Kerr Open Space which is completely
unfragmented with no trails, is another piece of property we have that is contiguous, | don’t know off
the top of my head what the totally acreage is. Most of our soft surface trails that are established, our
GIS department have put that layer in GIS, we could put together a cursory kind of examination of what
we have. We also have, off the top of my head, West Waluga Park, west of the developed portion of the
park, which is largely undisturbed, which is a large tract as well. There are not a whole bunch of
undisturbed tracts of property in our parks and | think that is from a standpoint of where we are and
where some of neighboring communities are, that’s fairly common especially in the urban/suburban
type setting where you have that human pressure on those properties. I'm not here to debate or argue
with you about it, but | did look at that because | was very interested in what we had and | did notice
that the largest undisturbed segment of Iron Mountain Park is about 18 acres.

Mike Buck:

Thank you and | think they are a valued resource, and | know this may go against people who believe
well we own it, therefore let’s use it. Yet | think out of 600 natural space acres, if we could get a
comportment in our town to say can we just save a certain small percent of these for the life that lives
among us, | would like to go in that direction. No for it all, but just what you mentioned, can we keep
something, can we have an attitude, a responsiveness that says we can get detached because here’s
who is really benefiting and it may not be people. Thank you.

Ivan:
Yes, thank you Mike.

Jan:
Panel we have one more speaker unless someone else would like to, and that is Heidi Schrimsher, and
she will be speaking now.
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Heidi Schrimsher:

Hi, this is really a request for follow up at a future Parks Board meeting, there are three things | have
written down that have come up. One is to talk about public engagement on trails, it seems like the last
two trail projects have become contentious because they didn’t have the engagement on the front end.
The next thing is something we haven’t talked about at all, but E-bikes and pedal assisted bikes are
become very popular and | think we need to look at not just regular bikes, but E-bikes and pedal assisted
bikes, and would content that we should not allow them in any of our parks. The last thing | have been
thinking a lot about is long term maintenance of our trails in our new parks. We have Iron Mountain,
Woodmont and coming soon Hallinan Woods and we have these new trails and our maintenance staff
hasn’t increased, so I’'m really concerned how we are going to maintain all these new areas, in addition
to our existing parks. These are all conversations that | would like to have at a future meeting.

Ivan:
Absolutely, | think that those questions you just brought up are very appropriate for a Parks Board
discussion. Thank you for bringing those up Heidi. Ms. Wirtz are there any other questions?

Jan:
| have several comments but no one has requested to speak. We have record of all the comments as
well. Would you like me to read them?

Ivan:

| think that what we will do is review those after the meeting unless there was a request for them to be
read. Just for everybody out there that did make a comment that hasn’t been read. The comments that
you put in Webex to the chat become back of the public record and will be retained as part of the public
record as | said at the beginning of the meeting we are going to be pulling those comments out and
typing those up verbatim and also doing some minutes of this meeting and putting those up. Making
those public on the project website. If no one else has live comment, | just want to thank everybody that
joined in with us. I'm sorry that, as probably most of you are too, that we couldn’t get together in a
room and feel the texture of paper, see faces and read body language and do all of those things as those
are the better ways of this type of engagement. | do appreciate people taking the effort in coming today
and providing us with the comments and questions. Next step is we are going to take these comments
and questions, we are going to codify them and put them in written form. We are going to get back
together staff, with Chris as our consultant, take into consultation any suggestions we think we might be
able to apply to it and then what we will be doing shortly is presenting a final concept alignment.
Definitely in that, | want to make sure people aware, | know Councilor La Motte was on, there are some
things that are on our parking lot and | don’t want to dismiss those because we can’t directly address
them through this project, speed on Iron Mountain Blvd, just like the speed near any of our parks and
natural areas where we are encouraging people of all ages to come to is very important to us and it is a
continual work that we do with our engineering to make those interfaces safer. We are not going to
forget those, but they may not be addressed through this project. Again, | want to thank everyone for
being here, Chris Bernhardt from C2, the team from Parks & Recreation, and especially those from the
public, who took the time to listen to us and took the time to speak on behalf of your interest, raised
concerns and it is not something that falls lightly on us. We do these processes because we do want to
hear your and we do want to incorporate your thoughts and your ideas into our projects.

Jan:
One more question from Mike Buck. Will there be more refinement and when will you get back to us?
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Ivan:

The final refinement that we will do, Bruce and | will get together with Chris. We will do a final
refinement, if there are any questions that were unanswered we will try and answer those questions
and put them in the written record. Any refinement from conversation that we had about the
alignment, the pathway, we will try to incorporate those and then present it on the project website, we
will make sure we do the Community Outreach and then the specific stakeholder groups we will send
the new final concept to all those folks. That is our plan moving forward. On behalf of the Parks & Rec
Department we really appreciate your input and your support for the things that we love to do.
Goodnight.
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