TALLMAN EMAIL #1

Carla McLane

From: Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, October 10, 2025 5:11 AM

To: HERT Dawn * DLCD; Carla McLane; Brandon Hammond; Amanda Mickles; Amanda
Mickles

Cc: derrin@tallman.cx

Subject: Re: Public Records Request — Boardman TSP/UGB Amendment Package

Attachments: IMG_3759.jpeg; IMG_3760.jpeg; Transparency_lssue_Letter October 7.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Dawn, Carla, Brandon, Amanda, and Members of the Planning Commission:

| am submitting this correspondence so thatitis incorporated into the official local record for the City of
Boardman’s Transportation System Plan (TSP) update, with a courtesy copy to DLCD for its
administrative file to go before the Boardman planning commission meeting October 16th 2025. This
letter also serves as a public records and open meetings request for the supporting materials cited in the
Draft TSP.

1. Incomplete Record — Missing Volume Il Appendices

The Draft TSP (September 2025) is expressly presented in two volumes. Volume Il is to contain
Appendices D-J (Code Assessment, Methodology, Existing Conditions, Future Conditions, Proposed
Solutions, Implementing Ordinances, and Public Outreach Summary). These appendices are repeatedly
cited in Volume | as the technical basis for traffic forecasts, buildable lands classifications, and project
prioritization.

Yetin response to my public records request, the City Clerk confirmed these appendices were “not
submitted.” DLCD likewise has received only Volume . If these appendices exist, they have been
withheld from the record in violation of ORS 192. If they do not exist, the Draft TSP is materially
misleading, since it cites documents that are not available for review.

2. Procedural Defect - Notice and Hearing Timeline

The City’s own flyer promised the Draft TSP would be “ready for comment by October 9, 2025.” As of
October 10 (this morning) the critical appendices remain missing. Proceeding to a hearing on October 16
with only seven days between the promised availability and the hearing—without the full record—
deprives affected landowners of meaningful opportunity to review and rebut, contrary to ORS
197.763(6)(a).


Carla McLane 
TALLMAN EMAIL #1


3. Piecemealing and Inconsistent Sequencing

The City’s own October meeting calendar (attached) shows that advisory committees are still meeting
after the Planning Commission hearings:

e October 13, 2025: Comprehensive Plan/ Development Code PAC
e October 28, 2025: Economic Opportunities Analysis PAC

These PAC meetings are directly tied to the BLI/EOA, which in turn form the foundation for the TSP and
any UGB amendment. Scheduling Commission hearings before this work is complete constitutes
piecemealing, contrary to OAR 660-024, and further demonstrates that the record is incomplete.

4. Transparency and Access Issues

| am also attaching my October 7, 2025 Transparency Issue Letter, documenting repeated difficulties in
gaining equal access to advisory committee proceedings and records. Goal 1 - Citizen Involvement
requires that landowners and the public be allowed to meaningfully participate (pleased see attached
documentation about not being able to speak in public comments). Providing materials to PAC/TAC
members while withholding them from affected landowners violates both Goal 1 and ORS 192.

Requested Action
For these reasons, | respectfully request that the City of Boardman and DLCD:

1. Produce the complete Volume Il Appendices D-J and the unaltered mapping record cited in the
Draft TSP.

2. Provide anindexed list of all appendices, dated PDFs, and GIS files that constitute the full record.

3. Continue the October 16 hearing until the full record is posted and the public has had the
statutory opportunity to review.

4. Incorporate this correspondence, the October meeting calendar screenshot, and my October 7
Transparency Issue Letter into the official local record.

Transparency is the backbone of trust in land use planning. Moving forward without the complete
technical record, while advisory committees are still meeting on related elements, creates a
procedurally defective process that cannot withstand appeal.

Thank you for your attention to these concerns. Please confirm by reply email that this letter and
attachments have been entered into the record.



Respectfully,

Jonathan Tallman

Attachments:

1. City of Boardman October 2025 Meeting Calendar (showing October 13 and October 28 PACs)
2. Transparency Issue Letter — October 7, 2025

3. October 9th update that goes to missing internet link. Today is October 10th.

On Thu, Oct 9, 2025 at 3:29 PM HERT Dawn * DLCD <Dawn.Hert@dlcd.oregon.gov> wrote:

Hello Jonathan,

Thank you for reaching out and for your patience in my response. I have been on the road for work and have

An

some much needed few days at my home office to catch up on all my emails. &

Currently the City of Boardman has been working to update several of their master planning documents:
Transportation System Plan(TSP), Parks Master Plan(PMP), Economic Opportunities Analysis(EOA),
Buildable Lands Inventory(BLI, as well as Comprehensive Plan Updates possibly through the Periodic Review
process. Some of these projects have started, some have not. Some are just now getting to the public hearings
processes that my agency requires the Proposed Acknowledge Plan Amendment(PAPA) notification due to the
modifications to the local Comprehensive Plan, whether it be recommended text amendments, updated maps,
or ancillary guidance documents being added. (State law requires local governments to notify the public when
a Comprehensive Plan is under review or when changes are proposed or adopted. Part of the process includes
noticing to DLCD regarding these changes.)

Prior to these proposed amendments making their way to my agency’s PAPA notification, they have been
through Public Advisory Committees(PACs) or Technical Advisory Committees(TACs) and possibly
workshops with the Planning Commission and City Council so that they are aware of upcoming
recommendations coming from these projects.

Our PAPA notification requires the following:

1. Except under certain circumstances,' proposed amendments must be submitted to DLCD’s Salem office
at least 35 days before the first evidentiary hearing on the proposal.

2. A Notice of a Proposed Change must be submitted by a local government (city, county, or metropolitan
service district). DLCD will not accept a Notice of a Proposed Change submitted by an individual or
private firm or organization.




3. Hard-copy submittals are permitted and require a separate process.
4. Electronic submittals are encouraged via DLCD’s PAPA Online process.
5. File format: detailed on our webpage.

6. Text: Submittal of a Notice of a Proposed Change for a comprehensive plan or land use regulation text
amendment must include the text of the amendment and any other information necessary to advise
DLCD of the effect of the proposal. “Text” means the specific language proposed to be amended,
added to, or deleted from the currently acknowledged plan or land use regulation. A general description
of the proposal is not adequate. The notice may be deemed incomplete without this documentation.

7. Staff report: Attach any staff report on the proposed change or information that describes when the staff
report will be available and how a copy may be obtained.

8. Local hearing notice: Attach the notice or a draft of the notice required under ORS 197.763 regarding a
quasi-judicial land use hearing, if applicable.

9. Maps: Submittal of a proposed map amendment must include a map of the affected area showing
existing and proposed plan and zone designations. Include text regarding background, justification for
the change, and the application if there was one accepted by the local government. A map by itself is
not a complete notice.

10. Goal exceptions: Submittal of proposed amendments that involve a goal exception must include the
proposed language of the exception.



In response to your specific questions/requests:

o As detailed above, these materials are necessary for our PAPA team to post on our online
system. Materials are required to be submitted by the local government and sometimes come in stages
as they are prepared and available. The minimum requirements are detailed above. My team here at
DLCD cannot add materials provided by someone other than the local jurisdiction to their PAPA.

TSP documents submitted to our PAPA include the Volume I at this time, which meets the minimum for
our notification requirement. I anticipate the Volume II to be downloaded in the prior to their first
evidentiary hearing as well as their staff report. There are a number of appendices that you mention on
Boardman’s TSP webpage: Transportation System Plan | Boardman OR. Look through the PAC
meeting documents and you should find what you are looking for. The city is the official record; we
only have copies of what they have submitted.

I am not sure what exactly was requested in your public records request, but I did notice that you refer to
“UGB Amendment Package”....which is entirely different than a TSP. Currently, Boardman has not
completed their EOA or BLI to move forward with the appropriate documents to request a UGB
Amendment. I do anticipate that may come after the EOA/BLI has been completed identifying a need
for industrial land supply. But at this time, no application has been started.

I reviewed the maps that you attached to this email, and they appear to be from the Parks Master Plan,
and not the TSP. The Parks Master Plan is a completely different document, that may be why you are
seeing discrepancies from the TSP maps.

The first evidentiary meeting is scheduled before the Planning Commission on October 16". The public
hearing notice that was downloaded to our PAPA system states “Copies of the staff report, and all
relevant documents will be available on or before October 9, 2025. For more information, contact Carla
McLane, Planning Official, at (541) 481-9252 or by email at mclanec(@cityofboardman.com.” 1
anticipate that the staff report will be downloaded to our system today. I would suggest that you reach
out to Carla and ask for a copy. My agency has been involved in the PAC and had access to review the
supporting documents both submitted online as well as on Boardman’s website. I plan to review the
staff report and will work with my agency transportation planners to see if the report warrants a
comment from our agency.

e Your request: For these reasons, I respectfully ask that DLCD:

o Add this letter and my prior correspondence with the city to the official record for the Boardman
TSP/UGB amendment.
= Response: As stated earlier in my email, Boardman keeps the official record. You should
provide your comments and concerns to the Planning Commission and/or City Council
at their public hearings. We do not facilitate public comments on local applications.
o Require the City to provide the full Volume Il appendices (D-J) and the unaltered mapping
record before any DLCD review proceeds.
= Response: Boardman keeps the official record. If you are unable to locate the appendices
of the TSP on their website, you should reach out to them to ask them to identify where
these documents are located.
o Clarify whether DLCD has actually received a complete submittal, or whether the City has
provided only the policy document without its technical record while representing it as final.
= Response: DLCD received the required documents for the PAPA submittal, which
allowed the notice to be posted to our website. I anticipate the staff report and
Appendices will be provided as detailed in their public notice. I will reach out to their
Planning Director to verify.




Thank you for reaching out and I agree that transparency is vital to trust. You should reach out to staff to ask
for the location of the documents. You also have public hearings where you can submit these comments and
concerns directly to Boardman. My PAPA system is not where public comments are received for local
decisions. I hope my explanations help answer your questions and help you to move forward with comments to
the city.

Take care,
Dawn

Dawn Marie Hert

Eastern Oregon Regional Representative | Community
Services Division

Pronouns: She/Her/Hers

.A Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development
v . Eastern Oregon University, One University Blvd, Badgely Hall,
" Room 233A | LaGrande, OR 97850-2807

D L C D Cell: 503-956-8163 | Main: 503-373-0050

dawn.hert@dlcd.oregon.gov | www.oregon.gov/LCD

Regional Representative for the ten most eastern Counties and 59 Cities.

From: Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, October 2, 2025 7:32 AM

To: HERT Dawn * DLCD <Dawn.Hert@dlcd.oregon.gov>; derrin@tallman.cx
Subject: Fwd: Public Records Request — Boardman TSP/UGB Amendment Package

Dear Dawn,

I am writing to request that the following concerns and documentation be added to the DLCD record
regarding the City of Boardman’s Transportation System Plan (TSP) and Urban Growth Boundary (UGB)
process.



| submitted a public records request to the City of Boardman seeking the supporting materials
referenced in the Draft TSP (dated September 10, 2025). In response, the City Clerk denied that such
records exist and told me that “all supporting calculations, inventories, spreadsheets, and maps used
to classify properties” could be found on the PAC Meeting 7/29/25 Economic Opportunity Page,
Appendix B - Buildable Lands Inventory.

However, the Draft TSP itself makes clear that it is presented in two volumes:

e Volume | -the policy document
 Volume Il (under separate cover) — containing the technical appendices, including:

Appendix D: Code Assessment

Appendix E: Methodology

Appendix F: Existing Conditions Inventory and Analysis
Appendix G: Future Conditions Analysis

Appendix H: Proposed Solutions

Appendix I: Implementing Ordinances

Appendix J: Public Outreach Summary

o O O O O O O

The plan repeatedly cites these appendices as the technical basis for its findings (traffic forecasts, land
classifications, project prioritization, etc.). If the appendices exist, the City is withholding them. If they
do not exist, then the Draft TSP is misleading the Planning Commission, DLCD, and the public. Referring
me to a PAC meeting packet is not the same as producing the official, final appendices that the plan
says were prepared “under separate cover.”

In addition, the TSP maps and related exhibits show serious inconsistencies. For example:

e |none version, the corridor east of the Dog Park is labeled as a “New RV Site.”

o |n earlier exhibits, the same corridor is shown as a BPA easement or trail connection to Laurel
Lane.

o Later maps appear blurred or re-labeled, with no record of who changed them, when, or why.

These inconsistencies have not been explained in open meetings or in response to records requests,
despite requirements under ORS 192.610-192.690 (Oregon’s open meetings laws) that materials
considered in a legislative land use process be made available to the public.

The Planning Commission is scheduled to vote on this package on October 16, 2025, and | understand
that a draft has already been submitted to DLCD without these appendices or the complete supporting
record. That raises a serious procedural problem: DLCD cannot meaningfully review or acknowledge
the submittal without the very technical appendices and mapping record the plan itself relies upon.

For these reasons, | respectfully ask that DLCD:

1. Add this letter and my prior correspondence with the City to the official record for the Boardman
TSP/UGB amendment.



2. Require the City to provide the full Volume Il appendices (D-J) and the unaltered mapping record
before any DLCD review proceeds.

3. Clarify whether DLCD has actually received a complete submittal, or whether the City has
provided only the policy document without its technical record while representing it as final.

Please also note: | will be sending supporting exhibits and documentation in piecemeal form because
the files are too large to transmit all at once. Thank you for your understanding. | have drone photos that
are big.

Transparency is the backbone of government trust. Without the missing appendices and consistent
mapping record, the public cannot evaluate the City’s findings, and any approval risks being
procedurally defective. Those documents are needed and | am asking to see them.

Thank you for ensuring these concerns are documented and addressed in DLCD’s review.
Sincerely,

Jonathan Tallman

---------- Forwarded message ---------

From: Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com>

Date: Thu, Oct 2, 2025 at 7:12 AM

Subject: Re: Public Records Request — Boardman TSP/UGB Amendment Package
To: Amanda Mickles <micklesa@cityofboardman.com>

CC: Brandon Hammond <HammondB@cityofboardman.com>, Carla McLane
<mclanec@cityofboardman.com>, Derrin Tallman <derrin@tallman.cx>

Amanda,

Thank you for your response. However, there is a direct contradiction between your email and the City’s
own Draft Transportation System Plan (TSP) dated September 10, 2025.

The draft TSP itself states the plan is presented in two volumes, with Volume Il (Under Separate Cover)
containing the technical appendices (Code Assessment, Methodology, Existing Conditions, Future
Conditions, Proposed Solutions, Implementing Ordinances, Public Outreach Summary) and it
repeatedly cites those appendices for the technical basis of the plan . Given that, | have the following
questions that require clear answers before any hearing or vote:



1. Does the City acknowledge that the draft TSP references a Volume Il with technical appendices? If
yes, where are those appendices? Were they prepared, and if so, why were they not produced in
response to my request?

2. If the appendices do not exist, why does the draft TSP represent that they do and cite them as the
basis for analyses (traffic volumes, operations, forecasts, project evaluation, etc.) ?

3. How does the City intend to proceed with DLCD under ORS 197.610-650 without submitting the
supporting methodology, inventories, analyses, proposed solutions, implementing ordinances,
and outreach record that the plan itself says exist?

4. Why are these foundational materials being withheld behind public-records denials when they
should be available under open meetings laws (ORS 192.610-192.690) as part of the public
process?

5. Mapping inconsistencies: City exhibits and plan graphics show the corridor east of the Dog Park
differently across versions—an identified “New RV Site” in one, versus a BPA park
block/easement corridor and trail connection in others; later versions appear blurred or re-
labeled with no explanation.

o Whatis the official, current depiction for this corridor (including the Laurel Lane
connection)?

o Who changed it, when, and where is the documented rationale and version history?

o Please provide the underlying GIS layers and dated map files used to produce these
exhibits.

6. Buildable Lands/EOA materials: Your email directed me to an “Economic Opportunity”
page/Appendix B for the Buildable Lands Inventory. Please confirm the full, indexed list of all
supporting calculations, spreadsheets, and map layers used to classify parcels as
vacant/partially vacant/constrained, and produce those records.

These are not minor details; they go to the integrity of the record. The Planning Commission is
scheduled to vote on this package on October 16, 2025, and | understand that a draft has already been
submitted to DLCD without the very appendices and supporting documentation that the draft plan itself
cites. If that is correct, it raises serious questions about the adequacy and legality of the submission.

Before the Planning Commission is asked to vote, and before DLCD proceeds any further, the public is
entitled to review the complete basis for the TSP including the appendices the draft references and the

unaltered mapping record.

Please provide clarification on items (1)—(6) above and explain how the City intends to resolve this
conflict between what the TSP says and what has actually been submitted.

Respectfully,

Jonathan Tallman



Mon, Oct 13 2025, 3 - &
Add to your calendar =~

Back to Calendar




On Wed, Oct 1, 2025 at 4:39 PM Amanda Mickles <micklesa@cityofboardman.com> wrote:

Good afternoon, Jonathan,

| have received your request for records and have information to provide in response (in blue) to the specific
requested information.

3.

. All staff reports, technical memoranda, and appendices included in or referenced by the City of

Boardman's Transportation System Plan/Urban Growth Boundary amendment packages (no such
document was submitted, the City submitted a Transportation System Plan) submitted under ORS
197.610-197.650, including but not limited to Volume Il, Appendices D-J (the Appendices package was
not submitted) (Code Assessment (not submitted), Methodology (not submitted), Existing Conditions
Inventory and Analysis (not submitted, TSP Page PAC 1/29/25), Future Conditions Analysis (not
submitted, TSP Page PAC 1/29/25), Proposed Solutions (not submitted, TSP Page PAC 5/13/25),
Implementing Ordinances (no such document), Public Outreach Summary (no such document)).

All supporting calculations, inventories, spreadsheets, and maps used to classify properties as

"vacant", "partially vacant", or "constrained" in the City's findings.

a. This can be found on the Economics Opportunity Page, PAC Meeting 7/29/25, Appendix B
Buildable Land Inventory

All correspondence, notices, or submissions sent by the City to the Department of Land Conservation
and Development (DLCD) related to this TSP/UGB amendment package, including confirmation of the
DLCD Notice/File Number assigned.

a. As stated earlier, no such document was submitted, the City submitted a Transportation System
Plan.

Amanda Mickles

City Clerk | City of Boardman

7-@
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From: Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, September 25, 2025 3:05 PM
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To: Amanda Mickles <Amanda@cityofboardman.com>; Brandon Hammond
<HammondB@cityofboardman.com>; Carla McLane <mclanec@cityofboardman.com>; Amanda Mickles
<micklesa@cityofboardman.com>; derrin@tallman.cx <derrin@tallman.cx>

Subject: Public Records Request — Boardman TSP/UGB Amendment Package

Dear Amanda,

Please find attached my completed Public Records Request form pursuant to ORS 192.311-192.478.

| am specifically requesting the full set of supporting documents submitted by the City of Boardman to
DLCD as part of its Transportation System Plan / Urban Growth Boundary amendment package under
ORS 197.610-197.650. This includes staff reports, technical memoranda, methodology documents,
inventories, maps, and correspondence referenced in the City’s submittal.

Because these materials are part of the official record for a pending legislative land use action, and are
required to be available for public inspection during review, | am also requesting a waiver of any fees

associated with this request.

Please confirm receipt of this request and let me know when the documents will be available. If
possible, | would appreciate electronic copies by email to ensure timely review.

Thank you for your assistance.
Sincerely,
Jonathan Tallman

706 Mt. Hood

jonathan@tallman.cx

12
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TALLMAN EMAIL #2

Carla McLane

From: Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, October 12, 2025 8:39 AM

To: HERT Dawn * DLCD; Carla McLane; Brandon Hammond; Amanda Mickles; Amanda
Mickles

Cc: derrin@tallman.cx

Subject: Re: Public Records Request — Boardman TSP/UGB Amendment Package

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Formal Request to Continue October 16 TSP
Hearing - Incomplete Public Access,
Uncoordinated County Elements, and Missing
Technical Record

To: City of Boardman Planning Commission
Attn: Carla McLane, Planning Official — mclanec@cityofboardman.com

Cc: Boardman City Council; Dawn Hert (DLCD) — Dawn.Hert@dlcd.oregon.gov; Morrow County
Planning Commission

From: Jonathan Tallman, Property Owner (1st John 2:17 LLC)

Date: October 12, 2025

Subject: Request to Continue 10/16/2025 Hearing on Draft Transportation System Plan (TSP)
Dear Planning Commissioners and Staff,

| respectfully request that the October 16, 2025 hearing on the Draft Transportation System Plan

(TSP) be continued. Multiple defects prevent lawful public review and required inter-jurisdictional
coordination.


Carla McLane 
TALLMAN EMAIL #2


1) Failure of Public Access (ORS 197.763(2)(b); Goal 1 - Citizen
Involvement)

e The City’s official TSP engagement portal
(https://zanassoc.mysocialpinpoint.com/boardman-transportation-system-plan) has been
inaccessible. The Planning Commission public notice states: “Copies of the staff report and
all relevant documents will be available on or before October 9, 2025,” and directs the public
to obtain the materials before the hearing. With the portal down and key items missing, the
City has not made the relevant materials available at least 7 days prior as required by ORS
197.763(2)(b) and Goal 1.

2) Incomplete Technical Record (ORS 197.610-650; ORS
197.835(7))

e The TSP is expressly two volumes. The packet’s TSP Organization page states “Volume Il
Technical Appendices (Under Separate Cover)”, listing Appendix D (Code Assessment),
Appendix E (Methodology), Appendix F (Existing Conditions), Appendix G (Future Conditions),
Appendix H (Proposed Solutions), Appendix | (Implementing Ordinances), Appendix J (Public
Outreach Summary). These are the technical basis for the TSP’s findings but are not
attached in the packet and were not posted for public access.

e The packet’s Preliminary Findings of Fact page also lists “ATTACHMENTS: ¢ DRAFT TSP
Volume | e DRAFT TSP Volume II,” yet Volume Il is not provided in the packet posted to the
public. Proceeding without Volume Il leaves the decision unsupported by substantial
evidence under ORS 197.835(7).

3) Lack of Coordination with Morrow County (Goals 1 & 12)

e The Draft TSP and City Parks mapping rely on the Columbia River Heritage Trail corridor
extending into Morrow County/BPA easement. At the September 30, 2025 meeting, the
Morrow County Planning Commission tabled discussion on that trail (no adoption). Without
County action, the City cannot show Goal 12 coordination or consistency. Adoption now
would be premature and uncoordinated.

4) Procedural Defect - Notice/Timeline vs. Record Availability

« The public notice promises the full materials “on or before October 9, 2025.” As of October
10-12, Volume Il and other critical appendices remain unavailable; the City portal is/was
inaccessible. Proceeding on October 16 deprives affected landowners of meaningful
review/rebuttal, contrary to ORS 197.763(6)(a) (opportunity to present and rebut evidence).

2



5) Piecemealing / Inconsistent Sequencing (TPR & Goal 14 context)

e City calendars show PACs still meeting after the Planning Commission date (Comp Plan/Dev
Code PAC 10/13; EOA PAC 10/28). Those BLI/EOA products inform TSP priorities and any
future UGB actions. Scheduling the TSP hearing before related technical work is completed
indicates piecemealing and supports that the record is incomplete.

6) Conflicting/Withheld Mapping Record

e Prior exhibits show inconsistent labeling of the corridor east of the Dog Park (e.g., “New RV
Site” vs. BPA park/trail corridor; later blurred/re-labeled), with no version history or GIS
provenance disclosed. These inconsistencies must be cured by producing the dated GIS
layers, map versions, and who/when/why of edits.

7) DLCD Clarifications in the Record

e DLCD (email from Dawn Hert, 10/9/2025) confirms DLCD’s PAPA site has Volume | and that
the City is the official record-keeper; DLCD expects appendices/staff report to be provided
by the City, and DLCD cannot upload materials from private parties. This reinforces that the
City must publish Volume Il and the full record before the local hearing.

Legal Consequences if the Hearing Proceeds

If the City proceeds on October 16 without curing these defects, there will be grounds to appeal to
LUBA for:

e Goal1/0ORS 197.763 - Inadequate public involvement/access;

e Goal12-Failure to coordinate with Morrow County on inter-jurisdictional facilities;

e ORS 197.835(7) - Adoption unsupported by substantial evidence (missing Volume
II/methodology);

e ORS 197.610-650 - Incomplete submittal/record deficiencies.

A LUBA remand would be likely and will delay acknowledgment.



Requested Actions

1.

o

Continue the October 16 hearing until:
o The TSP website and all documents (including Volume Il D-J) are fully accessible to
the public; and
o The Morrow County Planning Commission has taken action on the Heritage Trail
corridor (or the City removes uncoordinated references).
Publish the full technical record:
o Volume Il Appendices D-J (final PDFs),
o Allreferenced tech memos, staff reports, and TPAU/ODOT inputs,
o Dated GIS layers and PDF exhibits with version history for all maps (who/when/what
changed).
Provide an indexed record list (document titles, dates, authors, checksum/hashes) to
prevent silent edits.
Keep the record open 7 days once the full record is posted (ORS 197.763(6)(c)).
If significant new materials are posted within 7 days of any re-scheduled hearing, re-notice
the hearing to preserve due process.

Reservation of Rights

If the Commission does not continue the matter, | formally request on the record that the hearing
body keep the record open for 7 days after the hearing under ORS 197.763(6)(c) so | may submit
additional evidence (including drone photos documenting existing undeveloped conditions and a
comparative memo addressing Good Shepherd, County parcel 3211, and similarly situated
parcels).

Conclusion

Until the full Volume Il and supporting record are publicly accessible and County coordination is
achieved (or uncoordinated elements removed), any recommendation or adoption would be
procedurally defective and contrary to Oregon’s statewide planning goals. Please continue the
hearing and acknowledge this objection in the record.

Sincerely,

Jonathan Tallman



Property Owner, 1st John 2:17 LLC — Boardman, Oregon
Link to attachment it is to big to send over email.

https://mccmeetings.blob.core.usgovcloudapi.net/boardmanor-pubu/MEET-Packet-
1b3ae3757166455aba0a98d22317a64c.pdf

On Thu, Oct 9, 2025 at 3:29 PM HERT Dawn * DLCD <Dawn.Hert@dlcd.oregon.gov> wrote:
Hello Jonathan,

Thank you for reaching out and for your patience in my response. I have been on the road for work and have
some much needed few days at my home office to catch up on all my emails. &

Currently the City of Boardman has been working to update several of their master planning documents:
Transportation System Plan(TSP), Parks Master Plan(PMP), Economic Opportunities Analysis(EOA),
Buildable Lands Inventory(BLI, as well as Comprehensive Plan Updates possibly through the Periodic
Review process. Some of these projects have started, some have not. Some are just now getting to the public
hearings processes that my agency requires the Proposed Acknowledge Plan Amendment(PAPA) notification
due to the modifications to the local Comprehensive Plan, whether it be recommended text amendments,
updated maps, or ancillary guidance documents being added. (State law requires local governments to notify
the public when a Comprehensive Plan is under review or when changes are proposed or adopted. Part of the
process includes noticing to DLCD regarding these changes.)

Prior to these proposed amendments making their way to my agency’s PAPA notification, they have been
through Public Advisory Committees(PACs) or Technical Advisory Committees(TACs) and possibly
workshops with the Planning Commission and City Council so that they are aware of upcoming
recommendations coming from these projects.

Our PAPA notification requires the following:

1. Except under certain circumstances,' proposed amendments must be submitted to DLCD’s Salem
office at least 35 days before the first evidentiary hearing on the proposal.

2. A Notice of a Proposed Change must be submitted by a local government (city, county, or
metropolitan service district). DLCD will not accept a Notice of a Proposed Change submitted by an
individual or private firm or organization.

3. Hard-copy submittals are permitted and require a separate process.
4. Electronic submittals are encouraged via DLCD’s PAPA Online process.

5. File format: detailed on our webpage.



6. Text: Submittal of a Notice of a Proposed Change for a comprehensive plan or land use regulation text
amendment must include the text of the amendment and any other information necessary to advise
DLCD of the effect of the proposal. “Text” means the specific language proposed to be amended,
added to, or deleted from the currently acknowledged plan or land use regulation. A general
description of the proposal is not adequate. The notice may be deemed incomplete without this
documentation.

7. Staff report: Attach any staff report on the proposed change or information that describes when the
staff report will be available and how a copy may be obtained.

8. Local hearing notice: Attach the notice or a draft of the notice required under ORS 197.763 regarding
a quasi-judicial land use hearing, if applicable.

9. Maps: Submittal of a proposed map amendment must include a map of the affected area showing
existing and proposed plan and zone designations. Include text regarding background, justification for
the change, and the application if there was one accepted by the local government. A map by itself is
not a complete notice.

10. Goal exceptions: Submittal of proposed amendments that involve a goal exception must include the
proposed language of the exception.



In response to your specific questions/requests:

e As detailed above, these materials are necessary for our PAPA team to post on our online
system. Materials are required to be submitted by the local government and sometimes come in stages
as they are prepared and available. The minimum requirements are detailed above. My team here at
DLCD cannot add materials provided by someone other than the local jurisdiction to their PAPA.

e TSP documents submitted to our PAPA include the Volume I at this time, which meets the minimum for
our notification requirement. I anticipate the Volume II to be downloaded in the prior to their first
evidentiary hearing as well as their staff report. There are a number of appendices that you mention
on Boardman’s TSP webpage: Transportation System Plan | Boardman OR. Look through the PAC
meeting documents and you should find what you are looking for. The city is the official record; we
only have copies of what they have submitted.

[ am not sure what exactly was requested in your public records request, but I did notice that you refer to
“UGB Amendment Package”....which is entirely different than a TSP. Currently, Boardman has not
completed their EOA or BLI to move forward with the appropriate documents to request a UGB
Amendment. I do anticipate that may come after the EOA/BLI has been completed identifying a need
for industrial land supply. But at this time, no application has been started.

e I reviewed the maps that you attached to this email, and they appear to be from the Parks Master Plan,
and not the TSP. The Parks Master Plan is a completely different document, that may be why you are
seeing discrepancies from the TSP maps.

« The first evidentiary meeting is scheduled before the Planning Commission on October 16". The public
hearing notice that was downloaded to our PAPA system states “Copies of the staff report, and all
relevant documents will be available on or before October 9, 2025. For more information, contact
Carla McLane, Planning Official, at (541) 481-9252 or by email at mclanec@cityofboardman.com.” 1
anticipate that the staff report will be downloaded to our system today. I would suggest that you reach
out to Carla and ask for a copy. My agency has been involved in the PAC and had access to review
the supporting documents both submitted online as well as on Boardman’s website. I plan to review
the staff report and will work with my agency transportation planners to see if the report warrants a
comment from our agency.

e Your request: For these reasons, I respectfully ask that DLCD:

o Add this letter and my prior correspondence with the city to the official record for the Boardman
TSP/UGB amendment.
= Response: As stated earlier in my email, Boardman keeps the official record. You should
provide your comments and concerns to the Planning Commission and/or City Council
at their public hearings. We do not facilitate public comments on local applications.
o Require the City to provide the full Volume II appendices (D-J) and the unaltered mapping
record before any DLCD review proceeds.
= Response: Boardman keeps the official record. If you are unable to locate the appendices
of the TSP on their website, you should reach out to them to ask them to identify where
these documents are located.
o Clarify whether DLCD has actually received a complete submittal, or whether the City has
provided only the policy document without its technical record while representing it as final.
= Response: DLCD received the required documents for the PAPA submittal, which
allowed the notice to be posted to our website. I anticipate the staff report and
Appendices will be provided as detailed in their public notice. I will reach out to their
Planning Director to verify.




Thank you for reaching out and I agree that transparency is vital to trust. You should reach out to staff to ask
for the location of the documents. You also have public hearings where you can submit these comments and
concerns directly to Boardman. My PAPA system is not where public comments are received for local
decisions. I hope my explanations help answer your questions and help you to move forward with comments
to the city.

Take care,
Dawn

Dawn Marie Hert

Eastern Oregon Regional Representative | Community
Services Division

Pronouns: She/Her/Hers

.A Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development
v . Eastern Oregon University, One University Blvd, Badgely Hall,
" Room 233A | LaGrande, OR 97850-2807

D L C D Cell: 503-956-8163 | Main: 503-373-0050

dawn.hert@dlcd.oregon.gov | www.oregon.gov/LCD

Regional Representative for the ten most eastern Counties and 59 Cities.

From: Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, October 2, 2025 7:32 AM

To: HERT Dawn * DLCD <Dawn.Hert@dlcd.oregon.gov>; derrin@tallman.cx
Subject: Fwd: Public Records Request — Boardman TSP/UGB Amendment Package

Dear Dawn,

I am writing to request that the following concerns and documentation be added to the DLCD record
regarding the City of Boardman’s Transportation System Plan (TSP) and Urban Growth Boundary (UGB)
process.



| submitted a public records request to the City of Boardman seeking the supporting materials
referenced in the Draft TSP (dated September 10, 2025). In response, the City Clerk denied that such
records exist and told me that “all supporting calculations, inventories, spreadsheets, and maps used
to classify properties” could be found on the PAC Meeting 7/29/25 Economic Opportunity Page,
Appendix B - Buildable Lands Inventory.

However, the Draft TSP itself makes clear that it is presented in two volumes:

e Volume | -the policy document
e Volume Il (under separate cover) — containing the technical appendices, including:

o Appendix D: Code Assessment

o Appendix E: Methodology

o Appendix F: Existing Conditions Inventory and Analysis
o Appendix G: Future Conditions Analysis

o Appendix H: Proposed Solutions

o Appendix I: Implementing Ordinances

o Appendix J: Public Outreach Summary

The plan repeatedly cites these appendices as the technical basis for its findings (traffic forecasts, land
classifications, project prioritization, etc.). If the appendices exist, the City is withholding them. If they
do not exist, then the Draft TSP is misleading the Planning Commission, DLCD, and the public.
Referring me to a PAC meeting packetis not the same as producing the official, final appendices that
the plan says were prepared “under separate cover.”

In addition, the TSP maps and related exhibits show serious inconsistencies. For example:

¢ In one version, the corridor east of the Dog Park is labeled as a “New RV Site.”

o |n earlier exhibits, the same corridor is shown as a BPA easement or trail connection to Laurel
Lane.

e Later maps appear blurred or re-labeled, with no record of who changed them, when, or why.

These inconsistencies have not been explained in open meetings or in response to records requests,
despite requirements under ORS 192.610-192.690 (Oregon’s open meetings laws) that materials
considered in a legislative land use process be made available to the public.

The Planning Commission is scheduled to vote on this package on October 16, 2025, and | understand
that a draft has already been submitted to DLCD without these appendices or the complete supporting
record. That raises a serious procedural problem: DLCD cannot meaningfully review or acknowledge
the submittal without the very technical appendices and mapping record the plan itself relies upon.

For these reasons, | respectfully ask that DLCD:

1. Add this letter and my prior correspondence with the City to the official record for the Boardman
TSP/UGB amendment.



2. Require the City to provide the full Volume Il appendices (D-J) and the unaltered mapping
record before any DLCD review proceeds.

3. Clarify whether DLCD has actually received a complete submittal, or whether the City has
provided only the policy document without its technical record while representing it as final.

Please also note: | will be sending supporting exhibits and documentation in piecemeal form because
the files are too large to transmit all at once. Thank you for your understanding. | have drone photos
that are big.

Transparency is the backbone of government trust. Without the missing appendices and consistent
mapping record, the public cannot evaluate the City’s findings, and any approval risks being
procedurally defective. Those documents are needed and | am asking to see them.

Thank you for ensuring these concerns are documented and addressed in DLCD’s review.
Sincerely,

Jonathan Tallman

---------- Forwarded message ---------

From: Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com>

Date: Thu, Oct 2, 2025 at 7:12 AM

Subject: Re: Public Records Request — Boardman TSP/UGB Amendment Package
To: Amanda Mickles <micklesa@cityofboardman.com>

CC: Brandon Hammond <HammondB@cityofboardman.com>, Carla McLane
<mclanec@cityofboardman.com>, Derrin Tallman <derrin@tallman.cx>

Amanda,

Thank you for your response. However, there is a direct contradiction between your email and the
City’s own Draft Transportation System Plan (TSP) dated September 10, 2025.

The draft TSP itself states the plan is presented in two volumes, with Volume Il (Under Separate Cover)
containing the technical appendices (Code Assessment, Methodology, Existing Conditions, Future
Conditions, Proposed Solutions, Implementing Ordinances, Public Outreach Summary) and it
repeatedly cites those appendices for the technical basis of the plan . Given that, | have the following
questions that require clear answers before any hearing or vote:
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1. Does the City acknowledge that the draft TSP references a Volume Il with technical appendices?
If yes, where are those appendices? Were they prepared, and if so, why were they not produced
in response to my request?

2. Ifthe appendices do not exist, why does the draft TSP represent that they do and cite them as
the basis for analyses (traffic volumes, operations, forecasts, project evaluation, etc.) ?

3. How does the City intend to proceed with DLCD under ORS 197.610-650 without submitting the
supporting methodology, inventories, analyses, proposed solutions, implementing ordinances,
and outreach record that the plan itself says exist?

4. Why are these foundational materials being withheld behind public-records denials when they
should be available under open meetings laws (ORS 192.610-192.690) as part of the public
process?

5. Mappinginconsistencies: City exhibits and plan graphics show the corridor east of the Dog Park
differently across versions—an identified “New RV Site” in one, versus a BPA park
block/easement corridor and trail connection in others; later versions appear blurred or re-
labeled with no explanation.

o What is the official, current depiction for this corridor (including the Laurel Lane
connection)?

o Who changed it, when, and where is the documented rationale and version history?

o Please provide the underlying GIS layers and dated map files used to produce these
exhibits.

6. Buildable Lands/EOA materials: Your email directed me to an “Economic Opportunity”
page/Appendix B for the Buildable Lands Inventory. Please confirm the full, indexed list of all
supporting calculations, spreadsheets, and map layers used to classify parcels as
vacant/partially vacant/constrained, and produce those records.

These are not minor details; they go to the integrity of the record. The Planning Commission is
scheduled to vote on this package on October 16, 2025, and | understand that a draft has already been
submitted to DLCD without the very appendices and supporting documentation that the draft plan
itself cites. If that is correct, it raises serious questions about the adequacy and legality of the
submission.

Before the Planning Commission is asked to vote, and before DLCD proceeds any further, the public is
entitled to review the complete basis for the TSP including the appendices the draft references and the

unaltered mapping record.

Please provide clarification on items (1)—(6) above and explain how the City intends to resolve this
conflict between what the TSP says and what has actually been submitted.

Respectfully,

Jonathan Tallman

11



Mon, Oct 13 2025, 3 - ¢
Add to your calendar =~

Back to Calendar




On Wed, Oct 1, 2025 at 4:39 PM Amanda Mickles <micklesa@cityofboardman.com> wrote:

Good afternoon, Jonathan,

| have received your request for records and have information to provide in response (in blue) to the specific
requested information.

3.

. All staff reports, technical memoranda, and appendices included in or referenced by the City of

Boardman's Transportation System Plan/Urban Growth Boundary amendment packages (no such
document was submitted, the City submitted a Transportation System Plan) submitted under ORS
197.610-197.650, including but not limited to Volume Il, Appendices D-J (the Appendices package was
not submitted) (Code Assessment (not submitted), Methodology (not submitted), Existing Conditions
Inventory and Analysis (not submitted, TSP Page PAC 1/29/25), Future Conditions Analysis (not
submitted, TSP Page PAC 1/29/25), Proposed Solutions (not submitted, TSP Page PAC 5/13/25),
Implementing Ordinances (no such document), Public Outreach Summary (no such document)).

All supporting calculations, inventories, spreadsheets, and maps used to classify properties as

"vacant", "partially vacant", or "constrained" in the City's findings.

a. This can be found on the Economics Opportunity Page, PAC Meeting 7/29/25, Appendix B
Buildable Land Inventory

All correspondence, notices, or submissions sent by the City to the Department of Land Conservation
and Development (DLCD) related to this TSP/UGB amendment package, including confirmation of the
DLCD Notice/File Number assigned.

a. As stated earlier, no such document was submitted, the City submitted a Transportation
System Plan.

Amanda Mickles

City Clerk | City of Boardman

7-@

E L‘.l-r;'T-'_I. -"@

From: Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, September 25, 2025 3:05 PM
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To: Amanda Mickles <Amanda@cityofboardman.com>; Brandon Hammond
<HammondB@cityofboardman.com>; Carla McLane <mclanec@cityofboardman.com>; Amanda Mickles
<micklesa@cityofboardman.com>; derrin@tallman.cx <derrin@tallman.cx>

Subject: Public Records Request — Boardman TSP/UGB Amendment Package

Dear Amanda,

Please find attached my completed Public Records Request form pursuant to ORS 192.311-192.478.

| am specifically requesting the full set of supporting documents submitted by the City of Boardman to
DLCD as part of its Transportation System Plan / Urban Growth Boundary amendment package under
ORS 197.610-197.650. This includes staff reports, technical memoranda, methodology documents,
inventories, maps, and correspondence referenced in the City’s submittal.

Because these materials are part of the official record for a pending legislative land use action, and
are required to be available for public inspection during review, | am also requesting a waiver of any

fees associated with this request.

Please confirm receipt of this request and let me know when the documents will be available. If
possible, | would appreciate electronic copies by email to ensure timely review.

Thank you for your assistance.
Sincerely,
Jonathan Tallman

706 Mt. Hood

jonathan@tallman.cx
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TALLMAN EMAIL #3

Carla McLane

From: Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com>

Sent: Sunday, October 12, 2025 6:58 PM

To: Carla McLane; Brandon Hammond

Cc: Derrin Tallman; HERT Dawn * DLCD; Amanda Mickles; Amanda Mickles

Subject: Request to Keep Record Open — October 13 & 28 PAC Meetings / Transparency
Concerns

Attachments: IMG_3790.jpeg; IMG_3789.png; IMG_3788.png; Transparency_lssue_Letter October 7.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Hi All,

I’m following up regarding the October 13 Comprehensive Plan/Development Code PAC meeting and the
October 28 EOA PAC meeting. Both are posted as public meetings, yet there are no packets available
and the public comment option has been restricted. Under ORS 192.610 - 192.690 and Statewide
Planning Goal 1 (OAR 660-015-0000(1)), the City must provide advance access to meeting materials and
ensure meaningful public participation.

Given that these materials remain unavailable (see below pictures), I’'m requesting that the record for
both meetings remain open until the packets are posted and the public has been given adequate time to
review and add information. Please confirm when the packets will be released and when the record will
officially close so | can plan additional submissions after adequately reviewing them.

I’m also attaching my October 7 Transparency Issue Letter that was sent to Mayor Keefer and forwarded
to City Manager Brandon Hammond, which documents ongoing problems with inconsistent access,
unclear comment policies, and restricted participation. These transparency issues directly relate to the
current lack of materials and should be included in the record for both meetings.

Please confirm that this correspondence along with the attached Transparency Issue Letter will be
entered into both the City and DLCD records.

Thank you,
Jonathan Tallman
Land owner

Boardman, Oregon


Carla McLane 
TALLMAN EMAIL #3


TALLMAN EMAIL #4

Carla McLane

From: Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, October 13, 2025 4:55 AM

To: HERT Dawn * DLCD; Carla McLane; Brandon Hammond; Amanda Mickles; Amanda
Mickles

Cc: derrin@tallman.cx

Subject: Re: Public Records Request — Boardman TSP/UGB Amendment Package

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Planning Commissioners and Ms. McLane,

After reviewing it in is entirety this weekend and spending time on this all day Sunday. Below is a link that
still does not open up for the information.

Please add this message to the official record for the October 16, 2025 Planning Commission hearing on
the Boardman Transportation System Plan (TSP). This is a supplement to my previously submitted
Request to Continue the hearing as a follow up of more information | have gleaned.

After reviewing the October 16 Planning Packet, | have identified additional procedural and evidentiary
deficiencies that independently warrant a continuance:

1. Public Access Failure (ORS 197.763(2)(b); Goal 1):

The City’s posted TSP portal has been inaccessible, while the public notice promised materials
“on or before October 9.” The public has not had the required 7-day access to “all relevant
materials and staff reports.”

2. Missing Technical Record — Volume Il “Under Separate Cover” (ORS 197.610-650; ORS
197.835(7)):

Volume Il (Appendices D-J, including Methodology, Existing/Future Conditions, Proposed
Solutions, Implementing Ordinances, Public Outreach Summary) is referenced but not included
in the packet or portal. The draft relies on these materials; proceeding without them leaves the
decision unsupported by substantial evidence.

3. No Signed/Dated Staff Report (ORS 197.763(4)(a)):

The packet lacks a signed, dated staff report presenting findings and analysis by the responsible
official. A placeholder is not a staff report.

4. No Transportation Financing Program (OAR 660-012-0040(4)):

There is no cost/funding plan (projects x probable funding sources x timing). This is a required
component of a compliant TSP.


Carla McLane 
TALLMAN EMAIL #4


5. Unclear/Missing Functional Classification Details:

Collector/arterial designations (e.g., Oregon Trail Blvd, Laurel Lane) are not accompanied by a
clear Functional Classification Map, termini, or cross-sections consistent with ODOT criteria.

6. No Goal 5/ Environmental Constraints Integration (Goal 5; OAR 660-012-0045(2)(e)):

Proposed corridors (roadway/trail) intersect BPA easements and potential resource areas, but no
constraints mapping or mitigation analysis is provided.

7. Mapping Inconsistencies / Version Control (ORS 197.835(7)):

The corridor east of the Dog Park appears re-labeled/blurred across versions (e.g., “New RV Site”
vs. trail/BPA park block) with no version history, author, or rationale disclosed.

8. No Demonstrated Link to Current BLI/EOA (OAR 660-024):
Growth/land-need assumptions are used, yet no current BLI/EOA documentation is included or
incorporated. The City calendar shows PACs on Comp Plan/EOA after the PC hearing (10/13;
10/28), indicating piecemealing and an incomplete record.

9. No DLCD/ODOT Technical Coordination Memos (Goal 12 Coordination):

The packet contains no agency review letters indicating state technical coordination prior to the
first evidentiary hearing.

10. No Draft Adopting Ordinance/Resolution Text (ORS 197.610(1)):

The packet lacks the exact adoption language (text/map exhibits) the Commission is being asked
to recommend.

11. Outdated/Uncoordinated Base Data (OAR 660-012-0045(2)(a)):

Tables reference older counts/forecasts without tying to the County’s coordinated projections
used for current BLI/EOA work.

12. Inter-Jurisdictional Coordination Is Unresolved (Goals 1 & 12):

The Morrow County Planning Commission tabled the Columbia River Heritage Trail item. The City
cannot claim regional coordination for a facility the County has not adopted.

Requested Actions (Reiterated and Expanded):
A. Continue the Oct 16 hearing until:

1. The fullrecord (including Volume Il D-J) and a signed staff report are posted and publicly
accessible for at least 7 days; and



2. Morrow County acts on the Heritage Trail corridor (or the City removes/defers uncoordinated
elements).

B. Publish an Indexed Record:

Provide a document index listing all TSP materials (title, author, date, version, checksum/hash),
including:

e Volume Il Appendices D-J (final PDFs),

e Staffreport and any consultant technical memoranda,
o Dated GIS layers and every map/exhibit version, with who/when/what changed.

C. Provide Required Program Elements:

e Transportation financing program (costs x revenue sources x timing) per OAR 660-012-0040(4).
e Functional classification map & cross-sections, consistent with ODOT criteria.
e Goal 5/resource constraints mapping and mitigation strategy for proposed corridors.

D. If the Commission Declines to Continue:

Please keep the record open for 7 days under ORS 197.763(6)(c) so | may submit additional evidence,
including date-stamped drone photos of existing conditions and a parcel comparison memo (e.g., Good
Shepherd, County Parcel 3211) demonstrating inconsistent treatment.

These defects collectively show that the public record is incomplete, Goal 1 access has not been
satisfied, and Goal 12 coordination is lacking. Proceeding on October 16 would create appealable error;
a continuance is the proper remedy.

Public Record Questions Requiring Response specifically:

1. OWRD Coordination and Permitting
o Hasthe City of Boardman formally notified or coordinated with the Oregon Water
Resources Department (OWRD) regarding the TSP and UGB expansion?
o Whatis the City’s current certificated water right quantity (in acre-feet per year), and how
much of thatright is presently in use?
o Has OWRD approved any pending transfer, modification, or “water-for-water” exchange
authorizing the City to expand municipal service to new development areas shown in the
TSP or Parks Plan?
o Ifnot, under what authority is the City assuming future water capacity in this plan?
2. Water-for-Water Exchange Oversight



o Hasthe City documented where offsetting conservation or exchange credits will come
from to support new development allocations?

o Arethese credits verified through OWRD’s Water Rights Division or based on consultant
projections?

o Ifthe City intends to rely on Umatilla Electric Cooperative (UEC) or Amazon-funded
infrastructure, have those transfers been approved or filed with OWRD as required under
OAR 690-4107?

3. Goal11 and Goal 5 Compliance

o How has the City demonstrated compliance with Statewide Planning Goal 11 (Public
Facilities and Services), which requires verification of water and wastewater capacity prior
to plan adoption?

o Hasthe City submitted a water availability analysis or adopted a coordinated facilities plan
reviewed by OWRD or DEQ?

o Ifnot, why is the Planning Commission proceeding with a TSP adoption that depends on
unverified municipal water capacity?

4. Transparency and Public Access

o Willthe City commit to publishing all communications, memoranda, and consultant
reports concerning water capacity and UWRD review before the October 16 hearing?

o Has any portion of this process been withheld under a Non-Disclosure Agreement (NDA)
involving Amazon, UEC, or a related party?

o If so, how can the public meaningfully comment on water, wastewater, or growth
assumptions that are being developed outside of the public record?

I am requesting that these specific questions be entered for the October 16 Planning Commission
hearing and that written responses from the City, the planning commission and OWRD be provided
prior to any recommendation or adoption vote.

Thank you for confirming by reply that this email has been entered into the record for the October 16
hearing.

Respectfully,
Jonathan Tallman
Property Owner,
Boardman, Oregon

Link broken.
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On Sun, Oct 12, 2025 at 8:39 AM Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com> wrote:

Formal Request to Continue October 16 TSP
Hearing - Incomplete Public Access,
Uncoordinated County Elements, and Missing
Technical Record

To: City of Boardman Planning Commission
Attn: Carla McLane, Planning Official — mclanec@cityofboardman.com

Cc: Boardman City Council; Dawn Hert (DLCD) — Dawn.Hert@dlcd.oregon.gov; Morrow County
Planning Commission

From: Jonathan Tallman, Property Owner (1st John 2:17 LLC)

Date: October 12, 2025

Subject: Request to Continue 10/16/2025 Hearing on Draft Transportation System Plan (TSP)
Dear Planning Commissioners and Staff,

| respectfully request that the October 16, 2025 hearing on the Draft Transportation System Plan
(TSP) be continued. Multiple defects prevent lawful public review and required inter-jurisdictional
coordination.

1) Failure of Public Access (ORS 197.763(2)(b); Goal 1 - Citizen
Involvement)

o The City’s official TSP engagement portal
(https://zanassoc.mysocialpinpoint.com/boardman-transportation-system-plan) has been
inaccessible. The Planning Commission public notice states: “Copies of the staff report and
all relevant documents will be available on or before October 9, 2025,” and directs the
public to obtain the materials before the hearing. With the portal down and key items
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missing, the City has not made the relevant materials available at least 7 days prior as
required by ORS 197.763(2)(b) and Goal 1.

2) Incomplete Technical Record (ORS 197.610-650; ORS
197.835(7))

e The TSP is expressly two volumes. The packet’s TSP Organization page states “Volume Il
Technical Appendices (Under Separate Cover)”, listing Appendix D (Code Assessment),
Appendix E (Methodology), Appendix F (Existing Conditions), Appendix G (Future
Conditions), Appendix H (Proposed Solutions), Appendix | (Implementing Ordinances),
Appendix J (Public Outreach Summary). These are the technical basis for the TSP’s findings
but are not attached in the packet and were not posted for public access.

e The packet’s Preliminary Findings of Fact page also lists “ATTACHMENTS: ¢ DRAFT TSP
Volume | e DRAFT TSP Volume II,” yet Volume Il is not provided in the packet posted to the
public. Proceeding without Volume Il leaves the decision unsupported by substantial
evidence under ORS 197.835(7).

3) Lack of Coordination with Morrow County (Goals 1 & 12)

o« The Draft TSP and City Parks mapping rely on the Columbia River Heritage Trail corridor
extending into Morrow County/BPA easement. At the September 30, 2025 meeting, the
Morrow County Planning Commission tabled discussion on that trail (no adoption). Without
County action, the City cannot show Goal 12 coordination or consistency. Adoption now
would be premature and uncoordinated.

4) Procedural Defect - Notice/Timeline vs. Record Availability

e The public notice promises the full materials “on or before October 9, 2025.” As of October
10-12, Volume Il and other critical appendices remain unavailable; the City portal is/was
inaccessible. Proceeding on October 16 deprives affected landowners of meaningful
review/rebuttal, contrary to ORS 197.763(6)(a) (opportunity to present and rebut evidence).

5) Piecemealing / Inconsistent Sequencing (TPR & Goal 14
context)

e City calendars show PACs still meeting after the Planning Commission date (Comp Plan/Dev
Code PAC 10/13; EOA PAC 10/28). Those BLI/EOA products inform TSP priorities and any
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future UGB actions. Scheduling the TSP hearing before related technical work is completed
indicates piecemealing and supports that the record is incomplete.

6) Conflicting/Withheld Mapping Record

o Prior exhibits show inconsistent labeling of the corridor east of the Dog Park (e.g., “New RV
Site” vs. BPA park/trail corridor; later blurred/re-labeled), with no version history or GIS
provenance disclosed. These inconsistencies must be cured by producing the dated GIS
layers, map versions, and who/when/why of edits.

7) DLCD Clarifications in the Record

e DLCD (email from Dawn Hert, 10/9/2025) confirms DLCD’s PAPA site has Volume | and that
the City is the official record-keeper; DLCD expects appendices/staff report to be provided
by the City, and DLCD cannot upload materials from private parties. This reinforces that the
City must publish Volume Il and the full record before the local hearing.

Legal Consequences if the Hearing Proceeds

If the City proceeds on October 16 without curing these defects, there will be grounds to appeal to
LUBA for:

Goal 1/ ORS 197.763 — Inadequate public involvement/access;

Goal 12 - Failure to coordinate with Morrow County on inter-jurisdictional facilities;

ORS 197.835(7) - Adoption unsupported by substantial evidence (missing Volume
II/methodology);

ORS 197.610-650 - Incomplete submittal/record deficiencies.

A LUBA remand would be likely and will delay acknowledgment.

Requested Actions

1. Continue the October 16 hearing until:
o The TSP website and all documents (including Volume Il D-J) are fully accessible to
the public; and



o The Morrow County Planning Commission has taken action on the Heritage Trail
corridor (or the City removes uncoordinated references).
2. Publish the full technical record:
o Volume Il Appendices D-J (final PDFs),
o Allreferenced tech memos, staff reports, and TPAU/ODOT inputs,
o Dated GIS layers and PDF exhibits with version history for all maps (who/when/what
changed).
3. Provide an indexed record list (document titles, dates, authors, checksum/hashes) to
prevent silent edits.
4. Keep the record open 7 days once the full record is posted (ORS 197.763(6)(c)).
5. If significant new materials are posted within 7 days of any re-scheduled hearing, re-notice
the hearing to preserve due process.

Reservation of Rights

If the Commission does not continue the matter, | formally request on the record that the hearing
body keep the record open for 7 days after the hearing under ORS 197.763(6)(c) so | may submit
additional evidence (including drone photos documenting existing undeveloped conditions and a
comparative memo addressing Good Shepherd, County parcel 3211, and similarly situated
parcels).

Conclusion

Until the full Volume Il and supporting record are publicly accessible and County coordination is
achieved (or uncoordinated elements removed), any recommendation or adoption would be
procedurally defective and contrary to Oregon’s statewide planning goals. Please continue the
hearing and acknowledge this objection in the record.

Sincerely,

Jonathan Tallman

Property Owner, 1st John 2:17 LLC — Boardman, Oregon

Link to attachment it is to big to send over email.
https://mccmeetings.blob.core.usgovcloudapi.net/boardmanor-pubu/MEET-Packet-

1b3ae3757166455aba0a98d22317a64c.pdf
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On Thu, Oct 9, 2025 at 3:29 PM HERT Dawn * DLCD <Dawn.Hert@dlcd.oregon.gov> wrote:
Hello Jonathan,

Thank you for reaching out and for your patience in my response. I have been on the road for work and have

An

some much needed few days at my home office to catch up on all my emails. &

Currently the City of Boardman has been working to update several of their master planning documents:
Transportation System Plan(TSP), Parks Master Plan(PMP), Economic Opportunities Analysis(EOA),
Buildable Lands Inventory(BLI, as well as Comprehensive Plan Updates possibly through the Periodic
Review process. Some of these projects have started, some have not. Some are just now getting to the
public hearings processes that my agency requires the Proposed Acknowledge Plan Amendment(PAPA)
notification due to the modifications to the local Comprehensive Plan, whether it be recommended text
amendments, updated maps, or ancillary guidance documents being added. (State law requires local
governments to notify the public when a Comprehensive Plan is under review or when changes are proposed
or adopted. Part of the process includes noticing to DLCD regarding these changes.)

Prior to these proposed amendments making their way to my agency’s PAPA notification, they have been
through Public Advisory Committees(PACs) or Technical Advisory Committees(TACs) and possibly
workshops with the Planning Commission and City Council so that they are aware of upcoming
recommendations coming from these projects.

Our PAPA notification requires the following:

1. Except under certain circumstances,' proposed amendments must be submitted to DLCD’s Salem
office at least 35 days before the first evidentiary hearing on the proposal.

2. A Notice of a Proposed Change must be submitted by a local government (city, county, or
metropolitan service district). DLCD will not accept a Notice of a Proposed Change submitted by an
individual or private firm or organization.

3. Hard-copy submittals are permitted and require a separate process.
4. Electronic submittals are encouraged via DLCD’s PAPA Online process.
5. File format: detailed on our webpage.

6. Text: Submittal of a Notice of a Proposed Change for a comprehensive plan or land use regulation
text amendment must include the text of the amendment and any other information necessary to
advise DLCD of the effect of the proposal. “Text” means the specific language proposed to be
amended, added to, or deleted from the currently acknowledged plan or land use regulation. A
general description of the proposal is not adequate. The notice may be deemed incomplete without
this documentation.

7. Staff report: Attach any staff report on the proposed change or information that describes when the
staff report will be available and how a copy may be obtained.
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8. Local hearing notice: Attach the notice or a draft of the notice required under ORS 197.763 regarding
a quasi-judicial land use hearing, if applicable.

9. Maps: Submittal of a proposed map amendment must include a map of the affected area showing
existing and proposed plan and zone designations. Include text regarding background, justification
for the change, and the application if there was one accepted by the local government. A map by
itself is not a complete notice.

10. Goal exceptions: Submittal of proposed amendments that involve a goal exception must include the
proposed language of the exception.
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In response to your specific questions/requests:

e As detailed above, these materials are necessary for our PAPA team to post on our online
system. Materials are required to be submitted by the local government and sometimes come in
stages as they are prepared and available. The minimum requirements are detailed above. My team
here at DLCD cannot add materials provided by someone other than the local jurisdiction to their
PAPA.

e TSP documents submitted to our PAPA include the Volume I at this time, which meets the minimum
for our notification requirement. I anticipate the Volume II to be downloaded in the prior to their first
evidentiary hearing as well as their staff report. There are a number of appendices that you mention
on Boardman’s TSP webpage: Transportation System Plan | Boardman OR. Look through the
PAC meeting documents and you should find what you are looking for. The city is the official
record; we only have copies of what they have submitted.

o [ am not sure what exactly was requested in your public records request, but I did notice that you
refer to “UGB Amendment Package”....which is entirely different than a TSP. Currently, Boardman
has not completed their EOA or BLI to move forward with the appropriate documents to request a
UGB Amendment. I do anticipate that may come after the EOA/BLI has been completed identifying
a need for industrial land supply. But at this time, no application has been started.

o I reviewed the maps that you attached to this email, and they appear to be from the Parks Master
Plan, and not the TSP. The Parks Master Plan is a completely different document, that may be why
you are seeing discrepancies from the TSP maps.

e The first evidentiary meeting is scheduled before the Planning Commission on October 16™. The
public hearing notice that was downloaded to our PAPA system states “Copies of the staff report, and
all relevant documents will be available on or before October 9, 2025. For more information, contact
Carla McLane, Planning Official, at (541) 481-9252 or by email at
mclanec@cityofboardman.com.” I anticipate that the staff report will be downloaded to our system
today. I would suggest that you reach out to Carla and ask for a copy. My agency has been involved
in the PAC and had access to review the supporting documents both submitted online as well as on
Boardman’s website. I plan to review the staff report and will work with my agency transportation
planners to see if the report warrants a comment from our agency.

e Your request: For these reasons, I respectfully ask that DLCD:

o Add this letter and my prior correspondence with the city to the official record for the
Boardman TSP/UGB amendment.
= Response: As stated earlier in my email, Boardman keeps the official record. You
should provide your comments and concerns to the Planning Commission and/or City
Council at their public hearings. We do not facilitate public comments on local
applications.
o Require the City to provide the full Volume Il appendices (D-J) and the unaltered mapping
record before any DLCD review proceeds.
= Response: Boardman keeps the official record. If you are unable to locate the
appendices of the TSP on their website, you should reach out to them to ask them to
identify where these documents are located.
o Clarify whether DLCD has actually received a complete submittal, or whether the City has
provided only the policy document without its technical record while representing it as final.
= Response: DLCD received the required documents for the PAPA submittal, which
allowed the notice to be posted to our website. I anticipate the staff report and
Appendices will be provided as detailed in their public notice. I will reach out to their
Planning Director to verify.
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Thank you for reaching out and I agree that transparency is vital to trust. You should reach out to staff to
ask for the location of the documents. You also have public hearings where you can submit these comments
and concerns directly to Boardman. My PAPA system is not where public comments are received for local
decisions. I hope my explanations help answer your questions and help you to move forward with comments
to the city.

Take care,
Dawn

Dawn Marie Hert ElliEaavarems

Eastern Oregon Regional Representative | Community
Services Division

Pronouns: She/Her/Hers

_-A Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development
v " Eastern Oregon University, One University Blvd, Badgely Hall,
o Room 233A | LaGrande, OR 97850-2807

D L C D Cell: 503-956-8163 | Main: 503-373-0050

dawn.hert@dlcd.oregon.gov | www.oregon.gov/LCD

Regional Representative for the ten most eastern Counties and 59 Cities.

From: Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, October 2, 2025 7:32 AM

To: HERT Dawn * DLCD <Dawn.Hert@dlcd.oregon.gov>; derrin@tallman.cx
Subject: Fwd: Public Records Request — Boardman TSP/UGB Amendment Package

Dear Dawn,
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| am writing to request that the following concerns and documentation be added to the DLCD record
regarding the City of Boardman’s Transportation System Plan (TSP) and Urban Growth Boundary
(UGB) process.

| submitted a public records request to the City of Boardman seeking the supporting materials
referenced in the Draft TSP (dated September 10, 2025). In response, the City Clerk denied that such
records exist and told me that “all supporting calculations, inventories, spreadsheets, and maps used
to classify properties” could be found on the PAC Meeting 7/29/25 Economic Opportunity Page,
Appendix B — Buildable Lands Inventory.

However, the Draft TSP itself makes clear that it is presented in two volumes:

e Volume | -the policy document
e Volume Il (under separate cover) — containing the technical appendices, including:

Appendix D: Code Assessment

Appendix E: Methodology

Appendix F: Existing Conditions Inventory and Analysis
Appendix G: Future Conditions Analysis

Appendix H: Proposed Solutions

Appendix |: Implementing Ordinances

Appendix J: Public Outreach Summary

o O O O O O O

The plan repeatedly cites these appendices as the technical basis for its findings (traffic forecasts,
land classifications, project prioritization, etc.). If the appendices exist, the City is withholding them. If
they do not exist, then the Draft TSP is misleading the Planning Commission, DLCD, and the public.
Referring me to a PAC meeting packetis not the same as producing the official, final appendices that
the plan says were prepared “under separate cover.”

In addition, the TSP maps and related exhibits show serious inconsistencies. For example:

e Inoneversion, the corridor east of the Dog Park is labeled as a “New RV Site.”

¢ [n earlier exhibits, the same corridor is shown as a BPA easement or trail connection to Laurel
Lane.

e Later maps appear blurred or re-labeled, with no record of who changed them, when, or why.

These inconsistencies have not been explained in open meetings or in response to records requests,
despite requirements under ORS 192.610-192.690 (Oregon’s open meetings laws) that materials
considered in a legislative land use process be made available to the public.

The Planning Commission is scheduled to vote on this package on October 16, 2025, and | understand
that a draft has already been submitted to DLCD without these appendices or the complete
supporting record. That raises a serious procedural problem: DLCD cannot meaningfully review or
acknowledge the submittal without the very technical appendices and mapping record the plan itself
relies upon.
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For these reasons, | respectfully ask that DLCD:

1. Add this letter and my prior correspondence with the City to the official record for the
Boardman TSP/UGB amendment.

2. Require the City to provide the full Volume Il appendices (D-J) and the unaltered mapping
record before any DLCD review proceeds.

3. Clarify whether DLCD has actually received a complete submittal, or whether the City has
provided only the policy document without its technical record while representing it as final.

Please also note: | will be sending supporting exhibits and documentation in piecemeal form because
the files are too large to transmit all at once. Thank you for your understanding. | have drone photos
that are big.

Transparency is the backbone of government trust. Without the missing appendices and consistent
mapping record, the public cannot evaluate the City’s findings, and any approval risks being
procedurally defective. Those documents are needed and | am asking to see them.

Thank you for ensuring these concerns are documented and addressed in DLCD’s review.
Sincerely,

Jonathan Tallman

—————————— Forwarded message ---------

From: Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com>

Date: Thu, Oct 2, 2025 at 7:12 AM

Subject: Re: Public Records Request — Boardman TSP/UGB Amendment Package
To: Amanda Mickles <micklesa@cityofboardman.com>

CC: Brandon Hammond <HammondB®@cityofboardman.com>, Carla McLane
<mclanec@cityofboardman.com>, Derrin Tallman <derrin@tallman.cx>

Amanda,

Thank you for your response. However, there is a direct contradiction between your email and the
City’s own Draft Transportation System Plan (TSP) dated September 10, 2025.

The draft TSP itself states the plan is presented in two volumes, with Volume Il (Under Separate Cover)
containing the technical appendices (Code Assessment, Methodology, Existing Conditions, Future
Conditions, Proposed Solutions, Implementing Ordinances, Public Outreach Summary) and it
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repeatedly cites those appendices for the technical basis of the plan . Given that, | have the following
questions that require clear answers before any hearing or vote:

1.

Does the City acknowledge that the draft TSP references a Volume Il with technical
appendices? If yes, where are those appendices? Were they prepared, and if so, why were they
not produced in response to my request?

If the appendices do not exist, why does the draft TSP represent that they do and cite them as
the basis for analyses (traffic volumes, operations, forecasts, project evaluation, etc.) ?

How does the City intend to proceed with DLCD under ORS 197.610-650 without submitting
the supporting methodology, inventories, analyses, proposed solutions, implementing
ordinances, and outreach record that the plan itself says exist?

Why are these foundational materials being withheld behind public-records denials when they
should be available under open meetings laws (ORS 192.610-192.690) as part of the public
process?

Mapping inconsistencies: City exhibits and plan graphics show the corridor east of the Dog
Park differently across versions—an identified “New RV Site” in one, versus a BPA park
block/easement corridor and trail connection in others; later versions appear blurred or re-
labeled with no explanation.

o Whatis the official, current depiction for this corridor (including the Laurel Lane
connection)?
Who changed it, when, and where is the documented rationale and version history?
Please provide the underlying GIS layers and dated map files used to produce these
exhibits.

Buildable Lands/EOA materials: Your email directed me to an “Economic Opportunity”
page/Appendix B for the Buildable Lands Inventory. Please confirm the full, indexed list of all
supporting calculations, spreadsheets, and map layers used to classify parcels as
vacant/partially vacant/constrained, and produce those records.

These are not minor details; they go to the integrity of the record. The Planning Commission is
scheduled to vote on this package on October 16, 2025, and | understand that a draft has already
been submitted to DLCD without the very appendices and supporting documentation that the draft
plan itself cites. If that is correct, it raises serious questions about the adequacy and legality of the
submission.

Before the Planning Commission is asked to vote, and before DLCD proceeds any further, the public is
entitled to review the complete basis for the TSP including the appendices the draft references and
the unaltered mapping record.

Please provide clarification on items (1)—(6) above and explain how the City intends to resolve this
conflict between what the TSP says and what has actually been submitted.

Respectfully,

Jonathan Tallman
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Mon, Oct 13 2025, 3 -
Add to your calendar =~

Back to Calendar




On Wed, Oct 1, 2025 at 4:39 PM Amanda Mickles <micklesa@cityofboardman.com> wrote:

Good afternoon, Jonathan,

| have received your request for records and have information to provide in response (in blue) to the specific
requested information.

1. All staff reports, technical memoranda, and appendices included in or referenced by the City of
Boardman's Transportation System Plan/Urban Growth Boundary amendment packages (no such
document was submitted, the City submitted a Transportation System Plan) submitted under ORS
197.610-197.650, including but not limited to Volume Il, Appendices D-J (the Appendices
package was not submitted) (Code Assessment (not submitted), Methodology (not submitted),
Existing Conditions Inventory and Analysis (not submitted, TSP Page PAC 1/29/25), Future Conditions
Analysis (not submitted, TSP Page PAC 1/29/25), Proposed Solutions (not submitted, TSP Page PAC
5/13/25), Implementing Ordinances (no such document), Public Outreach Summary (no such
document)).

2. All supporting calculations, inventories, spreadsheets, and maps used to classify properties as
"vacant", "partially vacant", or "constrained" in the City's findings.

a. This can be found on the Economics Opportunity Page, PAC Meeting 7/29/25, Appendix B
Buildable Land Inventory

3. Allcorrespondence, notices, or submissions sent by the City to the Department of Land Conservation
and Development (DLCD) related to this TSP/UGB amendment package, including confirmation of the
DLCD Notice/File Number assigned.

a. As stated earlier, no such document was submitted, the City submitted a Transportation
System Plan.

Amanda Mickles

City Clerk | City of Boardman

Foirimantc]
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From: Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, September 25, 2025 3:05 PM

To: Amanda Mickles <Amanda@cityofboardman.com>; Brandon Hammond
<HammondB@cityofboardman.com>; Carla McLane <mclanec@cityofboardman.com>; Amanda Mickles
<micklesa@cityofboardman.com>; derrin@tallman.cx <derrin@tallman.cx>

Subject: Public Records Request — Boardman TSP/UGB Amendment Package

Dear Amanda,

Please find attached my completed Public Records Request form pursuant to ORS 192.311-192.478.
| am specifically requesting the full set of supporting documents submitted by the City of Boardman
to DLCD as part of its Transportation System Plan / Urban Growth Boundary amendment package
under ORS 197.610-197.650. This includes staff reports, technical memoranda, methodology
documents, inventories, maps, and correspondence referenced in the City’s submittal.

Because these materials are part of the official record for a pending legislative land use action, and
are required to be available for public inspection during review, | am also requesting a waiver of any

fees associated with this request.

Please confirm receipt of this request and let me know when the documents will be available. If
possible, | would appreciate electronic copies by email to ensure timely review.

Thank you for your assistance.
Sincerely,
Jonathan Tallman

706 Mt. Hood

jonathan@tallman.cx
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TALLMAN EMAIL #5

Carla McLane

From: Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, October 13, 2025 1:10 PM

To: Carla McLane; Brandon Hammond

Cc: Derrin Tallman; HERT Dawn * DLCD; Amanda Mickles; Amanda Mickles

Subject: Re: Request to Keep Record Open — October 13 & 28 PAC Meetings / Transparency
Concerns

Attachments: Transparency_lssue_Letter October 7.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Hi all,

Following up on my note below:

1. | planto attend the October 13 Comprehensive Plan/Development Code PAC meeting and the
October 28 EOA PAC meeting and provide updates, consistent with what the Mayor said at the
October 7 City Hall meeting. To do that meaningfully, | need the meeting packets in advance.

2. Both meetings are noticed as public meetings. Under Oregon’s Public Meetings Law, notice must
be “reasonably calculated” to inform the public of the meeting, and the law’s stated policy is that
decisions be made openly and on the information upon which such decisions were made (ORS
192.640; policy statement in ORS 192.620). Please post the packets and confirm when they will
be available for public review.

3. Forland use planning, Statewide Planning Goal 1 requires meaningful public participation,
including effective two-way communication and making technical information easy to
understand. That means materials should be available far enough in advance for the public to
review and comment (OAR 660-015-0000(1), Goal 1). Please confirm how and when public
comments (written and, if allowed, oral) will be accepted for these PAC meetings.

4. Because packets are still unavailable, | again request that the record remain open for both
meetings until the packets are posted and the public has had adequate time to review and submit
information pursuant to Goal 1. Please confirm the packet release date and the record-close date
for each meeting.

I’m also re-attaching my October 7 Transparency Issue Letter (sent to Mayor Keefer and forwarded to City
Manager Brandon Hammond). Given the repeated difficulty accessing materials and unclear comment
procedures, please enter this email and the attached letter into both the City’s and DLCD’s records for
the October 13 and October 28 PAC meetings.

Thank you, and | look forward to your confirmation on packet availability, participation procedures, and
the record-close dates.

Best,
Jonathan Tallman

Land owner, Boardman OR


Carla McLane 
TALLMAN EMAIL #5


On Sun, Oct 12, 2025 at 6:58 PM Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com> wrote:
Hi All,

I’m following up regarding the October 13 Comprehensive Plan/Development Code PAC meeting and
the October 28 EOA PAC meeting. Both are posted as public meetings, yet there are no packets
available and the public comment option has been restricted. Under ORS 192.610 - 192.690 and
Statewide Planning Goal 1 (OAR 660-015-0000(1)), the City must provide advance access to meeting
materials and ensure meaningful public participation.

Given that these materials remain unavailable (see below pictures), I’'m requesting that the record for
both meetings remain open until the packets are posted and the public has been given adequate time to
review and add information. Please confirm when the packets will be released and when the record will
officially close so | can plan additional submissions after adequately reviewing them.

I’m also attaching my October 7 Transparency Issue Letter that was sent to Mayor Keefer and forwarded
to City Manager Brandon Hammond, which documents ongoing problems with inconsistent access,
unclear comment policies, and restricted participation. These transparency issues directly relate to the
current lack of materials and should be included in the record for both meetings.

Please confirm that this correspondence along with the attached Transparency Issue Letter will be
entered into both the City and DLCD records.

Thank you,
Jonathan Tallman
Land owner

Boardman, Oregon



TALLMAN EMAIL #6

Carla McLane

From: Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, October 14, 2025 5:11 AM

To: HERT Dawn * DLCD; Carla McLane; Brandon Hammond; Amanda Mickles; Amanda
Mickles; Tamra Mabbott; Clint Shoemake

Cc: derrin@tallman.cx

Subject: Re: Public Records Request — Boardman TSP/UGB Amendment Package

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Subject: Request for Full Record — Missing TSP Volume Il (Methodology & Appendices) and OWRD
Coordination follow up

Dear Carla, Dawn, and Tamra,

I am writing regarding the City of Boardman Transportation System Plan (TSP) scheduled for public
hearing before the Planning Commission on October 16, 2025. The meeting packet currently posted
references a second document—Volume Il (Technical Appendices, Under Separate Cover)—which
includes:

e Appendix E - Methodology Memorandum

e Appendix F - Existing Conditions Inventory and Analysis
e Appendix G - Future Conditions Analysis

e Appendix H-Proposed Solutions

e Appendix | -Implementing Ordinances

e AppendixJ-Public Outreach Summary

These materials are essential to the City’s compliance with OAR 660-012 (Transportation Planning Rule)
and OAR 660-018 (Post-Acknowledgment Plan Amendments). However, the public link now directs only
to a simplified engagement webpage that does not include the methodology or technical appendices
referenced in the draft findings.

| respectfully request that the complete Volume ll, including Appendix E (Methodology Memorandum), be
made available for public review before adoption. Under OAR 660-018-0020, all supporting documents
used to evaluate or justify a plan amendment must be accessible to the public prior to a legislative
hearing.

Additionally, please confirm whether the Oregon Water Resources Department (OWRD) has been
consulted as part of this TSP update. Transportation expansion and future urban-growth assumptions
directly affect water-for-water exchange requirements and consumptive-use allocations under Division
509. If OWRD has provided any coordination, memoranda, or review comments, please include them in
the public record to ensure consistency with Goal 12 (Transportation) and Goal 5 (Water Resources).


Carla McLane 
TALLMAN EMAIL #6


For the record, | will be attending the October 16 Planning Commission meeting and would like the
opportunity to review the complete TSP record, including Volume Il, before the Commission makes any
recommendation for adoption. Transparency and full technical disclosure are essential for meaningful
public participation.

The link below now goes to a webpage but is still missing the above listed items and methodology.

Thank you for confirming receipt of this letter and advising when the missing materials and any OWRD
coordination documents will be available while adding this email to the record and keep it open for 7
days to clarify the record.

Sincerely,
Jonathan Tallman
Link:

https://zanassoc.mysocialpinpoint.com/boardman-transportation-system-plan

On Mon, Oct 13, 2025 at 4:55 AM Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com> wrote:
Dear Planning Commissioners and Ms. McLane,

After reviewing it in is entirety this weekend and spending time on this all day Sunday. Below is a link
that still does not open up for the information.

Please add this message to the official record for the October 16, 2025 Planning Commission hearing on
the Boardman Transportation System Plan (TSP). This is a supplement to my previously submitted
Request to Continue the hearing as a follow up of more information | have gleaned.

After reviewing the October 16 Planning Packet, | have identified additional procedural and evidentiary
deficiencies that independently warrant a continuance:

1. Public Access Failure (ORS 197.763(2)(b); Goal 1):

The City’s posted TSP portal has been inaccessible, while the public notice promised materials
“on or before October 9.” The public has not had the required 7-day access to “all relevant
materials and staff reports.”

2. Missing Technical Record — Volume Il “Under Separate Cover” (ORS 197.610-650; ORS
197.835(7)):

Volume Il (Appendices D-J, including Methodology, Existing/Future Conditions, Proposed
Solutions, Implementing Ordinances, Public Outreach Summary) is referenced but not included
in the packet or portal. The draft relies on these materials; proceeding without them leaves the
decision unsupported by substantial evidence.

3. No Signed/Dated Staff Report (ORS 197.763(4)(a)):
2



The packet lacks a signed, dated staff report presenting findings and analysis by the responsible
official. A placeholder is not a staff report.

. No Transportation Financing Program (OAR 660-012-0040(4)):

There is no cost/funding plan (projects x probable funding sources x timing). This is a required
component of a compliant TSP.

. Unclear/Missing Functional Classification Details:

Collector/arterial designations (e.g., Oregon Trail Blvd, Laurel Lane) are not accompanied by a
clear Functional Classification Map, termini, or cross-sections consistent with ODOT criteria.

. No Goal 5/ Environmental Constraints Integration (Goal 5; OAR 660-012-0045(2)(e)):

Proposed corridors (roadway/trail) intersect BPA easements and potential resource areas, but
no constraints mapping or mitigation analysis is provided.

. Mapping Inconsistencies / Version Control (ORS 197.835(7)):

The corridor east of the Dog Park appears re-labeled/blurred across versions (e.g., “New RV Site”
vs. trail/BPA park block) with no version history, author, or rationale disclosed.

. No Demonstrated Link to Current BLI/EOA (OAR 660-024):

Growth/land-need assumptions are used, yet no current BLI/EOA documentation is included or
incorporated. The City calendar shows PACs on Comp Plan/EOA after the PC hearing (10/13;
10/28), indicating piecemealing and an incomplete record.

. No DLCD/ODOT Technical Coordination Memos (Goal 12 Coordination):

The packet contains no agency review letters indicating state technical coordination prior to the
first evidentiary hearing.

10. No Draft Adopting Ordinance/Resolution Text (ORS 197.610(1)):

The packet lacks the exact adoption language (text/map exhibits) the Commission is being asked
to recommend.

11. Outdated/Uncoordinated Base Data (OAR 660-012-0045(2)(a)):

Tables reference older counts/forecasts without tying to the County’s coordinated projections
used for current BLI/EOA work.

12. Inter-Jurisdictional Coordination Is Unresolved (Goals 1 & 12):

The Morrow County Planning Commission tabled the Columbia River Heritage Trail item. The City
cannot claim regional coordination for a facility the County has not adopted.



Requested Actions (Reiterated and Expanded):
A. Continue the Oct 16 hearing until:
1. The full record (including Volume Il D-J) and a signed staff report are posted and publicly
accessible for at least 7 days; and

2. Morrow County acts on the Heritage Trail corridor (or the City removes/defers uncoordinated
elements).

B. Publish an Indexed Record:

Provide a document index listing all TSP materials (title, author, date, version, checksum/hash),
including:

¢ Volume Il Appendices D-J (final PDFs),

o Staff report and any consultant technical memoranda,
o Dated GIS layers and every map/exhibit version, with who/when/what changed.

C. Provide Required Program Elements:

e Transportation financing program (costs x revenue sources x timing) per OAR 660-012-0040(4).
¢ Functional classification map & cross-sections, consistent with ODOT criteria.
e Goal 5/resource constraints mapping and mitigation strategy for proposed corridors.

D. If the Commission Declines to Continue:

Please keep the record open for 7 days under ORS 197.763(6)(c) so | may submit additional evidence,
including date-stamped drone photos of existing conditions and a parcel comparison memo (e.g., Good
Shepherd, County Parcel 3211) demonstrating inconsistent treatment.

These defects collectively show that the public record is incomplete, Goal 1 access has not been

satisfied, and Goal 12 coordination is lacking. Proceeding on October 16 would create appealable error;
a continuance is the proper remedy.

Public Record Questions Requiring Response specifically:
1. OWRD Coordination and Permitting
o Has the City of Boardman formally notified or coordinated with the Oregon Water

Resources Department (OWRD) regarding the TSP and UGB expansion?
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o Whatis the City’s current certificated water right quantity (in acre-feet per year), and how
much of thatright is presently in use?
o Has OWRD approved any pending transfer, modification, or “water-for-water” exchange

authorizing the City to expand municipal service to new development areas shown in the
TSP or Parks Plan?

o If not, under what authority is the City assuming future water capacity in this plan?
2. Water-for-Water Exchange Oversight
o Has the City documented where offsetting conservation or exchange credits will come
from to support new development allocations?
o Are these credits verified through OWRD’s Water Rights Division or based on consultant
projections?
o Ifthe City intends to rely on Umatilla Electric Cooperative (UEC) or Amazon-funded

infrastructure, have those transfers been approved or filed with OWRD as required under
OAR 690-4107?

3. Goal 11 and Goal 5 Compliance
o How has the City demonstrated compliance with Statewide Planning Goal 11 (Public

Facilities and Services), which requires verification of water and wastewater capacity
prior to plan adoption?

o Has the City submitted a water availability analysis or adopted a coordinated facilities plan
reviewed by OWRD or DEQ?

o If not, why is the Planning Commission proceeding with a TSP adoption that depends on
unverified municipal water capacity?
4. Transparency and Public Access

o Will the City commit to publishing all communications, memoranda, and consultant
reports concerning water capacity and UWRD review before the October 16 hearing?

o Has any portion of this process been withheld under a Non-Disclosure Agreement (NDA)
involving Amazon, UEC, or arelated party?

o If so, how can the public meaningfully comment on water, wastewater, or growth
assumptions that are being developed outside of the public record?

I am requesting that these specific questions be entered for the October 16 Planning Commission
hearing and that written responses from the City, the planning commission and OWRD be provided
prior to any recommendation or adoption vote.

Thank you for confirming by reply that this email has been entered into the record for the October 16
hearing.

Respectfully,
Jonathan Tallman
Property Owner,
Boardman, Oregon

Link broken.
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On Sun, Oct 12, 2025 at 8:39 AM Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com> wrote:

Formal Request to Continue October 16 TSP
Hearing - Incomplete Public Access,
Uncoordinated County Elements, and Missing
Technical Record

To: City of Boardman Planning Commission
Attn: Carla McLane, Planning Official — mclanec@cityofboardman.com

Cc: Boardman City Council; Dawn Hert (DLCD) — Dawn.Hert@dlcd.oregon.gov; Morrow County
Planning Commission

From: Jonathan Tallman, Property Owner (1st John 2:17 LLC)

Date: October 12, 2025

Subject: Request to Continue 10/16/2025 Hearing on Draft Transportation System Plan (TSP)
Dear Planning Commissioners and Staff,

| respectfully request that the October 16, 2025 hearing on the Draft Transportation System Plan
(TSP) be continued. Multiple defects prevent lawful public review and required inter-jurisdictional
coordination.

1) Failure of Public Access (ORS 197.763(2)(b); Goal 1 - Citizen
Involvement)

o The City’s official TSP engagement portal
(https://zanassoc.mysocialpinpoint.com/boardman-transportation-system-plan) has
been inaccessible. The Planning Commission public notice states: “Copies of the staff
report and all relevant documents will be available on or before October 9, 2025,” and
directs the public to obtain the materials before the hearing. With the portal down and key
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items missing, the City has not made the relevant materials available at least 7 days prior
as required by ORS 197.763(2)(b) and Goal 1.

2) Incomplete Technical Record (ORS 197.610-650; ORS
197.835(7))

o The TSP is expressly two volumes. The packet’s TSP Organization page states “Volume Il
Technical Appendices (Under Separate Cover)”, listing Appendix D (Code Assessment),
Appendix E (Methodology), Appendix F (Existing Conditions), Appendix G (Future
Conditions), Appendix H (Proposed Solutions), Appendix | (Implementing Ordinances),
Appendix J (Public Outreach Summary). These are the technical basis for the TSP’s findings
but are not attached in the packet and were not posted for public access.

e The packet’s Preliminary Findings of Fact page also lists “ATTACHMENTS: ¢ DRAFT TSP
Volume | e DRAFT TSP Volume II,” yet Volume Il is not provided in the packet posted to the
public. Proceeding without Volume Il leaves the decision unsupported by substantial
evidence under ORS 197.835(7).

3) Lack of Coordination with Morrow County (Goals 1 & 12)

e The Draft TSP and City Parks mapping rely on the Columbia River Heritage Trail corridor
extending into Morrow County/BPA easement. At the September 30, 2025 meeting, the
Morrow County Planning Commission tabled discussion on that trail (no adoption).
Without County action, the City cannot show Goal 12 coordination or consistency.
Adoption now would be premature and uncoordinated.

4) Procedural Defect - Notice/Timeline vs. Record Availability

e The public notice promises the full materials “on or before October 9, 2025.” As of October
10-12, Volume Il and other critical appendices remain unavailable; the City portal is/was
inaccessible. Proceeding on October 16 deprives affected landowners of meaningful
review/rebuttal, contrary to ORS 197.763(6)(a) (opportunity to present and rebut evidence).

5) Piecemealing / Inconsistent Sequencing (TPR & Goal 14
context)

¢ City calendars show PACs still meeting after the Planning Commission date (Comp Plan/Dev
Code PAC 10/13; EOA PAC 10/28). Those BLI/EOA products inform TSP priorities and any
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future UGB actions. Scheduling the TSP hearing before related technical work is completed
indicates piecemealing and supports that the record is incomplete.

6) Conflicting/Withheld Mapping Record

e Prior exhibits show inconsistent labeling of the corridor east of the Dog Park (e.g., “New RV
Site” vs. BPA park/trail corridor; later blurred/re-labeled), with no version history or GIS
provenance disclosed. These inconsistencies must be cured by producing the dated GIS
layers, map versions, and who/when/why of edits.

7) DLCD Clarifications in the Record

o DLCD (email from Dawn Hert, 10/9/2025) confirms DLCD’s PAPA site has Volume | and that
the City is the official record-keeper; DLCD expects appendices/staff report to be provided
by the City, and DLCD cannot upload materials from private parties. This reinforces that
the City must publish Volume Il and the full record before the local hearing.

Legal Consequences if the Hearing Proceeds

If the City proceeds on October 16 without curing these defects, there will be grounds to appeal to
LUBA for:

e Goal 1/ ORS 197.763 - Inadequate public involvement/access;

e Goal 12 - Failure to coordinate with Morrow County on inter-jurisdictional facilities;

e ORS 197.835(7) — Adoption unsupported by substantial evidence (missing Volume
Il/methodology);

e ORS 197.610-650 - Incomplete submittal/record deficiencies.

A LUBA remand would be likely and will delay acknowledgment.

Requested Actions

1. Continue the October 16 hearing until:
o The TSP website and all documents (including Volume |l D-J) are fully accessible to
the public; and
10



o The Morrow County Planning Commission has taken action on the Heritage Trail
corridor (or the City removes uncoordinated references).
2. Publish the full technical record:
o Volume Il Appendices D-J (final PDFs),
o All referenced tech memos, staff reports, and TPAU/ODOT inputs,
o Dated GIS layers and PDF exhibits with version history for all maps (who/when/what
changed).
3. Provide an indexed record list (document titles, dates, authors, checksum/hashes) to
prevent silent edits.
Keep the record open 7 days once the full record is posted (ORS 197.763(6)(c)).
If significant new materials are posted within 7 days of any re-scheduled hearing, re-notice
the hearing to preserve due process.

o

Reservation of Rights

If the Commission does not continue the matter, | formally request on the record that the hearing
body keep the record open for 7 days after the hearing under ORS 197.763(6)(c) so | may submit
additional evidence (including drone photos documenting existing undeveloped conditions and a
comparative memo addressing Good Shepherd, County parcel 3211, and similarly situated
parcels).

Conclusion

Until the full Volume Il and supporting record are publicly accessible and County coordination is
achieved (or uncoordinated elements removed), any recommendation or adoption would be
procedurally defective and contrary to Oregon’s statewide planning goals. Please continue the
hearing and acknowledge this objection in the record.

Sincerely,

Jonathan Tallman

Property Owner, 1st John 2:17 LLC — Boardman, Oregon

Link to attachment it is to big to send over email.
https://mccmeetings.blob.core.usgovcloudapi.net/boardmanor-pubu/MEET-Packet-

1b3ae3757166455aba0a98d22317a64c.pdf
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On Thu, Oct 9, 2025 at 3:29 PM HERT Dawn * DLCD <Dawn.Hert@dlcd.oregon.gov> wrote:
Hello Jonathan,

Thank you for reaching out and for your patience in my response. | have been on the road for work and

An

have some much needed few days at my home office to catch up on all my emails. &

Currently the City of Boardman has been working to update several of their master planning documents:
Transportation System Plan(TSP), Parks Master Plan(PMP), Economic Opportunities Analysis(EOA),
Buildable Lands Inventory(BLI, as well as Comprehensive Plan Updates possibly through the Periodic
Review process. Some of these projects have started, some have not. Some are just now getting to the
public hearings processes that my agency requires the Proposed Acknowledge Plan Amendment(PAPA)
notification due to the modifications to the local Comprehensive Plan, whether it be recommended text
amendments, updated maps, or ancillary guidance documents being added. (State law requires local
governments to notify the public when a Comprehensive Plan is under review or when changes are
proposed or adopted. Part of the process includes noticing to DLCD regarding these changes.)

Prior to these proposed amendments making their way to my agency’s PAPA notification, they have been
through Public Advisory Committees(PACs) or Technical Advisory Committees(TACs) and possibly
workshops with the Planning Commission and City Council so that they are aware of upcoming
recommendations coming from these projects.

Our PAPA notification requires the following:

1. Except under certain circumstances,' proposed amendments must be submitted to DLCD’s Salem
office at least 35 days before the first evidentiary hearing on the proposal.

2. A Notice of a Proposed Change must be submitted by a local government (city, county, or
metropolitan service district). DLCD will not accept a Notice of a Proposed Change submitted by an
individual or private firm or organization.

3. Hard-copy submittals are permitted and require a separate process.
4. Electronic submittals are encouraged via DLCD’s PAPA Online process.
5. File format: detailed on our webpage.

6. Text: Submittal of a Notice of a Proposed Change for a comprehensive plan or land use regulation
text amendment must include the text of the amendment and any other information necessary to
advise DLCD of the effect of the proposal. “Text” means the specific language proposed to be
amended, added to, or deleted from the currently acknowledged plan or land use regulation. A
general description of the proposal is not adequate. The notice may be deemed incomplete without
this documentation.

7. Staff report: Attach any staff report on the proposed change or information that describes when the
staff report will be available and how a copy may be obtained.
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8. Local hearing notice: Attach the notice or a draft of the notice required under ORS 197.763
regarding a quasi-judicial land use hearing, if applicable.

9. Maps: Submittal of a proposed map amendment must include a map of the affected area showing
existing and proposed plan and zone designations. Include text regarding background, justification
for the change, and the application if there was one accepted by the local government. A map by
itself is not a complete notice.

10. Goal exceptions: Submittal of proposed amendments that involve a goal exception must include the
proposed language of the exception.
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In response to your specific questions/requests:

e As detailed above, these materials are necessary for our PAPA team to post on our online
system. Materials are required to be submitted by the local government and sometimes come in
stages as they are prepared and available. The minimum requirements are detailed above. My team
here at DLCD cannot add materials provided by someone other than the local jurisdiction to their
PAPA.

e TSP documents submitted to our PAPA include the Volume I at this time, which meets the
minimum for our notification requirement. I anticipate the Volume II to be downloaded in the prior
to their first evidentiary hearing as well as their staff report. There are a number of appendices that
you mention on Boardman’s TSP webpage: Transportation System Plan | Boardman OR. Look
through the PAC meeting documents and you should find what you are looking for. The city is the
official record; we only have copies of what they have submitted.

o [ am not sure what exactly was requested in your public records request, but I did notice that you
refer to “UGB Amendment Package”....which is entirely different than a TSP. Currently, Boardman
has not completed their EOA or BLI to move forward with the appropriate documents to request a
UGB Amendment. I do anticipate that may come after the EOA/BLI has been completed
identifying a need for industrial land supply. But at this time, no application has been started.

o I reviewed the maps that you attached to this email, and they appear to be from the Parks Master
Plan, and not the TSP. The Parks Master Plan is a completely different document, that may be why
you are seeing discrepancies from the TSP maps.

e The first evidentiary meeting is scheduled before the Planning Commission on October 16™. The
public hearing notice that was downloaded to our PAPA system states “Copies of the staff report,
and all relevant documents will be available on or before October 9, 2025. For more information,
contact Carla McLane, Planning Official, at (541) 481-9252 or by email at
mclanec@cityofboardman.com.” I anticipate that the staff report will be downloaded to our system
today. I would suggest that you reach out to Carla and ask for a copy. My agency has been
involved in the PAC and had access to review the supporting documents both submitted online as
well as on Boardman’s website. I plan to review the staff report and will work with my agency
transportation planners to see if the report warrants a comment from our agency.

e Your request: For these reasons, I respectfully ask that DLCD:

o Add this letter and my prior correspondence with the city to the official record for the
Boardman TSP/UGB amendment.
= Response: As stated earlier in my email, Boardman keeps the official record. You
should provide your comments and concerns to the Planning Commission and/or City
Council at their public hearings. We do not facilitate public comments on local
applications.
o Require the City to provide the full Volume Il appendices (D-J) and the unaltered mapping
record before any DLCD review proceeds.
= Response: Boardman keeps the official record. If you are unable to locate the
appendices of the TSP on their website, you should reach out to them to ask them to
identify where these documents are located.
o Clarify whether DLCD has actually received a complete submittal, or whether the City has
provided only the policy document without its technical record while representing it as final.
= Response: DLCD received the required documents for the PAPA submittal, which
allowed the notice to be posted to our website. I anticipate the staff report and
Appendices will be provided as detailed in their public notice. I will reach out to
their Planning Director to verify.
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Thank you for reaching out and I agree that transparency is vital to trust. You should reach out to staff to
ask for the location of the documents. You also have public hearings where you can submit these
comments and concerns directly to Boardman. My PAPA system is not where public comments are
received for local decisions. I hope my explanations help answer your questions and help you to move
forward with comments to the city.

Take care,
Dawn

Dawn Marie Hert RS aavarEsms

Eastern Oregon Regional Representative | Community
Services Division

Pronouns: She/Her/Hers

_-A Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development
v " Eastern Oregon University, One University Blvd, Badgely Hall,
o Room 233A | LaGrande, OR 97850-2807

D L C D Cell: 503-956-8163 | Main: 503-373-0050

dawn.hert@dlcd.oregon.gov | www.oregon.gov/LCD

Regional Representative for the ten most eastern Counties and 59 Cities.

From: Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, October 2, 2025 7:32 AM

To: HERT Dawn * DLCD <Dawn.Hert@dlcd.oregon.gov>; derrin@tallman.cx
Subject: Fwd: Public Records Request — Boardman TSP/UGB Amendment Package

Dear Dawn,
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| am writing to request that the following concerns and documentation be added to the DLCD record
regarding the City of Boardman’s Transportation System Plan (TSP) and Urban Growth Boundary
(UGB) process.

| submitted a public records request to the City of Boardman seeking the supporting materials
referenced in the Draft TSP (dated September 10, 2025). In response, the City Clerk denied that such
records exist and told me that “all supporting calculations, inventories, spreadsheets, and maps
used to classify properties” could be found on the PAC Meeting 7/29/25 Economic Opportunity Page,
Appendix B — Buildable Lands Inventory.

However, the Draft TSP itself makes clear that it is presented in two volumes:

e Volume | -the policy document
e Volume Il (under separate cover) — containing the technical appendices, including:

Appendix D: Code Assessment

Appendix E: Methodology

Appendix F: Existing Conditions Inventory and Analysis
Appendix G: Future Conditions Analysis

Appendix H: Proposed Solutions

Appendix |: Implementing Ordinances

Appendix J: Public Outreach Summary

o O O O O O O

The plan repeatedly cites these appendices as the technical basis for its findings (traffic forecasts,
land classifications, project prioritization, etc.). If the appendices exist, the City is withholding them.
If they do not exist, then the Draft TSP is misleading the Planning Commission, DLCD, and the public.
Referring me to a PAC meeting packetis not the same as producing the official, final appendices that
the plan says were prepared “under separate cover.”

In addition, the TSP maps and related exhibits show serious inconsistencies. For example:

e Inoneversion, the corridor east of the Dog Park is labeled as a “New RV Site.”

¢ [n earlier exhibits, the same corridor is shown as a BPA easement or trail connection to Laurel
Lane.

e Later maps appear blurred or re-labeled, with no record of who changed them, when, or why.

These inconsistencies have not been explained in open meetings or in response to records requests,
despite requirements under ORS 192.610-192.690 (Oregon’s open meetings laws) that materials
considered in a legislative land use process be made available to the public.

The Planning Commission is scheduled to vote on this package on October 16, 2025, and |
understand that a draft has already been submitted to DLCD without these appendices or the
complete supporting record. That raises a serious procedural problem: DLCD cannot meaningfully
review or acknowledge the submittal without the very technical appendices and mapping record the
plan itself relies upon.
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For these reasons, | respectfully ask that DLCD:

1. Add this letter and my prior correspondence with the City to the official record for the
Boardman TSP/UGB amendment.

2. Require the City to provide the full Volume Il appendices (D-J) and the unaltered mapping
record before any DLCD review proceeds.

3. Clarify whether DLCD has actually received a complete submittal, or whether the City has
provided only the policy document without its technical record while representing it as final.

Please also note: | will be sending supporting exhibits and documentation in piecemeal form
because the files are too large to transmit all at once. Thank you for your understanding. | have drone
photos that are big.

Transparency is the backbone of government trust. Without the missing appendices and consistent
mapping record, the public cannot evaluate the City’s findings, and any approval risks being
procedurally defective. Those documents are needed and | am asking to see them.

Thank you for ensuring these concerns are documented and addressed in DLCD’s review.
Sincerely,

Jonathan Tallman

—————————— Forwarded message ---------

From: Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com>

Date: Thu, Oct 2, 2025 at 7:12 AM

Subject: Re: Public Records Request — Boardman TSP/UGB Amendment Package
To: Amanda Mickles <micklesa@cityofboardman.com>

CC: Brandon Hammond <HammondB®@cityofboardman.com>, Carla McLane
<mclanec@cityofboardman.com>, Derrin Tallman <derrin@tallman.cx>

Amanda,

Thank you for your response. However, there is a direct contradiction between your email and the
City’s own Draft Transportation System Plan (TSP) dated September 10, 2025.

The draft TSP itself states the plan is presented in two volumes, with Volume Il (Under Separate

Cover) containing the technical appendices (Code Assessment, Methodology, Existing Conditions,

Future Conditions, Proposed Solutions, Implementing Ordinances, Public Outreach Summary) and it
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repeatedly cites those appendices for the technical basis of the plan . Given that, | have the following
questions that require clear answers before any hearing or vote:

1.

Does the City acknowledge that the draft TSP references a Volume Il with technical
appendices? If yes, where are those appendices? Were they prepared, and if so, why were
they not produced in response to my request?

If the appendices do not exist, why does the draft TSP represent that they do and cite them as
the basis for analyses (traffic volumes, operations, forecasts, project evaluation, etc.) ?

How does the City intend to proceed with DLCD under ORS 197.610-650 without submitting
the supporting methodology, inventories, analyses, proposed solutions, implementing
ordinances, and outreach record that the plan itself says exist?

Why are these foundational materials being withheld behind public-records denials when they
should be available under open meetings laws (ORS 192.610-192.690) as part of the public
process?

Mapping inconsistencies: City exhibits and plan graphics show the corridor east of the Dog
Park differently across versions—an identified “New RV Site” in one, versus a BPA park
block/easement corridor and trail connection in others; later versions appear blurred or re-
labeled with no explanation.

o Whatis the official, current depiction for this corridor (including the Laurel Lane
connection)?
Who changed it, when, and where is the documented rationale and version history?
Please provide the underlying GIS layers and dated map files used to produce these
exhibits.

Buildable Lands/EOA materials: Your email directed me to an “Economic Opportunity”
page/Appendix B for the Buildable Lands Inventory. Please confirm the full, indexed list of all
supporting calculations, spreadsheets, and map layers used to classify parcels as
vacant/partially vacant/constrained, and produce those records.

These are not minor details; they go to the integrity of the record. The Planning Commission is
scheduled to vote on this package on October 16, 2025, and | understand that a draft has already
been submitted to DLCD without the very appendices and supporting documentation that the draft
plan itself cites. If that is correct, it raises serious questions about the adequacy and legality of the
submission.

Before the Planning Commission is asked to vote, and before DLCD proceeds any further, the public
is entitled to review the complete basis for the TSP including the appendices the draft references and
the unaltered mapping record.

Please provide clarification on items (1)—(6) above and explain how the City intends to resolve this
conflict between what the TSP says and what has actually been submitted.

Respectfully,

Jonathan Tallman
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On Wed, Oct 1, 2025 at 4:39 PM Amanda Mickles <micklesa@cityofboardman.com> wrote:

Good afternoon, Jonathan,

| have received your request for records and have information to provide in response (in blue) to the specific
requested information.

1. All staff reports, technical memoranda, and appendices included in or referenced by the City of
Boardman's Transportation System Plan/Urban Growth Boundary amendment packages (no such
document was submitted, the City submitted a Transportation System Plan) submitted under ORS
197.610-197.650, including but not limited to Volume Il, Appendices D-J (the Appendices
package was not submitted) (Code Assessment (not submitted), Methodology (not submitted),
Existing Conditions Inventory and Analysis (not submitted, TSP Page PAC 1/29/25), Future Conditions
Analysis (not submitted, TSP Page PAC 1/29/25), Proposed Solutions (not submitted, TSP Page PAC
5/13/25), Implementing Ordinances (no such document), Public Outreach Summary (no such
document)).

2. All supporting calculations, inventories, spreadsheets, and maps used to classify properties as
"vacant", "partially vacant", or "constrained" in the City's findings.

a. This can be found on the Economics Opportunity Page, PAC Meeting 7/29/25, Appendix B
Buildable Land Inventory

3. Allcorrespondence, notices, or submissions sent by the City to the Department of Land Conservation
and Development (DLCD) related to this TSP/UGB amendment package, including confirmation of the
DLCD Notice/File Number assigned.

a. As stated earlier, no such document was submitted, the City submitted a Transportation
System Plan.

Amanda Mickles

City Clerk | City of Boardman

Foirimantc]
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From: Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, September 25, 2025 3:05 PM

To: Amanda Mickles <Amanda@cityofboardman.com>; Brandon Hammond
<HammondB@cityofboardman.com>; Carla McLane <mclanec@cityofboardman.com>; Amanda Mickles
<micklesa@cityofboardman.com>; derrin@tallman.cx <derrin@tallman.cx>

Subject: Public Records Request — Boardman TSP/UGB Amendment Package

Dear Amanda,

Please find attached my completed Public Records Request form pursuant to ORS 192.311-
192.478.

| am specifically requesting the full set of supporting documents submitted by the City of Boardman
to DLCD as part of its Transportation System Plan / Urban Growth Boundary amendment package
under ORS 197.610-197.650. This includes staff reports, technical memoranda, methodology
documents, inventories, maps, and correspondence referenced in the City’s submittal.

Because these materials are part of the official record for a pending legislative land use action, and
are required to be available for public inspection during review, | am also requesting a waiver of any

fees associated with this request.

Please confirm receipt of this request and let me know when the documents will be available. If
possible, | would appreciate electronic copies by email to ensure timely review.

Thank you for your assistance.
Sincerely,
Jonathan Tallman

706 Mt. Hood

jonathan@tallman.cx
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TALLMAN EMAIL #7

Carla McLane

From: Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, October 14, 2025 9:29 AM

To: HERT Dawn * DLCD; Carla McLane; Brandon Hammond; Amanda Mickles; Amanda
Mickles; Tamra Mabbott; Clint Shoemake

Cc: derrin@tallman.cx

Subject: Re: Public Records Request — Boardman TSP/UGB Amendment Package

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Subject: Request for Public Advisory Committee Packet— Comprehensive Plan Update (October 13,
2025)

Dear Carla and Brandon,

| am requesting a copy of the Public Advisory Committee Meeting #4 packet for the Boardman
Comprehensive Plan Update held on October 13, 2025. | see that things are moving forward but have not
received any responses to my pastinquires.

The YouTube recording is posted, but the meeting packet and materials are not available on the City’s
website. | have previously requested to be kept informed on this topic and to receive related materials

but have not received any updates or documentation.

Please consider this a formal public records request under ORS 192.311-192.355 and ensure this
communication is made part of the official record for the Comprehensive Plan update process.

Once the packet is provided, | will review the contents and follow up with additional questions or
comments as needed once | receive the packet.

Thank you for your attention to this matter and for including this request in the official project file to the
record.

Respectfully,

Jonathan Tallman

https://youtu.be/M5xq-1W2h-U?si=pRzYdaFMau50adc3


Carla McLane 
TALLMAN EMAIL #7





On Tue, Oct 14, 2025 at 5:10 AM Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com> wrote:

Subject: Request for Full Record — Missing TSP Volume Il (Methodology & Appendices) and OWRD
Coordination follow up

Dear Carla, Dawn, and Tamra,

I am writing regarding the City of Boardman Transportation System Plan (TSP) scheduled for public
hearing before the Planning Commission on October 16, 2025. The meeting packet currently posted
references a second document—Volume Il (Technical Appendices, Under Separate Cover)—which
includes:

e Appendix E - Methodology Memorandum

e Appendix F - Existing Conditions Inventory and Analysis
e Appendix G - Future Conditions Analysis

e Appendix H - Proposed Solutions

e Appendix | -Implementing Ordinances

e AppendixJ—-Public Outreach Summary

These materials are essential to the City’s compliance with OAR 660-012 (Transportation Planning Rule)
and OAR 660-018 (Post-Acknowledgment Plan Amendments). However, the public link now directs only
to a simplified engagement webpage that does not include the methodology or technical appendices
referenced in the draft findings.

| respectfully request that the complete Volume I, including Appendix E (Methodology Memorandum),
be made available for public review before adoption. Under OAR 660-018-0020, all supporting
documents used to evaluate or justify a plan amendment must be accessible to the public priorto a
legislative hearing.

Additionally, please confirm whether the Oregon Water Resources Department (OWRD) has been
consulted as part of this TSP update. Transportation expansion and future urban-growth assumptions
directly affect water-for-water exchange requirements and consumptive-use allocations under Division
509. If OWRD has provided any coordination, memoranda, or review comments, please include them in
the public record to ensure consistency with Goal 12 (Transportation) and Goal 5 (Water Resources).

For the record, | will be attending the October 16 Planning Commission meeting and would like the
opportunity to review the complete TSP record, including Volume Il, before the Commission makes any
recommendation for adoption. Transparency and full technical disclosure are essential for meaningful
public participation.

The link below now goes to a webpage but is still missing the above listed items and methodology.



Thank you for confirming receipt of this letter and advising when the missing materials and any OWRD
coordination documents will be available while adding this email to the record and keep it open for 7
days to clarify the record.

Sincerely,

Jonathan Tallman

Link:

https://zanassoc.mysocialpinpoint.com/boardman-transportation-system-plan

On Mon, Oct 13, 2025 at 4:55 AM Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com> wrote:

Dear Planning Commissioners and Ms. McLane,

After reviewing it in is entirety this weekend and spending time on this all day Sunday. Below is a link
that still does not open up for the information.

Please add this message to the official record for the October 16, 2025 Planning Commission hearing
on the Boardman Transportation System Plan (TSP). This is a supplement to my previously submitted
Request to Continue the hearing as a follow up of more information | have gleaned.

After reviewing the October 16 Planning Packet, | have identified additional procedural and evidentiary
deficiencies that independently warrant a continuance:

1. Public Access Failure (ORS 197.763(2)(b); Goal 1):

The City’s posted TSP portal has been inaccessible, while the public notice promised materials
“on or before October 9.” The public has not had the required 7-day access to “all relevant
materials and staff reports.”

2. Missing Technical Record — Volume Il “Under Separate Cover” (ORS 197.610-650; ORS
197.835(7)):

Volume Il (Appendices D-J, including Methodology, Existing/Future Conditions, Proposed
Solutions, Implementing Ordinances, Public Outreach Summary) is referenced but not included
in the packet or portal. The draft relies on these materials; proceeding without them leaves the
decision unsupported by substantial evidence.

3. No Signed/Dated Staff Report (ORS 197.763(4)(a)):

The packet lacks a signed, dated staff report presenting findings and analysis by the responsible
official. A placeholder is not a staff report.

4. No Transportation Financing Program (OAR 660-012-0040(4)):



There is no cost/funding plan (projects x probable funding sources x timing). This is a required
component of a compliant TSP.

5. Unclear/Missing Functional Classification Details:

Collector/arterial designations (e.g., Oregon Trail Blvd, Laurel Lane) are not accompanied by a
clear Functional Classification Map, termini, or cross-sections consistent with ODOT criteria.

6. No Goal 5/ Environmental Constraints Integration (Goal 5; OAR 660-012-0045(2)(e)):

Proposed corridors (roadway/trail) intersect BPA easements and potential resource areas, but
no constraints mapping or mitigation analysis is provided.

7. Mapping Inconsistencies / Version Control (ORS 197.835(7)):

The corridor east of the Dog Park appears re-labeled/blurred across versions (e.g., “New RV
Site” vs. trail/BPA park block) with no version history, author, or rationale disclosed.

8. No Demonstrated Link to Current BLI/EOA (OAR 660-024):
Growth/land-need assumptions are used, yet no current BLI/EOA documentation is included or
incorporated. The City calendar shows PACs on Comp Plan/EOA after the PC hearing (10/13;
10/28), indicating piecemealing and an incomplete record.

9. No DLCD/ODOT Technical Coordination Memos (Goal 12 Coordination):

The packet contains no agency review letters indicating state technical coordination prior to the
first evidentiary hearing.

10. No Draft Adopting Ordinance/Resolution Text (ORS 197.610(1)):

The packet lacks the exact adoption language (text/map exhibits) the Commission is being
asked to recommend.

11. Outdated/Uncoordinated Base Data (OAR 660-012-0045(2)(a)):

Tables reference older counts/forecasts without tying to the County’s coordinated projections
used for current BLI/EOA work.

12. Inter-Jurisdictional Coordination Is Unresolved (Goals 1 & 12):

The Morrow County Planning Commission tabled the Columbia River Heritage Trail item. The
City cannot claim regional coordination for a facility the County has not adopted.

Requested Actions (Reiterated and Expanded):

A. Continue the Oct 16 hearing until:



1. Thefullrecord (including Volume Il D-J) and a signed staff report are posted and publicly
accessible for at least 7 days; and

2. Morrow County acts on the Heritage Trail corridor (or the City removes/defers uncoordinated
elements).

B. Publish an Indexed Record:

Provide a document index listing all TSP materials (title, author, date, version, checksum/hash),
including:

¢ Volume Il Appendices D-J (final PDFs),

o Staff report and any consultant technical memoranda,
o Dated GIS layers and every map/exhibit version, with who/when/what changed.

C. Provide Required Program Elements:

e Transportation financing program (costs x revenue sources x timing) per OAR 660-012-0040(4).
e Functional classification map & cross-sections, consistent with ODOT criteria.
e Goal 5/resource constraints mapping and mitigation strategy for proposed corridors.

D. If the Commission Declines to Continue:

Please keep the record open for 7 days under ORS 197.763(6)(c) so | may submit additional evidence,
including date-stamped drone photos of existing conditions and a parcel comparison memo (e.g.,
Good Shepherd, County Parcel 3211) demonstrating inconsistent treatment.

These defects collectively show that the public record is incomplete, Goal 1 access has not been
satisfied, and Goal 12 coordination is lacking. Proceeding on October 16 would create appealable
error; a continuance is the proper remedy.

Public Record Questions Requiring Response specifically:

1. OWRD Coordination and Permitting

o Has the City of Boardman formally notified or coordinated with the Oregon Water
Resources Department (OWRD) regarding the TSP and UGB expansion?

o What is the City’s current certificated water right quantity (in acre-feet per year), and how
much of that right is presently in use?

o Has OWRD approved any pending transfer, modification, or “water-for-water” exchange
authorizing the City to expand municipal service to new development areas shown in the
TSP or Parks Plan?

o If not, under what authority is the City assuming future water capacity in this plan?
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2. Water-for-Water Exchange Oversight
o Has the City documented where offsetting conservation or exchange credits will come
from to support new development allocations?
o Are these credits verified through OWRD’s Water Rights Division or based on consultant
projections?
o If the City intends to rely on Umatilla Electric Cooperative (UEC) or Amazon-funded

infrastructure, have those transfers been approved or filed with OWRD as required under
OAR 690-4107?

3. Goal11 and Goal 5 Compliance
o How has the City demonstrated compliance with Statewide Planning Goal 11 (Public

Facilities and Services), which requires verification of water and wastewater capacity
prior to plan adoption?

o Has the City submitted a water availability analysis or adopted a coordinated facilities plan
reviewed by OWRD or DEQ?

o If not, why is the Planning Commission proceeding with a TSP adoption that depends on
unverified municipal water capacity?
4. Transparency and Public Access

o Will the City commit to publishing all communications, memoranda, and consultant
reports concerning water capacity and UWRD review before the October 16 hearing?

o Has any portion of this process been withheld under a Non-Disclosure Agreement (NDA)
involving Amazon, UEC, or a related party?

o If so, how can the public meaningfully comment on water, wastewater, or growth
assumptions that are being developed outside of the public record?

I am requesting that these specific questions be entered for the October 16 Planning Commission
hearing and that written responses from the City, the planning commission and OWRD be provided
prior to any recommendation or adoption vote.

Thank you for confirming by reply that this email has been entered into the record for the October 16
hearing.

Respectfully,
Jonathan Tallman
Property Owner,
Boardman, Oregon

Link broken.
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On Sun, Oct 12, 2025 at 8:39 AM Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com> wrote:

Formal Request to Continue October 16 TSP
Hearing - Incomplete Public Access,
Uncoordinated County Elements, and Missing
Technical Record

To: City of Boardman Planning Commission
Attn: Carla McLane, Planning Official — mclanec@cityofboardman.com

Cc: Boardman City Council; Dawn Hert (DLCD) — Dawn.Hert@dlcd.oregon.gov; Morrow County
Planning Commission

From: Jonathan Tallman, Property Owner (1st John 2:17 LLC)

Date: October 12, 2025

Subject: Request to Continue 10/16/2025 Hearing on Draft Transportation System Plan (TSP)
Dear Planning Commissioners and Staff,

| respectfully request that the October 16, 2025 hearing on the Draft Transportation System Plan
(TSP) be continued. Multiple defects prevent lawful public review and required inter-
jurisdictional coordination.

1) Failure of Public Access (ORS 197.763(2)(b); Goal 1 - Citizen
Involvement)

o The City’s official TSP engagement portal
(https://zanassoc.mysocialpinpoint.com/boardman-transportation-system-plan) has
been inaccessible. The Planning Commission public notice states: “Copies of the staff
report and all relevant documents will be available on or before October 9, 2025,” and
directs the public to obtain the materials before the hearing. With the portal down and key
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items missing, the City has not made the relevant materials available at least 7 days prior
as required by ORS 197.763(2)(b) and Goal 1.

2) Incomplete Technical Record (ORS 197.610-650; ORS
197.835(7))

e The TSP is expressly two volumes. The packet’s TSP Organization page states “Volume Il
Technical Appendices (Under Separate Cover)”, listing Appendix D (Code Assessment),
Appendix E (Methodology), Appendix F (Existing Conditions), Appendix G (Future
Conditions), Appendix H (Proposed Solutions), Appendix | (Implementing Ordinances),
Appendix J (Public Outreach Summary). These are the technical basis for the TSP’s
findings but are not attached in the packet and were not posted for public access.

o The packet’s Preliminary Findings of Fact page also lists “ATTACHMENTS: ¢ DRAFT TSP
Volume | e DRAFT TSP Volume II,” yet Volume Il is not provided in the packet posted to the
public. Proceeding without Volume Il leaves the decision unsupported by substantial
evidence under ORS 197.835(7).

3) Lack of Coordination with Morrow County (Goals 1 & 12)

e The Draft TSP and City Parks mapping rely on the Columbia River Heritage Trail corridor
extending into Morrow County/BPA easement. At the September 30, 2025 meeting, the
Morrow County Planning Commission tabled discussion on that trail (no adoption).
Without County action, the City cannot show Goal 12 coordination or consistency.
Adoption now would be premature and uncoordinated.

4) Procedural Defect - Notice/Timeline vs. Record Availability

e The public notice promises the full materials “on or before October 9, 2025.” As of
October 10-12, Volume Il and other critical appendices remain unavailable; the City portal
is/was inaccessible. Proceeding on October 16 deprives affected landowners of
meaningful review/rebuttal, contrary to ORS 197.763(6)(a) (opportunity to present and
rebut evidence).

5) Piecemealing / Inconsistent Sequencing (TPR & Goal 14
context)
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City calendars show PACs still meeting after the Planning Commission date (Comp
Plan/Dev Code PAC 10/13; EOA PAC 10/28). Those BLI/EOA products inform TSP priorities
and any future UGB actions. Scheduling the TSP hearing before related technical work is
completed indicates piecemealing and supports that the record is incomplete.

6) Conflicting/Withheld Mapping Record

Prior exhibits show inconsistent labeling of the corridor east of the Dog Park (e.g., “New
RV Site” vs. BPA park/trail corridor; later blurred/re-labeled), with no version history or
GIS provenance disclosed. These inconsistencies must be cured by producing the dated
GIS layers, map versions, and who/when/why of edits.

7) DLCD Clarifications in the Record

DLCD (email from Dawn Hert, 10/9/2025) confirms DLCD’s PAPA site has Volume | and
that the City is the official record-keeper; DLCD expects appendices/staff report to be
provided by the City, and DLCD cannot upload materials from private parties. This
reinforces that the City must publish Volume Il and the full record before the local
hearing.

Legal Consequences if the Hearing Proceeds

If the City proceeds on October 16 without curing these defects, there will be grounds to appeal
to LUBA for:

Goal 1/ ORS 197.763 - Inadequate public involvement/access;

Goal 12 - Failure to coordinate with Morrow County on inter-jurisdictional facilities;
ORS 197.835(7) - Adoption unsupported by substantial evidence (missing Volume
II/methodology);

ORS 197.610-650 - Incomplete submittal/record deficiencies.

A LUBA remand would be likely and will delay acknowledgment.

Requested Actions

11



o

. Continue the October 16 hearing until:

o The TSP website and all documents (including Volume Il D-J) are fully accessible to
the public; and
o The Morrow County Planning Commission has taken action on the Heritage Trail
corridor (or the City removes uncoordinated references).
Publish the full technical record:
o Volume Il Appendices D-J (final PDFs),
o Allreferenced tech memos, staff reports, and TPAU/ODOT inputs,
o Dated GIS layers and PDF exhibits with version history for all maps
(who/when/what changed).
Provide an indexed record list (document titles, dates, authors, checksum/hashes) to
prevent silent edits.
Keep the record open 7 days once the full record is posted (ORS 197.763(6)(c)).
If significant new materials are posted within 7 days of any re-scheduled hearing, re-
notice the hearing to preserve due process.

Reservation of Rights

If the Commission does not continue the matter, | formally request on the record that the
hearing body keep the record open for 7 days after the hearing under ORS 197.763(6)(c) so | may
submit additional evidence (including drone photos documenting existing undeveloped
conditions and a comparative memo addressing Good Shepherd, County parcel 3211, and
similarly situated parcels).

Conclusion

Until the full Volume Il and supporting record are publicly accessible and County coordination is
achieved (or uncoordinated elements removed), any recommendation or adoption would be
procedurally defective and contrary to Oregon’s statewide planning goals. Please continue the
hearing and acknowledge this objection in the record.

Sincerely,
Jonathan Tallman

Property Owner, 1st John 2:17 LLC — Boardman, Oregon
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Link to attachment it is to big to send over email.

https://mccmeetings.blob.core.usgovcloudapi.net/boardmanor-pubu/MEET-Packet-
1b3ae3757166455aba0a98d22317a64c.pdf

On Thu, Oct 9, 2025 at 3:29 PM HERT Dawn * DLCD <Dawn.Hert@dlcd.oregon.gov> wrote:
Hello Jonathan,

Thank you for reaching out and for your patience in my response. I have been on the road for work and

An

have some much needed few days at my home office to catch up on all my emails. &

Currently the City of Boardman has been working to update several of their master planning documents:
Transportation System Plan(TSP), Parks Master Plan(PMP), Economic Opportunities Analysis(EOA),
Buildable Lands Inventory(BLI, as well as Comprehensive Plan Updates possibly through the Periodic
Review process. Some of these projects have started, some have not. Some are just now getting to the
public hearings processes that my agency requires the Proposed Acknowledge Plan Amendment(PAPA)
notification due to the modifications to the local Comprehensive Plan, whether it be recommended text
amendments, updated maps, or ancillary guidance documents being added. (State law requires local
governments to notify the public when a Comprehensive Plan is under review or when changes are
proposed or adopted. Part of the process includes noticing to DLCD regarding these changes.)

Prior to these proposed amendments making their way to my agency’s PAPA notification, they have been
through Public Advisory Committees(PACs) or Technical Advisory Committees(TACs) and possibly
workshops with the Planning Commission and City Council so that they are aware of upcoming
recommendations coming from these projects.

Our PAPA notification requires the following:

1. Except under certain circumstances,' proposed amendments must be submitted to DLCD’s Salem
office at least 35 days before the first evidentiary hearing on the proposal.

2. A Notice of a Proposed Change must be submitted by a local government (city, county, or
metropolitan service district). DLCD will not accept a Notice of a Proposed Change submitted by
an individual or private firm or organization.

3. Hard-copy submittals are permitted and require a separate process.
4. Electronic submittals are encouraged via DLCD’s PAPA Online process.
5. File format: detailed on our webpage.
6. Text: Submittal of a Notice of a Proposed Change for a comprehensive plan or land use regulation

text amendment must include the text of the amendment and any other information necessary to
advise DLCD of the effect of the proposal. “Text” means the specific language proposed to be
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10.

amended, added to, or deleted from the currently acknowledged plan or land use regulation. A
general description of the proposal is not adequate. The notice may be deemed incomplete without
this documentation.

Staff report: Attach any staff report on the proposed change or information that describes when the
staff report will be available and how a copy may be obtained.

Local hearing notice: Attach the notice or a draft of the notice required under ORS 197.763
regarding a quasi-judicial land use hearing, if applicable.

Maps: Submittal of a proposed map amendment must include a map of the affected area showing
existing and proposed plan and zone designations. Include text regarding background, justification
for the change, and the application if there was one accepted by the local government. A map by
itself is not a complete notice.

Goal exceptions: Submittal of proposed amendments that involve a goal exception must include
the proposed language of the exception.
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In response to your specific questions/requests:

e As detailed above, these materials are necessary for our PAPA team to post on our online
system. Materials are required to be submitted by the local government and sometimes come in
stages as they are prepared and available. The minimum requirements are detailed above. My
team here at DLCD cannot add materials provided by someone other than the local jurisdiction to
their PAPA.

e TSP documents submitted to our PAPA include the Volume I at this time, which meets the
minimum for our notification requirement. I anticipate the Volume II to be downloaded in the prior
to their first evidentiary hearing as well as their staff report. There are a number of appendices that
you mention on Boardman’s TSP webpage: Transportation System Plan | Boardman OR. Look
through the PAC meeting documents and you should find what you are looking for. The city is the
official record; we only have copies of what they have submitted.

o [ am not sure what exactly was requested in your public records request, but I did notice that you
refer to “UGB Amendment Package”....which is entirely different than a TSP. Currently,
Boardman has not completed their EOA or BLI to move forward with the appropriate documents to
request a UGB Amendment. I do anticipate that may come after the EOA/BLI has been completed
identifying a need for industrial land supply. But at this time, no application has been started.

o I reviewed the maps that you attached to this email, and they appear to be from the Parks Master
Plan, and not the TSP. The Parks Master Plan is a completely different document, that may be why
you are seeing discrepancies from the TSP maps.

e The first evidentiary meeting is scheduled before the Planning Commission on October 16™. The
public hearing notice that was downloaded to our PAPA system states “Copies of the staff report,
and all relevant documents will be available on or before October 9, 2025. For more information,
contact Carla McLane, Planning Official, at (541) 481-9252 or by email at
mclanec@cityofboardman.com.” I anticipate that the staff report will be downloaded to our system
today. I would suggest that you reach out to Carla and ask for a copy. My agency has been
involved in the PAC and had access to review the supporting documents both submitted online as
well as on Boardman’s website. I plan to review the staff report and will work with my agency
transportation planners to see if the report warrants a comment from our agency.

e Your request: For these reasons, I respectfully ask that DLCD:

o Add this letter and my prior correspondence with the city to the official record for the
Boardman TSP/UGB amendment.

= Response: As stated earlier in my email, Boardman keeps the official record. You
should provide your comments and concerns to the Planning Commission and/or
City Council at their public hearings. We do not facilitate public comments on local
applications.

o Require the City to provide the full Volume Il appendices (D-J) and the unaltered mapping
record before any DLCD review proceeds.

= Response: Boardman keeps the official record. If you are unable to locate the
appendices of the TSP on their website, you should reach out to them to ask them to
identify where these documents are located.

o Clarify whether DLCD has actually received a complete submittal, or whether the City has
provided only the policy document without its technical record while representing it as
final.

= Response: DLCD received the required documents for the PAPA submittal, which
allowed the notice to be posted to our website. I anticipate the staff report and
Appendices will be provided as detailed in their public notice. I will reach out to
their Planning Director to verify.
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Thank you for reaching out and I agree that transparency is vital to trust. You should reach out to staff to
ask for the location of the documents. You also have public hearings where you can submit these
comments and concerns directly to Boardman. My PAPA system is not where public comments are
received for local decisions. I hope my explanations help answer your questions and help you to move
forward with comments to the city.

Take care,
Dawn

Dawn Marie Hert EiliEaavaresms

Eastern Oregon Regional Representative | Community
Services Division

Pronouns: She/Her/Hers

_-A Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development
v " Eastern Oregon University, One University Blvd, Badgely Hall,
o Room 233A | LaGrande, OR 97850-2807

D L C D Cell: 503-956-8163 | Main: 503-373-0050

dawn.hert@dlcd.oregon.gov | www.oregon.gov/LCD

Regional Representative for the ten most eastern Counties and 59 Cities.

From: Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, October 2, 2025 7:32 AM

To: HERT Dawn * DLCD <Dawn.Hert@dlcd.oregon.gov>; derrin@tallman.cx
Subject: Fwd: Public Records Request — Boardman TSP/UGB Amendment Package

Dear Dawn,
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| am writing to request that the following concerns and documentation be added to the DLCD record
regarding the City of Boardman’s Transportation System Plan (TSP) and Urban Growth Boundary
(UGB) process.

| submitted a public records request to the City of Boardman seeking the supporting materials
referenced in the Draft TSP (dated September 10, 2025). In response, the City Clerk denied that such
records exist and told me that “all supporting calculations, inventories, spreadsheets, and maps
used to classify properties” could be found on the PAC Meeting 7/29/25 Economic Opportunity
Page, Appendix B — Buildable Lands Inventory.

However, the Draft TSP itself makes clear that it is presented in two volumes:

e Volume | -the policy document
e Volume Il (under separate cover) — containing the technical appendices, including:

Appendix D: Code Assessment

Appendix E: Methodology

Appendix F: Existing Conditions Inventory and Analysis
Appendix G: Future Conditions Analysis

Appendix H: Proposed Solutions

Appendix |: Implementing Ordinances

Appendix J: Public Outreach Summary

o O O O O O O

The plan repeatedly cites these appendices as the technical basis for its findings (traffic forecasts,
land classifications, project prioritization, etc.). If the appendices exist, the City is withholding them.
If they do not exist, then the Draft TSP is misleading the Planning Commission, DLCD, and the
public. Referring me to a PAC meeting packet is not the same as producing the official, final
appendices that the plan says were prepared “under separate cover.”

In addition, the TSP maps and related exhibits show serious inconsistencies. For example:

e Inoneversion, the corridor east of the Dog Park is labeled as a “New RV Site.”

¢ [n earlier exhibits, the same corridor is shown as a BPA easement or trail connection to Laurel
Lane.

e Later maps appear blurred or re-labeled, with no record of who changed them, when, or why.

These inconsistencies have not been explained in open meetings or in response to records
requests, despite requirements under ORS 192.610-192.690 (Oregon’s open meetings laws) that
materials considered in a legislative land use process be made available to the public.

The Planning Commission is scheduled to vote on this package on October 16, 2025, and |
understand that a draft has already been submitted to DLCD without these appendices or the
complete supporting record. That raises a serious procedural problem: DLCD cannot meaningfully
review or acknowledge the submittal without the very technical appendices and mapping record the
planitself relies upon.
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For these reasons, | respectfully ask that DLCD:

1. Add this letter and my prior correspondence with the City to the official record for the
Boardman TSP/UGB amendment.

2. Require the City to provide the full Volume Il appendices (D-J) and the unaltered mapping
record before any DLCD review proceeds.

3. Clarify whether DLCD has actually received a complete submittal, or whether the City has
provided only the policy document without its technical record while representing it as final.

Please also note: | will be sending supporting exhibits and documentation in piecemeal form
because the files are too large to transmit all at once. Thank you for your understanding. | have
drone photos that are big.

Transparency is the backbone of government trust. Without the missing appendices and consistent
mapping record, the public cannot evaluate the City’s findings, and any approval risks being
procedurally defective. Those documents are needed and | am asking to see them.

Thank you for ensuring these concerns are documented and addressed in DLCD’s review.
Sincerely,

Jonathan Tallman

—————————— Forwarded message ---------

From: Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com>

Date: Thu, Oct 2, 2025 at 7:12 AM

Subject: Re: Public Records Request — Boardman TSP/UGB Amendment Package
To: Amanda Mickles <micklesa@cityofboardman.com>

CC: Brandon Hammond <HammondB®@cityofboardman.com>, Carla McLane
<mclanec@cityofboardman.com>, Derrin Tallman <derrin@tallman.cx>

Amanda,

Thank you for your response. However, there is a direct contradiction between your email and the
City’s own Draft Transportation System Plan (TSP) dated September 10, 2025.

The draft TSP itself states the plan is presented in two volumes, with Volume Il (Under Separate

Cover) containing the technical appendices (Code Assessment, Methodology, Existing Conditions,

Future Conditions, Proposed Solutions, Implementing Ordinances, Public Outreach Summary) and
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it repeatedly cites those appendices for the technical basis of the plan . Given that, | have the
following questions that require clear answers before any hearing or vote:

1. Does the City acknowledge that the draft TSP references a Volume Il with technical
appendices? If yes, where are those appendices? Were they prepared, and if so, why were
they not produced in response to my request?

2. Ifthe appendices do not exist, why does the draft TSP represent that they do and cite them as
the basis for analyses (traffic volumes, operations, forecasts, project evaluation, etc.) ?

3. How does the City intend to proceed with DLCD under ORS 197.610-650 without submitting
the supporting methodology, inventories, analyses, proposed solutions, implementing
ordinances, and outreach record that the plan itself says exist?

4. Why are these foundational materials being withheld behind public-records denials when
they should be available under open meetings laws (ORS 192.610-192.690) as part of the
public process?

5. Mapping inconsistencies: City exhibits and plan graphics show the corridor east of the Dog
Park differently across versions—an identified “New RV Site” in one, versus a BPA park
block/easement corridor and trail connection in others; later versions appear blurred or re-
labeled with no explanation.

o Whatis the official, current depiction for this corridor (including the Laurel Lane
connection)?
Who changed it, when, and where is the documented rationale and version history?
Please provide the underlying GIS layers and dated map files used to produce these
exhibits.

6. Buildable Lands/EOA materials: Your email directed me to an “Economic Opportunity”
page/Appendix B for the Buildable Lands Inventory. Please confirm the full, indexed list of all
supporting calculations, spreadsheets, and map layers used to classify parcels as
vacant/partially vacant/constrained, and produce those records.

These are not minor details; they go to the integrity of the record. The Planning Commission is
scheduled to vote on this package on October 16, 2025, and | understand that a draft has already
been submitted to DLCD without the very appendices and supporting documentation that the draft
plan itself cites. If that is correct, it raises serious questions about the adequacy and legality of the
submission.

Before the Planning Commission is asked to vote, and before DLCD proceeds any further, the public
is entitled to review the complete basis for the TSP including the appendices the draft references

and the unaltered mapping record.

Please provide clarification on items (1)—(6) above and explain how the City intends to resolve this
conflict between what the TSP says and what has actually been submitted.

Respectfully,

Jonathan Tallman
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On Wed, Oct 1, 2025 at 4:39 PM Amanda Mickles <micklesa@cityofboardman.com> wrote:

Good afternoon, Jonathan,

| have received your request for records and have information to provide in response (in blue) to the specific
requested information.

1. All staff reports, technical memoranda, and appendices included in or referenced by the City of
Boardman's Transportation System Plan/Urban Growth Boundary amendment packages (no such
document was submitted, the City submitted a Transportation System Plan) submitted under ORS
197.610-197.650, including but not limited to Volume Il, Appendices D-J (the Appendices
package was not submitted) (Code Assessment (not submitted), Methodology (not submitted),
Existing Conditions Inventory and Analysis (not submitted, TSP Page PAC 1/29/25), Future
Conditions Analysis (not submitted, TSP Page PAC 1/29/25), Proposed Solutions (not submitted, TSP
Page PAC 5/13/25), Implementing Ordinances (no such document), Public Outreach Summary (no
such document)).

2. All supporting calculations, inventories, spreadsheets, and maps used to classify properties as
"vacant", "partially vacant", or "constrained" in the City's findings.

a. This can be found on the Economics Opportunity Page, PAC Meeting 7/29/25, Appendix B
Buildable Land Inventory

3. Allcorrespondence, notices, or submissions sent by the City to the Department of Land
Conservation and Development (DLCD) related to this TSP/UGB amendment package, including
confirmation of the DLCD Notice/File Number assigned.

a. As stated earlier, no such document was submitted, the City submitted a Transportation
System Plan.

Amanda Mickles

City Clerk | City of Boardman

Fodrimante)
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From: Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, September 25, 2025 3:05 PM

To: Amanda Mickles <Amanda@cityofboardman.com>; Brandon Hammond
<HammondB@cityofboardman.com>; Carla McLane <mclanec@cityofboardman.com>; Amanda Mickles
<micklesa@cityofboardman.com>; derrin@tallman.cx <derrin@tallman.cx>

Subject: Public Records Request — Boardman TSP/UGB Amendment Package

Dear Amanda,

Please find attached my completed Public Records Request form pursuant to ORS 192.311-
192.478.

| am specifically requesting the full set of supporting documents submitted by the City of
Boardman to DLCD as part of its Transportation System Plan / Urban Growth Boundary amendment
package under ORS 197.610-197.650. This includes staff reports, technical memoranda,
methodology documents, inventories, maps, and correspondence referenced in the City’s
submittal.

Because these materials are part of the official record for a pending legislative land use action, and
are required to be available for public inspection during review, | am also requesting a waiver of any

fees associated with this request.

Please confirm receipt of this request and let me know when the documents will be available. If
possible, | would appreciate electronic copies by email to ensure timely review.

Thank you for your assistance.
Sincerely,
Jonathan Tallman

706 Mt. Hood

jonathan@tallman.cx
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TALLMAN EMAIL #8

Carla McLane

From: Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, October 14, 2025 10:49 AM

To: HERT Dawn * DLCD; Carla McLane; Brandon Hammond; Amanda Mickles; Amanda
Mickles; Tamra Mabbott; Clint Shoemake

Cc: derrin@tallman.cx

Subject: Re: Public Records Request — Boardman TSP/UGB Amendment Package

Attachments: IMG_3817.png; IMG_3816.png; Transparency_Issue_Letter October 7.pdf; IMG_3817.png;
IMG_3816.png

Subject: Follow-Up — Public Advisory Committee Packet and Policy Transparency
Dear Carla and Brandon,
This is to glaring not to speak on and make it as comments.

During the October 13, 2025 Public Advisory Committee Meeting, City staff stated that “policy making
does not happen in avacuum” and that all Comprehensive Plan updates are being rooted in factual data
and coordinated with other City plans (TSP, EOA, HPS, Parks Plan, etc.). Please see attached time stamp
that shows that below.

However, | have repeatedly requested access to the meeting packet, data, and technical materials
underlying those discussions and have not received any information. Without access to the same factual
basis that staff refer to, the public cannot meaningfully participate or verify that these plans are aligned
in good faith. Please see attached pdf file documenting that as well at the October 7th city council
meeting.

This lack of transparency effectively creates the very “vacuum” the City and its paid contracting partners
doing the work that says does not exist at the meeting | can’t speak at that doesn’t have public
comments in the agenda. Please provide the October 13 PAC #4 packet and supporting data, and ensure
that these materials are published in accordance with ORS 192.630(1) (meetings of governing bodies to
be open to the public) and ORS 192.640(2) (requiring public notice and materials reasonably calculated
to give notice of the matters to be considered).

| ask that this correspondence be made part of the official record for the Comprehensive Plan Update.
Once | receive the packet, | will review it and follow up with additional comments once | receive the full
packet. Please note legally under ORS 192.610-192.690, the October 13, 2025 Public Advisory
Committee meeting is an open meeting, and all materials reviewed or relied upon—such as the meeting
packet—must be made available to the public under ORS 192.630(1) and 192.640(2) before any related
action or recommendation proceeds to the Planning Commission for consideration or vote.

Respectfully,

Jonathan


Carla McLane 
TALLMAN EMAIL #8


YouTube video of the meeting:

https://youtu.be/M5xq-1W2h-U?si=3922ndtqyViPpdXM

On Tue, Oct 14, 2025 at 9:28 AM Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com> wrote:

Subject: Request for Public Advisory Committee Packet— Comprehensive Plan Update (October 13,
2025)

Dear Carla and Brandon,

| am requesting a copy of the Public Advisory Committee Meeting #4 packet for the Boardman
Comprehensive Plan Update held on October 13, 2025. | see that things are moving forward but have
not received any responses to my pastinquires.

The YouTube recording is posted, but the meeting packet and materials are not available on the City’s
website. | have previously requested to be kept informed on this topic and to receive related materials

but have not received any updates or documentation.

Please consider this a formal public records request under ORS 192.311-192.355 and ensure this
communication is made part of the official record for the Comprehensive Plan update process.

Once the packet is provided, | will review the contents and follow up with additional questions or
comments as needed once | receive the packet.

Thank you for your attention to this matter and for including this request in the official project file to the
record.

Respectfully,

Jonathan Tallman

https://youtu.be/M5xq-1W2h-U?si=pRzYdaFMau50adc3






On Tue, Oct 14, 2025 at 5:10 AM Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com> wrote:

Subject: Request for Full Record — Missing TSP Volume Il (Methodology & Appendices) and OWRD
Coordination follow up

Dear Carla, Dawn, and Tamra,

I am writing regarding the City of Boardman Transportation System Plan (TSP) scheduled for public
hearing before the Planning Commission on October 16, 2025. The meeting packet currently posted
references a second document—Volume Il (Technical Appendices, Under Separate Cover)—which
includes:

e Appendix E - Methodology Memorandum

e Appendix F — Existing Conditions Inventory and Analysis
e Appendix G — Future Conditions Analysis

e Appendix H - Proposed Solutions

e Appendix | —Implementing Ordinances

e Appendix J - Public Outreach Summary

These materials are essential to the City’s compliance with OAR 660-012 (Transportation Planning
Rule) and OAR 660-018 (Post-Acknowledgment Plan Amendments). However, the public link now
directs only to a simplified engagement webpage that does not include the methodology or technical
appendices referenced in the draft findings.

| respectfully request that the complete Volume I, including Appendix E (Methodology Memorandum),
be made available for public review before adoption. Under OAR 660-018-0020, all supporting
documents used to evaluate or justify a plan amendment must be accessible to the public priorto a
legislative hearing.

Additionally, please confirm whether the Oregon Water Resources Department (OWRD) has been
consulted as part of this TSP update. Transportation expansion and future urban-growth assumptions
directly affect water-for-water exchange requirements and consumptive-use allocations under
Division 509. If OWRD has provided any coordination, memoranda, or review comments, please
include them in the public record to ensure consistency with Goal 12 (Transportation) and Goal 5
(Water Resources).

For the record, | will be attending the October 16 Planning Commission meeting and would like the
opportunity to review the complete TSP record, including Volume Il, before the Commission makes any
recommendation for adoption. Transparency and full technical disclosure are essential for meaningful
public participation.

The link below now goes to a webpage but is still missing the above listed items and methodology.



Thank you for confirming receipt of this letter and advising when the missing materials and any OWRD
coordination documents will be available while adding this email to the record and keep it open for 7
days to clarify the record.

Sincerely,

Jonathan Tallman

Link:

https://zanassoc.mysocialpinpoint.com/boardman-transportation-system-plan

On Mon, Oct 13, 2025 at 4:55 AM Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com> wrote:

Dear Planning Commissioners and Ms. McLane,

After reviewing it in is entirety this weekend and spending time on this all day Sunday. Below is a link
that still does not open up for the information.

Please add this message to the official record for the October 16, 2025 Planning Commission hearing
on the Boardman Transportation System Plan (TSP). This is a supplement to my previously submitted
Request to Continue the hearing as a follow up of more information | have gleaned.

After reviewing the October 16 Planning Packet, | have identified additional procedural and evidentiary
deficiencies that independently warrant a continuance:

1. Public Access Failure (ORS 197.763(2)(b); Goal 1):

The City’s posted TSP portal has been inaccessible, while the public notice promised materials
“on or before October 9.” The public has not had the required 7-day access to “all relevant
materials and staff reports.”

2. Missing Technical Record — Volume Il “Under Separate Cover” (ORS 197.610-650; ORS
197.835(7)):

Volume Il (Appendices D-J, including Methodology, Existing/Future Conditions, Proposed
Solutions, Implementing Ordinances, Public Outreach Summary) is referenced but not
included in the packet or portal. The draft relies on these materials; proceeding without them
leaves the decision unsupported by substantial evidence.

3. No Signed/Dated Staff Report (ORS 197.763(4)(a)):

The packet lacks a signed, dated staff report presenting findings and analysis by the
responsible official. A placeholder is not a staff report.

4. No Transportation Financing Program (OAR 660-012-0040(4)):



There is no cost/funding plan (projects x probable funding sources x timing). This is a required
component of a compliant TSP.

5. Unclear/Missing Functional Classification Details:

Collector/arterial designations (e.g., Oregon Trail Blvd, Laurel Lane) are not accompanied by a
clear Functional Classification Map, termini, or cross-sections consistent with ODOT criteria.

6. No Goal 5/ Environmental Constraints Integration (Goal 5; OAR 660-012-0045(2)(e)):

Proposed corridors (roadway/trail) intersect BPA easements and potential resource areas, but
no constraints mapping or mitigation analysis is provided.

7. Mapping Inconsistencies / Version Control (ORS 197.835(7)):

The corridor east of the Dog Park appears re-labeled/blurred across versions (e.g., “New RV
Site” vs. trail/BPA park block) with no version history, author, or rationale disclosed.

8. No Demonstrated Link to Current BLI/EOA (OAR 660-024):
Growth/land-need assumptions are used, yet no current BLI/EOA documentation is included or
incorporated. The City calendar shows PACs on Comp Plan/EOA after the PC hearing (10/13;
10/28), indicating piecemealing and an incomplete record.

9. No DLCD/ODOT Technical Coordination Memos (Goal 12 Coordination):

The packet contains no agency review letters indicating state technical coordination prior to
the first evidentiary hearing.

10. No Draft Adopting Ordinance/Resolution Text (ORS 197.610(1)):

The packet lacks the exact adoption language (text/map exhibits) the Commission is being
asked to recommend.

11. Outdated/Uncoordinated Base Data (OAR 660-012-0045(2)(a)):

Tables reference older counts/forecasts without tying to the County’s coordinated projections
used for current BLI/EOA work.

12. Inter-Jurisdictional Coordination Is Unresolved (Goals 1 & 12):

The Morrow County Planning Commission tabled the Columbia River Heritage Trail item. The
City cannot claim regional coordination for a facility the County has not adopted.

Requested Actions (Reiterated and Expanded):

A. Continue the Oct 16 hearing until:



1. Thefullrecord (including Volume Il D-J) and a signed staff report are posted and publicly
accessible for at least 7 days; and

2. Morrow County acts on the Heritage Trail corridor (or the City removes/defers uncoordinated
elements).

B. Publish an Indexed Record:

Provide a document index listing all TSP materials (title, author, date, version, checksum/hash),
including:

e Volume Il Appendices D-J (final PDFs),

e Staffreport and any consultant technical memoranda,
o Dated GIS layers and every map/exhibit version, with who/when/what changed.

C. Provide Required Program Elements:

e Transportation financing program (costs x revenue sources x timing) per OAR 660-012-0040(4).
e Functional classification map & cross-sections, consistent with ODOT criteria.
e Goal 5/resource constraints mapping and mitigation strategy for proposed corridors.

D. If the Commission Declines to Continue:

Please keep the record open for 7 days under ORS 197.763(6)(c) so | may submit additional evidence,
including date-stamped drone photos of existing conditions and a parcel comparison memo (e.g.,
Good Shepherd, County Parcel 3211) demonstrating inconsistent treatment.

These defects collectively show that the public record is incomplete, Goal 1 access has not been
satisfied, and Goal 12 coordination is lacking. Proceeding on October 16 would create appealable
error; a continuance is the proper remedy.

Public Record Questions Requiring Response specifically:

1. OWRD Coordination and Permitting

o Hasthe City of Boardman formally notified or coordinated with the Oregon Water
Resources Department (OWRD) regarding the TSP and UGB expansion?

o Whatis the City’s current certificated water right quantity (in acre-feet per year), and
how much of that right is presently in use?

o Has OWRD approved any pending transfer, modification, or “water-for-water” exchange
authorizing the City to expand municipal service to new development areas shown in
the TSP or Parks Plan?

o Ifnot, under what authority is the City assuming future water capacity in this plan?
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2. Water-for-Water Exchange Oversight

o

o

Has the City documented where offsetting conservation or exchange credits will come
from to support new development allocations?

Are these credits verified through OWRD’s Water Rights Division or based on consultant
projections?

If the City intends to rely on Umatilla Electric Cooperative (UEC) or Amazon-funded
infrastructure, have those transfers been approved or filed with OWRD as required
under OAR 690-4107

3. Goal11 and Goal 5 Compliance

o

How has the City demonstrated compliance with Statewide Planning Goal 11 (Public
Facilities and Services), which requires verification of water and wastewater capacity
prior to plan adoption?

Has the City submitted a water availability analysis or adopted a coordinated facilities
plan reviewed by OWRD or DEQ?

If not, why is the Planning Commission proceeding with a TSP adoption that depends on
unverified municipal water capacity?

4. Transparency and Public Access

o

Will the City commit to publishing all communications, memoranda, and consultant
reports concerning water capacity and UWRD review before the October 16 hearing?
Has any portion of this process been withheld under a Non-Disclosure Agreement (NDA)
involving Amazon, UEC, or a related party?

If so, how can the public meaningfully comment on water, wastewater, or growth
assumptions that are being developed outside of the public record?

I am requesting that these specific questions be entered for the October 16 Planning Commission
hearing and that written responses from the City, the planning commission and OWRD be provided
prior to any recommendation or adoption vote.

Thank you for confirming by reply that this email has been entered into the record for the October 16

hearing.

Respectfully,

Jonathan Tallman

Property Owner,

Boardman, Oregon

Link broken.
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On Sun, Oct 12, 2025 at 8:39 AM Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com> wrote:

Formal Request to Continue October 16 TSP
Hearing - Incomplete Public Access,
Uncoordinated County Elements, and Missing
Technical Record

To: City of Boardman Planning Commission
Attn: Carla McLane, Planning Official — mclanec@cityofboardman.com

Cc: Boardman City Council; Dawn Hert (DLCD) — Dawn.Hert@dlcd.oregon.gov; Morrow County
Planning Commission

From: Jonathan Tallman, Property Owner (1st John 2:17 LLC)

Date: October 12, 2025

Subject: Request to Continue 10/16/2025 Hearing on Draft Transportation System Plan (TSP)
Dear Planning Commissioners and Staff,

I respectfully request that the October 16, 2025 hearing on the Draft Transportation System Plan
(TSP) be continued. Multiple defects prevent lawful public review and required inter-
jurisdictional coordination.

1) Failure of Public Access (ORS 197.763(2)(b); Goal 1 - Citizen
Involvement)

o The City’s official TSP engagement portal
(https://zanassoc.mysocialpinpoint.com/boardman-transportation-system-plan) has
been inaccessible. The Planning Commission public notice states: “Copies of the staff
report and all relevant documents will be available on or before October 9, 2025,” and
directs the public to obtain the materials before the hearing. With the portal down and
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key items missing, the City has not made the relevant materials available at least 7 days
prior as required by ORS 197.763(2)(b) and Goal 1.

2) Incomplete Technical Record (ORS 197.610-650; ORS
197.835(7))

e The TSP is expressly two volumes. The packet’s TSP Organization page states “Volume Il
Technical Appendices (Under Separate Cover)”, listing Appendix D (Code Assessment),
Appendix E (Methodology), Appendix F (Existing Conditions), Appendix G (Future
Conditions), Appendix H (Proposed Solutions), Appendix | (Implementing Ordinances),
Appendix J (Public Outreach Summary). These are the technical basis for the TSP’s
findings but are not attached in the packet and were not posted for public access.

o The packet’s Preliminary Findings of Fact page also lists “ATTACHMENTS: ¢ DRAFT TSP
Volume | e DRAFT TSP Volume Il,” yet Volume Il is not provided in the packet posted to
the public. Proceeding without Volume Il leaves the decision unsupported by substantial
evidence under ORS 197.835(7).

3) Lack of Coordination with Morrow County (Goals 1 & 12)

e The Draft TSP and City Parks mapping rely on the Columbia River Heritage Trail corridor
extending into Morrow County/BPA easement. At the September 30, 2025 meeting, the
Morrow County Planning Commission tabled discussion on that trail (no adoption).
Without County action, the City cannot show Goal 12 coordination or consistency.
Adoption now would be premature and uncoordinated.

4) Procedural Defect - Notice/Timeline vs. Record Availability

e The public notice promises the full materials “on or before October 9, 2025.” As of
October 10-12, Volume Il and other critical appendices remain unavailable; the City
portal is/was inaccessible. Proceeding on October 16 deprives affected landowners of
meaningful review/rebuttal, contrary to ORS 197.763(6)(a) (opportunity to present and
rebut evidence).

5) Piecemealing / Inconsistent Sequencing (TPR & Goal 14
context)
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City calendars show PACs still meeting after the Planning Commission date (Comp
Plan/Dev Code PAC 10/13; EOA PAC 10/28). Those BLI/EOA products inform TSP priorities
and any future UGB actions. Scheduling the TSP hearing before related technical work is
completed indicates piecemealing and supports that the record is incomplete.

6) Conflicting/Withheld Mapping Record

Prior exhibits show inconsistent labeling of the corridor east of the Dog Park (e.g., “New
RV Site” vs. BPA park/trail corridor; later blurred/re-labeled), with no version history or
GIS provenance disclosed. These inconsistencies must be cured by producing the dated
GIS layers, map versions, and who/when/why of edits.

7) DLCD Clarifications in the Record

DLCD (email from Dawn Hert, 10/9/2025) confirms DLCD’s PAPA site has Volume | and
that the City is the official record-keeper; DLCD expects appendices/staff report to be
provided by the City, and DLCD cannot upload materials from private parties. This
reinforces that the City must publish Volume Il and the full record before the local
hearing.

Legal Consequences if the Hearing Proceeds

If the City proceeds on October 16 without curing these defects, there will be grounds to appeal
to LUBA for:

Goal 1/ ORS 197.763 —Inadequate public involvement/access;

Goal 12 - Failure to coordinate with Morrow County on inter-jurisdictional facilities;
ORS 197.835(7) - Adoption unsupported by substantial evidence (missing Volume
II/methodology);

ORS 197.610-650 - Incomplete submittal/record deficiencies.

A LUBA remand would be likely and will delay acknowledgment.

Requested Actions
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1. Continue the October 16 hearing until:
o The TSP website and all documents (including Volume Il D-J) are fully accessible
to the public; and
o The Morrow County Planning Commission has taken action on the Heritage Trail
corridor (or the City removes uncoordinated references).
2. Publish the full technical record:
o Volume ll Appendices D-J (final PDFs),
o Allreferenced tech memos, staff reports, and TPAU/ODOT inputs,
o Dated GIS layers and PDF exhibits with version history for all maps
(who/when/what changed).
3. Provide an indexed record list (document titles, dates, authors, checksum/hashes) to
prevent silent edits.
Keep the record open 7 days once the full record is posted (ORS 197.763(6)(c)).
If significant new materials are posted within 7 days of any re-scheduled hearing, re-
notice the hearing to preserve due process.

o

Reservation of Rights

If the Commission does not continue the matter, | formally request on the record that the
hearing body keep the record open for 7 days after the hearing under ORS 197.763(6)(c) so | may
submit additional evidence (including drone photos documenting existing undeveloped
conditions and a comparative memo addressing Good Shepherd, County parcel 3211, and
similarly situated parcels).

Conclusion

Until the full Volume Il and supporting record are publicly accessible and County coordination
is achieved (or uncoordinated elements removed), any recommendation or adoption would be
procedurally defective and contrary to Oregon’s statewide planning goals. Please continue the
hearing and acknowledge this objection in the record.

Sincerely,
Jonathan Tallman

Property Owner, 1st John 2:17 LLC — Boardman, Oregon
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Link to attachment it is to big to send over email.

https://mccmeetings.blob.core.usgovcloudapi.net/boardmanor-pubu/MEET-Packet-
1b3ae3757166455aba0a98d22317a64c.pdf

On Thu, Oct 9, 2025 at 3:29 PM HERT Dawn * DLCD <Dawn.Hert@dlcd.oregon.gov> wrote:
Hello Jonathan,

Thank you for reaching out and for your patience in my response. I have been on the road for work and

An

have some much needed few days at my home office to catch up on all my emails. &

Currently the City of Boardman has been working to update several of their master planning documents:
Transportation System Plan(TSP), Parks Master Plan(PMP), Economic Opportunities Analysis(EOA),
Buildable Lands Inventory(BLI, as well as Comprehensive Plan Updates possibly through the Periodic
Review process. Some of these projects have started, some have not. Some are just now getting to the
public hearings processes that my agency requires the Proposed Acknowledge Plan Amendment(PAPA)
notification due to the modifications to the local Comprehensive Plan, whether it be recommended text
amendments, updated maps, or ancillary guidance documents being added. (State law requires local
governments to notify the public when a Comprehensive Plan is under review or when changes are
proposed or adopted. Part of the process includes noticing to DLCD regarding these changes.)

Prior to these proposed amendments making their way to my agency’s PAPA notification, they have been
through Public Advisory Committees(PACs) or Technical Advisory Committees(TACs) and possibly
workshops with the Planning Commission and City Council so that they are aware of upcoming
recommendations coming from these projects.

Our PAPA notification requires the following:

1. Except under certain circumstances,' proposed amendments must be submitted to DLCD’s Salem
office at least 35 days before the first evidentiary hearing on the proposal.

2. A Notice of a Proposed Change must be submitted by a local government (city, county, or
metropolitan service district). DLCD will not accept a Notice of a Proposed Change submitted by
an individual or private firm or organization.

3. Hard-copy submittals are permitted and require a separate process.
4. Electronic submittals are encouraged via DLCD’s PAPA Online process.
5. File format: detailed on our webpage.
6. Text: Submittal of a Notice of a Proposed Change for a comprehensive plan or land use regulation

text amendment must include the text of the amendment and any other information necessary to
advise DLCD of the effect of the proposal. “Text” means the specific language proposed to be
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10.

amended, added to, or deleted from the currently acknowledged plan or land use regulation. A
general description of the proposal is not adequate. The notice may be deemed incomplete without
this documentation.

Staff report: Attach any staff report on the proposed change or information that describes when the
staff report will be available and how a copy may be obtained.

Local hearing notice: Attach the notice or a draft of the notice required under ORS 197.763
regarding a quasi-judicial land use hearing, if applicable.

Maps: Submittal of a proposed map amendment must include a map of the affected area showing
existing and proposed plan and zone designations. Include text regarding background, justification
for the change, and the application if there was one accepted by the local government. A map by
itself is not a complete notice.

Goal exceptions: Submittal of proposed amendments that involve a goal exception must include
the proposed language of the exception.
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In response to your specific questions/requests:

e As detailed above, these materials are necessary for our PAPA team to post on our online
system. Materials are required to be submitted by the local government and sometimes come in
stages as they are prepared and available. The minimum requirements are detailed above. My
team here at DLCD cannot add materials provided by someone other than the local jurisdiction to
their PAPA.

e TSP documents submitted to our PAPA include the Volume I at this time, which meets the
minimum for our notification requirement. I anticipate the Volume II to be downloaded in the
prior to their first evidentiary hearing as well as their staff report. There are a number of
appendices that you mention on Boardman’s TSP webpage: Transportation System Plan |
Boardman OR. Look through the PAC meeting documents and you should find what you are
looking for. The city is the official record; we only have copies of what they have submitted.

o [ am not sure what exactly was requested in your public records request, but I did notice that you
refer to “UGB Amendment Package”....which is entirely different than a TSP. Currently,
Boardman has not completed their EOA or BLI to move forward with the appropriate documents
to request a UGB Amendment. I do anticipate that may come after the EOA/BLI has been
completed identifying a need for industrial land supply. But at this time, no application has been
started.

o I reviewed the maps that you attached to this email, and they appear to be from the Parks Master
Plan, and not the TSP. The Parks Master Plan is a completely different document, that may be
why you are seeing discrepancies from the TSP maps.

e The first evidentiary meeting is scheduled before the Planning Commission on October 16™. The
public hearing notice that was downloaded to our PAPA system states “Copies of the staff report,
and all relevant documents will be available on or before October 9, 2025. For more information,
contact Carla McLane, Planning Official, at (541) 481-9252 or by email at
mclanec@cityofboardman.com.” I anticipate that the staff report will be downloaded to our
system today. I would suggest that you reach out to Carla and ask for a copy. My agency has
been involved in the PAC and had access to review the supporting documents both submitted
online as well as on Boardman’s website. I plan to review the staff report and will work with my
agency transportation planners to see if the report warrants a comment from our agency.

e Your request: For these reasons, I respectfully ask that DLCD:

o Add this letter and my prior correspondence with the city to the official record for the
Boardman TSP/UGB amendment.

= Response: As stated earlier in my email, Boardman keeps the official record. You
should provide your comments and concerns to the Planning Commission and/or
City Council at their public hearings. We do not facilitate public comments on local
applications.

o Require the City to provide the full Volume Il appendices (D—J) and the unaltered mapping
record before any DLCD review proceeds.

= Response: Boardman keeps the official record. If you are unable to locate the
appendices of the TSP on their website, you should reach out to them to ask them
to identify where these documents are located.

o Clarify whether DLCD has actually received a complete submittal, or whether the City has
provided only the policy document without its technical record while representing it as
final.

= Response: DLCD received the required documents for the PAPA submittal, which
allowed the notice to be posted to our website. I anticipate the staff report and
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Appendices will be provided as detailed in their public notice. I will reach out to
their Planning Director to verify.

Thank you for reaching out and I agree that transparency is vital to trust. You should reach out to staff to
ask for the location of the documents. You also have public hearings where you can submit these
comments and concerns directly to Boardman. My PAPA system is not where public comments are
received for local decisions. I hope my explanations help answer your questions and help you to move
forward with comments to the city.

Take care,
Dawn

Dawn Marie Hert

Eastern Oregon Regional Representative | Community
Services Division

Pronouns: She/Her/Hers

.A Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development
v . Eastern Oregon University, One University Blvd, Badgely Hall,
" Room 233A | LaGrande, OR 97850-2807

D L C D Cell: 503-956-8163 | Main: 503-373-0050

dawn.hert@dlcd.oregon.gov | www.oregon.gov/LCD

Regional Representative for the ten most eastern Counties and 59 Cities.

From: Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, October 2, 2025 7:32 AM

To: HERT Dawn * DLCD <Dawn.Hert@dlcd.oregon.gov>; derrin@tallman.cx
Subject: Fwd: Public Records Request — Boardman TSP/UGB Amendment Package
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Dear Dawn,

I am writing to request that the following concerns and documentation be added to the DLCD
record regarding the City of Boardman’s Transportation System Plan (TSP) and Urban Growth
Boundary (UGB) process.

| submitted a public records request to the City of Boardman seeking the supporting materials
referenced in the Draft TSP (dated September 10, 2025). In response, the City Clerk denied that
such records exist and told me that “all supporting calculations, inventories, spreadsheets, and
maps used to classify properties” could be found on the PAC Meeting 7/29/25 Economic
Opportunity Page, Appendix B — Buildable Lands Inventory.

However, the Draft TSP itself makes clear that it is presented in two volumes:

e Volume | -the policy document
e Volume Il (under separate cover) — containing the technical appendices, including:

Appendix D: Code Assessment

Appendix E: Methodology

Appendix F: Existing Conditions Inventory and Analysis
Appendix G: Future Conditions Analysis

Appendix H: Proposed Solutions

Appendix I: Implementing Ordinances

Appendix J: Public Outreach Summary

o O O O O O O

The plan repeatedly cites these appendices as the technical basis for its findings (traffic forecasts,
land classifications, project prioritization, etc.). If the appendices exist, the City is withholding
them. If they do not exist, then the Draft TSP is misleading the Planning Commission, DLCD, and
the public. Referring me to a PAC meeting packet is not the same as producing the official, final
appendices that the plan says were prepared “under separate cover.”

In addition, the TSP maps and related exhibits show serious inconsistencies. For example:

e Inoneversion, the corridor east of the Dog Park is labeled as a “New RV Site.”

o |n earlier exhibits, the same corridor is shown as a BPA easement or trail connection to
Laurel Lane.

e Later maps appear blurred or re-labeled, with no record of who changed them, when, or
why.

These inconsistencies have not been explained in open meetings or in response to records
requests, despite requirements under ORS 192.610-192.690 (Oregon’s open meetings laws) that
materials considered in a legislative land use process be made available to the public.

The Planning Commission is scheduled to vote on this package on October 16, 2025, and |
understand that a draft has already been submitted to DLCD without these appendices or the
complete supporting record. That raises a serious procedural problem: DLCD cannot meaningfully
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review or acknowledge the submittal without the very technical appendices and mapping record
the plan itself relies upon.

For these reasons, | respectfully ask that DLCD:

1. Add this letter and my prior correspondence with the City to the official record for the
Boardman TSP/UGB amendment.

2. Require the City to provide the full Volume Il appendices (D-J) and the unaltered mapping
record before any DLCD review proceeds.

3. Clarify whether DLCD has actually received a complete submittal, or whether the City has
provided only the policy document without its technical record while representing it as final.

Please also note: | will be sending supporting exhibits and documentation in piecemeal form
because the files are too large to transmit all at once. Thank you for your understanding. | have
drone photos that are big.

Transparency is the backbone of government trust. Without the missing appendices and consistent
mapping record, the public cannot evaluate the City’s findings, and any approval risks being
procedurally defective. Those documents are needed and | am asking to see them.

Thank you for ensuring these concerns are documented and addressed in DLCD’s review.
Sincerely,

Jonathan Tallman

---------- Forwarded message ---------

From: Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com>

Date: Thu, Oct 2, 2025 at 7:12 AM

Subject: Re: Public Records Request — Boardman TSP/UGB Amendment Package
To: Amanda Mickles <micklesa@cityofboardman.com>

CC: Brandon Hammond <HammondB@cityofboardman.com>, Carla McLane
<mclanec@cityofboardman.com>, Derrin Tallman <derrin@tallman.cx>

Amanda,

Thank you for your response. However, there is a direct contradiction between your email and the
City’s own Draft Transportation System Plan (TSP) dated September 10, 2025.
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The draft TSP itself states the plan is presented in two volumes, with Volume Il (Under Separate
Cover) containing the technical appendices (Code Assessment, Methodology, Existing Conditions,
Future Conditions, Proposed Solutions, Implementing Ordinances, Public Outreach Summary) and
it repeatedly cites those appendices for the technical basis of the plan . Given that, | have the
following questions that require clear answers before any hearing or vote:

1. Does the City acknowledge that the draft TSP references a Volume Il with technical
appendices? If yes, where are those appendices? Were they prepared, and if so, why were
they not produced in response to my request?

2. Ifthe appendices do not exist, why does the draft TSP represent that they do and cite them
as the basis for analyses (traffic volumes, operations, forecasts, project evaluation, etc.) ?

3. How does the City intend to proceed with DLCD under ORS 197.610-650 without submitting
the supporting methodology, inventories, analyses, proposed solutions, implementing
ordinances, and outreach record that the plan itself says exist?

4. Why are these foundational materials being withheld behind public-records denials when
they should be available under open meetings laws (ORS 192.610-192.690) as part of the
public process?

5. Mapping inconsistencies: City exhibits and plan graphics show the corridor east of the Dog
Park differently across versions—an identified “New RV Site” in one, versus a BPA park
block/easement corridor and trail connection in others; later versions appear blurred or re-
labeled with no explanation.

o Whatis the official, current depiction for this corridor (including the Laurel Lane
connection)?
Who changed it, when, and where is the documented rationale and version history?
Please provide the underlying GIS layers and dated map files used to produce these
exhibits.

6. Buildable Lands/EOA materials: Your email directed me to an “Economic Opportunity”
page/Appendix B for the Buildable Lands Inventory. Please confirm the full, indexed list of all
supporting calculations, spreadsheets, and map layers used to classify parcels as
vacant/partially vacant/constrained, and produce those records.

These are not minor details; they go to the integrity of the record. The Planning Commission is
scheduled to vote on this package on October 16, 2025, and | understand that a draft has already
been submitted to DLCD without the very appendices and supporting documentation that the draft
plan itself cites. If that is correct, it raises serious questions about the adequacy and legality of the
submission.

Before the Planning Commission is asked to vote, and before DLCD proceeds any further, the
public is entitled to review the complete basis for the TSP including the appendices the draft

references and the unaltered mapping record.

Please provide clarification on items (1)-(6) above and explain how the City intends to resolve this
conflict between what the TSP says and what has actually been submitted.

Respectfully,
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Jonathan Tallman
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Mon, Oct 13 2025, 3 -
Add to your calendar =~

Back to Calendar




On Wed, Oct 1, 2025 at 4:39 PM Amanda Mickles <micklesa@cityofboardman.com> wrote:

Good afternoon, Jonathan,

| have received your request for records and have information to provide in response (in blue) to the specific
requested information.

1. All staff reports, technical memoranda, and appendices included in or referenced by the City of
Boardman's Transportation System Plan/Urban Growth Boundary amendment packages (no such
document was submitted, the City submitted a Transportation System Plan) submitted under ORS
197.610-197.650, including but not limited to Volume Il, Appendices D-J (the Appendices
package was not submitted) (Code Assessment (not submitted), Methodology (not submitted),
Existing Conditions Inventory and Analysis (not submitted, TSP Page PAC 1/29/25), Future
Conditions Analysis (not submitted, TSP Page PAC 1/29/25), Proposed Solutions (not submitted,
TSP Page PAC 5/13/25), Implementing Ordinances (no such document), Public Outreach Summary
(no such document)).

2. All supporting calculations, inventories, spreadsheets, and maps used to classify properties as
"vacant", "partially vacant", or "constrained" in the City's findings.

a. This can be found on the Economics Opportunity Page, PAC Meeting 7/29/25, Appendix B
Buildable Land Inventory

3. Allcorrespondence, notices, or submissions sent by the City to the Department of Land
Conservation and Development (DLCD) related to this TSP/UGB amendment package, including
confirmation of the DLCD Notice/File Number assigned.

a. As stated earlier, no such document was submitted, the City submitted a Transportation
System Plan.

Amanda Mickles

City Clerk | City of Boardman

Fodrimante)
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From: Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, September 25, 2025 3:05 PM

To: Amanda Mickles <Amanda@cityofboardman.com>; Brandon Hammond
<HammondB@cityofboardman.com>; Carla McLane <mclanec@cityofboardman.com>; Amanda
Mickles <micklesa@cityofboardman.com>; derrin@tallman.cx <derrin@tallman.cx>

Subject: Public Records Request — Boardman TSP/UGB Amendment Package

Dear Amanda,

Please find attached my completed Public Records Request form pursuant to ORS 192.311-
192.478.

| am specifically requesting the full set of supporting documents submitted by the City of
Boardmanto DLCD as part of its Transportation System Plan / Urban Growth Boundary
amendment package under ORS 197.610-197.650. This includes staff reports, technical
memoranda, methodology documents, inventories, maps, and correspondence referenced in the
City’s submittal.

Because these materials are part of the official record for a pending legislative land use action,
and are required to be available for public inspection during review, | am also requesting a waiver

of any fees associated with this request.

Please confirm receipt of this request and let me know when the documents will be available. If
possible, | would appreciate electronic copies by email to ensure timely review.

Thank you for your assistance.
Sincerely,
Jonathan Tallman

706 Mt. Hood

jonathan@tallman.cx
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TALLMAN EMAIL #9

Carla McLane

From: Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, October 14, 2025 8:34 PM

To: HERT Dawn * DLCD; Carla McLane; Brandon Hammond; Amanda Mickles; Amanda
Mickles; Tamra Mabbott; Clint Shoemake

Cc: derrin@tallman.cx

Subject: Re: Public Records Request — Boardman TSP/UGB Amendment Package

Subject: Clarification Needed: TSP Volume Il, Staff Report, and OWRD Coordination for 10/16

Hi Carla,

Thanks for confirming my emails will be provided to the Planning Commission and included in the
record. Like you have said there is a lot to unpack since you are pushing so much through at once unlike
whatis normally done. So | am glad you understand the complexities that need to be sorted out.

To avoid procedural errors on 10/16/2025 could you please confirm the following by reply email and
provide direct links (not general webpages):

1.

TSP Volume Il (Appendices D-J)

Is the full Volume Il—Appendix D (Code Assessment), E (Methodology), F (Existing Conditions), G
(Future Conditions), H (Proposed Solutions), | (Implementing Ordinances), J (Public Outreach
Summary)—posted as final PDFs and accessible to the public? If so, please share the direct
URLs. PAC slide decks are not a substitute for the official technical appendices referenced “under
separate cover” in the draft.

Signed, dated staff report

Has the signed and dated staff report for the 10/16 Planning Commission hearing been posted? If
so, please provide the direct link.

OWRD coordination and water-capacity materials

Has the City coordinated with the Oregon Water Resources Department (OWRD) regarding
assumed water capacity, water-for-water exchanges, or related consumptive-use questions tied
to TSP growth assumptions? If any OWRD communications, memoranda, or analyses exist,
please post them and share the links so the public can review before the hearing.

Seven-day availability

The public notice states that all relevant materials would be available “on or before October 9.”
Please confirm that all of the above items were available by that date. If any were not, please
confirm the City will either continue the hearing or keep the record open for 7 days under ORS
197.763(6)(c) to preserve due process.


Carla McLane 
TALLMAN EMAIL #9


For clarity: | am not asking the City to create new records. | am requesting the specific existing
documents the draft TSP cites and relies upon. If these are already online, please provide the direct URLs
so | can review them prior to 10/16. Please make this email part of the record.

Thank you for your attention to these points and for ensuring the record is complete and accessible.
Respectfully,

Jonathan Tallman

Mr. Tallman,

Your multiple emails have been received and will be made available to the Planning Commission prior to
this Thursday’s (10/16) Planning Commission meeting, which will make them part of the decision
maker’s record. The materials for Thursday’s meeting have been posted on the City’s website since last
Thursday afternoon, as is standard practice at the City, and are available at this link. The meeting packet
for the October 13 Comprehensive Plan/Development Code PAC meeting has been posted online since
before the meeting, and is still available at this link. The EOA PAC meeting agenda will be posted to

the project page closer to the actual meeting date of 10/28.

We will continue to review your input, but if you are requesting a copy of a specific document that hasn’t
otherwise been posted to the respective committee’s website, then you will need to make a formal
public records request for that specific document using the City’s standard form, available here. Please
note that the City is not required to create new public records; it is only required to make available
records that are actually in the public body’s custody at the time the request is made.

Cordially,
Carla MclLane

Planning Official

On Tue, Oct 14, 2025 at 10:48 AM Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com> wrote:

Subject: Follow-Up — Public Advisory Committee Packet and Policy Transparency

Dear Carla and Brandon,



This is to glaring not to speak on and make it as comments.

During the October 13, 2025 Public Advisory Committee Meeting, City staff stated that “policy making
does not happen in a vacuum” and that all Comprehensive Plan updates are being rooted in factual
data and coordinated with other City plans (TSP, EOA, HPS, Parks Plan, etc.). Please see attached time
stamp that shows that below.

However, | have repeatedly requested access to the meeting packet, data, and technical materials
underlying those discussions and have not received any information. Without access to the same
factual basis that staff refer to, the public cannot meaningfully participate or verify that these plans are
aligned in good faith. Please see attached pdf file documenting that as well at the October 7th city
council meeting.

This lack of transparency effectively creates the very “vacuum” the City and its paid contracting
partners doing the work that says does not exist at the meeting | can’t speak at that doesn’t have public
comments in the agenda. Please provide the October 13 PAC #4 packet and supporting data, and
ensure that these materials are published in accordance with ORS 192.630(1) (meetings of governing
bodies to be open to the public) and ORS 192.640(2) (requiring public notice and materials reasonably
calculated to give notice of the matters to be considered).

| ask that this correspondence be made part of the official record for the Comprehensive Plan Update.
Once | receive the packet, | will review it and follow up with additional comments once | receive the full
packet. Please note legally under ORS 192.610-192.690, the October 13, 2025 Public Advisory
Committee meeting is an open meeting, and all materials reviewed or relied upon—such as the meeting
packet—must be made available to the public under ORS 192.630(1) and 192.640(2) before any related
action or recommendation proceeds to the Planning Commission for consideration or vote.

Respectfully,

Jonathan

YouTube video of the meeting:

https://youtu.be/M5xg-1W2h-U?si=3922ndtqyVtPpdXM

On Tue, Oct 14, 2025 at 9:28 AM Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com> wrote:
Subject: Request for Public Advisory Committee Packet— Comprehensive Plan Update (October 13,
2025)

Dear Carla and Brandon,

| am requesting a copy of the Public Advisory Committee Meeting #4 packet for the Boardman
Comprehensive Plan Update held on October 13, 2025. | see that things are moving forward but have
not received any responses to my pastinquires.



The YouTube recording is posted, but the meeting packet and materials are not available on the City’s
website. | have previously requested to be kept informed on this topic and to receive related materials
but have not received any updates or documentation.

Please consider this a formal public records request under ORS 192.311-192.355 and ensure this
communication is made part of the official record for the Comprehensive Plan update process.

Once the packet is provided, | will review the contents and follow up with additional questions or
comments as needed once | receive the packet.

Thank you for your attention to this matter and for including this request in the official project file to the
record.

Respectfully,

Jonathan Tallman

https://youtu.be/M5xg-1W2h-U?si=pRzYdaFMau50adc3







On Tue, Oct 14, 2025 at 5:10 AM Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com> wrote:

Subject: Request for Full Record — Missing TSP Volume Il (Methodology & Appendices) and OWRD
Coordination follow up

Dear Carla, Dawn, and Tamra,

I am writing regarding the City of Boardman Transportation System Plan (TSP) scheduled for public
hearing before the Planning Commission on October 16, 2025. The meeting packet currently posted
references a second document—Volume Il (Technical Appendices, Under Separate Cover)—which
includes:

e Appendix E - Methodology Memorandum

e Appendix F - Existing Conditions Inventory and Analysis
e Appendix G - Future Conditions Analysis

e Appendix H-Proposed Solutions

e Appendix | -Implementing Ordinances

e AppendixJ-Public Outreach Summary

These materials are essential to the City’s compliance with OAR 660-012 (Transportation Planning
Rule) and OAR 660-018 (Post-Acknowledgment Plan Amendments). However, the public link now
directs only to a simplified engagement webpage that does not include the methodology or technical
appendices referenced in the draft findings.

| respectfully request that the complete Volume I, including Appendix E (Methodology Memorandum),
be made available for public review before adoption. Under OAR 660-018-0020, all supporting
documents used to evaluate or justify a plan amendment must be accessible to the public priorto a
legislative hearing.

Additionally, please confirm whether the Oregon Water Resources Department (OWRD) has been
consulted as part of this TSP update. Transportation expansion and future urban-growth assumptions
directly affect water-for-water exchange requirements and consumptive-use allocations under
Division 509. If OWRD has provided any coordination, memoranda, or review comments, please
include them in the public record to ensure consistency with Goal 12 (Transportation) and Goal 5
(Water Resources).

For the record, | will be attending the October 16 Planning Commission meeting and would like the
opportunity to review the complete TSP record, including Volume Il, before the Commission makes
any recommendation for adoption. Transparency and full technical disclosure are essential for
meaningful public participation.

The link below nhow goes to a webpage but is still missing the above listed items and methodology.



Thank you for confirming receipt of this letter and advising when the missing materials and any OWRD
coordination documents will be available while adding this email to the record and keep it open for 7
days to clarify the record.

Sincerely,

Jonathan Tallman

Link:

https://zanassoc.mysocialpinpoint.com/boardman-transportation-system-plan

On Mon, Oct 13, 2025 at 4:55 AM Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com> wrote:

Dear Planning Commissioners and Ms. McLane,

After reviewing it in is entirety this weekend and spending time on this all day Sunday. Below is a link
that still does not open up for the information.

Please add this message to the official record for the October 16, 2025 Planning Commission hearing
on the Boardman Transportation System Plan (TSP). This is a supplement to my previously submitted
Request to Continue the hearing as a follow up of more information | have gleaned.

After reviewing the October 16 Planning Packet, | have identified additional procedural and
evidentiary deficiencies that independently warrant a continuance:

1. Public Access Failure (ORS 197.763(2)(b); Goal 1):

The City’s posted TSP portal has been inaccessible, while the public notice promised
materials “on or before October 9.” The public has not had the required 7-day access to “all
relevant materials and staff reports.”

2. Missing Technical Record — Volume Il “Under Separate Cover” (ORS 197.610-650; ORS
197.835(7)):

Volume Il (Appendices D-J, including Methodology, Existing/Future Conditions, Proposed
Solutions, Implementing Ordinances, Public Outreach Summary) is referenced but not
included in the packet or portal. The draft relies on these materials; proceeding without them
leaves the decision unsupported by substantial evidence.

3. No Signed/Dated Staff Report (ORS 197.763(4)(a)):

The packet lacks a signed, dated staff report presenting findings and analysis by the
responsible official. A placeholder is not a staff report.

4. No Transportation Financing Program (OAR 660-012-0040(4)):



There is no cost/funding plan (projects x probable funding sources x timing). This is a required
component of a compliant TSP.

5. Unclear/Missing Functional Classification Details:

Collector/arterial designations (e.g., Oregon Trail Blvd, Laurel Lane) are not accompanied by a
clear Functional Classification Map, termini, or cross-sections consistent with ODOT criteria.

6. No Goal 5/ Environmental Constraints Integration (Goal 5; OAR 660-012-0045(2)(e)):

Proposed corridors (roadway/trail) intersect BPA easements and potential resource areas, but
no constraints mapping or mitigation analysis is provided.

7. Mapping Inconsistencies / Version Control (ORS 197.835(7)):

The corridor east of the Dog Park appears re-labeled/blurred across versions (e.g., “New RV
Site” vs. trail/BPA park block) with no version history, author, or rationale disclosed.

8. No Demonstrated Link to Current BLI/EOA (OAR 660-024):
Growth/land-need assumptions are used, yet no current BLI/EOA documentation is included
or incorporated. The City calendar shows PACs on Comp Plan/EOA after the PC hearing
(10/13; 10/28), indicating piecemealing and an incomplete record.

9. No DLCD/ODOT Technical Coordination Memos (Goal 12 Coordination):

The packet contains no agency review letters indicating state technical coordination prior to
the first evidentiary hearing.

10. No Draft Adopting Ordinance/Resolution Text (ORS 197.610(1)):

The packet lacks the exact adoption language (text/map exhibits) the Commission is being
asked to recommend.

11. Outdated/Uncoordinated Base Data (OAR 660-012-0045(2)(a)):

Tables reference older counts/forecasts without tying to the County’s coordinated projections
used for current BLI/EOA work.

12. Inter-Jurisdictional Coordination Is Unresolved (Goals 1 & 12):

The Morrow County Planning Commission tabled the Columbia River Heritage Trail item. The
City cannot claim regional coordination for a facility the County has not adopted.

Requested Actions (Reiterated and Expanded):

A. Continue the Oct 16 hearing until:



1. Thefullrecord (including Volume Il D-J) and a signed staff report are posted and publicly
accessible for at least 7 days; and

2. Morrow County acts on the Heritage Trail corridor (or the City removes/defers uncoordinated
elements).

B. Publish an Indexed Record:

Provide a document index listing all TSP materials (title, author, date, version, checksum/hash),
including:

e Volume Il Appendices D-J (final PDFs),

e Staffreport and any consultant technical memoranda,
o Dated GIS layers and every map/exhibit version, with who/when/what changed.

C. Provide Required Program Elements:

e Transportation financing program (costs x revenue sources x timing) per OAR 660-012-
0040(4).

e Functional classification map & cross-sections, consistent with ODOT criteria.

e Goal 5/resource constraints mapping and mitigation strategy for proposed corridors.

D. If the Commission Declines to Continue:

Please keep the record open for 7 days under ORS 197.763(6)(c) so | may submit additional evidence,
including date-stamped drone photos of existing conditions and a parcel comparison memo (e.g.,
Good Shepherd, County Parcel 3211) demonstrating inconsistent treatment.

These defects collectively show that the public record is incomplete, Goal 1 access has not been
satisfied, and Goal 12 coordination is lacking. Proceeding on October 16 would create appealable
error; a continuance is the proper remedy.

Public Record Questions Requiring Response specifically:

1. OWRD Coordination and Permitting

o Hasthe City of Boardman formally notified or coordinated with the Oregon Water
Resources Department (OWRD) regarding the TSP and UGB expansion?

o Whatis the City’s current certificated water right quantity (in acre-feet per year), and
how much of that right is presently in use?

o Has OWRD approved any pending transfer, modification, or “water-for-water”
exchange authorizing the City to expand municipal service to new development areas
shown in the TSP or Parks Plan?



o If not, under what authority is the City assuming future water capacity in this plan?
2. Water-for-Water Exchange Oversight
o Hasthe City documented where offsetting conservation or exchange credits will come
from to support new development allocations?
o Arethese credits verified through OWRD’s Water Rights Division or based on
consultant projections?
o Ifthe City intends to rely on Umatilla Electric Cooperative (UEC) or Amazon-funded
infrastructure, have those transfers been approved or filed with OWRD as required
under OAR 690-410?
3. Goal11 and Goal 5 Compliance
o How has the City demonstrated compliance with Statewide Planning Goal 11 (Public
Facilities and Services), which requires verification of water and wastewater capacity
prior to plan adoption?
o Hasthe City submitted a water availability analysis or adopted a coordinated facilities
plan reviewed by OWRD or DEQ?
o Ifnot, why is the Planning Commission proceeding with a TSP adoption that depends
on unverified municipal water capacity?
4. Transparency and Public Access
o Willthe City commit to publishing all communications, memoranda, and consultant
reports concerning water capacity and UWRD review before the October 16 hearing?
o Has any portion of this process been withheld under a Non-Disclosure Agreement
(NDA) involving Amazon, UEC, or a related party?
o Ifso, how can the public meaningfully comment on water, wastewater, or growth
assumptions that are being developed outside of the public record?

I am requesting that these specific questions be entered for the October 16 Planning Commission
hearing and that written responses from the City, the planning commission and OWRD be provided
prior to any recommendation or adoption vote.

Thank you for confirming by reply that this email has been entered into the record for the October 16
hearing.

Respectfully,
Jonathan Tallman
Property Owner,
Boardman, Oregon

Link broken.

10



4:50 N\

Page Not Fo

Page Not Found
No page could be found at 1

LI1Aavrman~n



On Sun, Oct 12, 2025 at 8:39 AM Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com> wrote:

Formal Request to Continue October 16 TSP
Hearing - Incomplete Public Access,
Uncoordinated County Elements, and Missing
Technical Record

To: City of Boardman Planning Commission
Attn: Carla McLane, Planning Official — mclanec@cityofboardman.com

Cc: Boardman City Council; Dawn Hert (DLCD) — Dawn.Hert@dlcd.oregon.gov; Morrow County
Planning Commission

From: Jonathan Tallman, Property Owner (1st John 2:17 LLC)

Date: October 12, 2025

Subject: Request to Continue 10/16/2025 Hearing on Draft Transportation System Plan (TSP)
Dear Planning Commissioners and Staff,

I respectfully request that the October 16, 2025 hearing on the Draft Transportation System
Plan (TSP) be continued. Multiple defects prevent lawful public review and required inter-
jurisdictional coordination.

1) Failure of Public Access (ORS 197.763(2)(b); Goal 1 - Citizen
Involvement)

e The City’s official TSP engagement portal
(https://zanassoc.mysocialpinpoint.com/boardman-transportation-system-plan) has
been inaccessible. The Planning Commission public notice states: “Copies of the staff
report and all relevant documents will be available on or before October 9, 2025,” and
directs the public to obtain the materials before the hearing. With the portal down and

12



key items missing, the City has not made the relevant materials available at least 7 days
prior as required by ORS 197.763(2)(b) and Goal 1.

2) Incomplete Technical Record (ORS 197.610-650; ORS
197.835(7))

e The TSP is expressly two volumes. The packet’s TSP Organization page states “Volume Il
Technical Appendices (Under Separate Cover)”, listing Appendix D (Code Assessment),
Appendix E (Methodology), Appendix F (Existing Conditions), Appendix G (Future
Conditions), Appendix H (Proposed Solutions), Appendix | (Implementing Ordinances),
Appendix J (Public Outreach Summary). These are the technical basis for the TSP’s
findings but are not attached in the packet and were not posted for public access.

e The packet’s Preliminary Findings of Fact page also lists “ATTACHMENTS: ¢ DRAFT TSP
Volume | e DRAFT TSP Volume Il,” yet Volume Il is not provided in the packet posted to
the public. Proceeding without Volume Il leaves the decision unsupported by
substantial evidence under ORS 197.835(7).

3) Lack of Coordination with Morrow County (Goals 1 & 12)

e The Draft TSP and City Parks mapping rely on the Columbia River Heritage Trail corridor
extending into Morrow County/BPA easement. At the September 30, 2025 meeting, the
Morrow County Planning Commission tabled discussion on that trail (no adoption).
Without County action, the City cannot show Goal 12 coordination or consistency.
Adoption now would be premature and uncoordinated.

4) Procedural Defect - Notice/Timeline vs. Record Availability

e The public notice promises the full materials “on or before October 9, 2025.” As of
October 10-12, Volume Il and other critical appendices remain unavailable; the City
portal is/was inaccessible. Proceeding on October 16 deprives affected landowners of
meaningful review/rebuttal, contrary to ORS 197.763(6)(a) (opportunity to present and
rebut evidence).

5) Piecemealing / Inconsistent Sequencing (TPR & Goal 14
context)

13



City calendars show PACs still meeting after the Planning Commission date (Comp
Plan/Dev Code PAC 10/13; EOA PAC 10/28). Those BLI/EOA products inform TSP
priorities and any future UGB actions. Scheduling the TSP hearing before related
technical work is completed indicates piecemealing and supports that the record is
incomplete.

6) Conflicting/Withheld Mapping Record

Prior exhibits show inconsistent labeling of the corridor east of the Dog Park (e.g., “New
RV Site” vs. BPA park/trail corridor; later blurred/re-labeled), with no version history or
GIS provenance disclosed. These inconsistencies must be cured by producing the dated
GIS layers, map versions, and who/when/why of edits.

7) DLCD Clarifications in the Record

DLCD (email from Dawn Hert, 10/9/2025) confirms DLCD’s PAPA site has Volume | and
that the City is the official record-keeper; DLCD expects appendices/staff report to be
provided by the City, and DLCD cannot upload materials from private parties. This
reinforces that the City must publish Volume Il and the full record before the local
hearing.

Legal Consequences if the Hearing Proceeds

If the City proceeds on October 16 without curing these defects, there will be grounds to
appeal to LUBA for:

Goal 1/ ORS 197.763 - Inadequate public involvement/access;

Goal 12 - Failure to coordinate with Morrow County on inter-jurisdictional facilities;
ORS 197.835(7) - Adoption unsupported by substantial evidence (missing Volume
II/methodology);

ORS 197.610-650 - Incomplete submittal/record deficiencies.

A LUBA remand would be likely and will delay acknowledgment.

Requested Actions

14



1. Continue the October 16 hearing until:
o The TSP website and all documents (including Volume Il D-J) are fully accessible
to the public; and
o The Morrow County Planning Commission has taken action on the Heritage Trail
corridor (or the City removes uncoordinated references).
2. Publish the full technical record:
o Volume Il Appendices D-J (final PDFs),
o Allreferenced tech memos, staff reports, and TPAU/ODOT inputs,
o Dated GIS layers and PDF exhibits with version history for all maps
(who/when/what changed).
3. Provide an indexed record list (document titles, dates, authors, checksum/hashes) to
prevent silent edits.
Keep the record open 7 days once the full record is posted (ORS 197.763(6)(c)).
If significant new materials are posted within 7 days of any re-scheduled hearing, re-
notice the hearing to preserve due process.

o

Reservation of Rights

If the Commission does not continue the matter, | formally request on the record that the
hearing body keep the record open for 7 days after the hearing under ORS 197.763(6)(c) so | may
submit additional evidence (including drone photos documenting existing undeveloped
conditions and a comparative memo addressing Good Shepherd, County parcel 3211, and
similarly situated parcels).

Conclusion

Until the full Volume Il and supporting record are publicly accessible and County coordination
is achieved (or uncoordinated elements removed), any recommendation or adoption would be
procedurally defective and contrary to Oregon’s statewide planning goals. Please continue the
hearing and acknowledge this objection in the record.

Sincerely,
Jonathan Tallman

Property Owner, 1st John 2:17 LLC — Boardman, Oregon
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Link to attachment it is to big to send over email.

https://mccmeetings.blob.core.usgovcloudapi.net/boardmanor-pubu/MEET-Packet-

1b3ae3757166455aba0a98d22317a64c.pdf

On Thu, Oct 9, 2025 at 3:29 PM HERT Dawn * DLCD <Dawn.Hert@dlcd.oregon.gov> wrote:
Hello Jonathan,

Thank you for reaching out and for your patience in my response. I have been on the road for work and

An

have some much needed few days at my home office to catch up on all my emails. &

Currently the City of Boardman has been working to update several of their master planning documents:
Transportation System Plan(TSP), Parks Master Plan(PMP), Economic Opportunities Analysis(EOA),
Buildable Lands Inventory(BLI, as well as Comprehensive Plan Updates possibly through the Periodic
Review process. Some of these projects have started, some have not. Some are just now getting to the
public hearings processes that my agency requires the Proposed Acknowledge Plan Amendment(PAPA)
notification due to the modifications to the local Comprehensive Plan, whether it be recommended text
amendments, updated maps, or ancillary guidance documents being added. (State law requires local
governments to notify the public when a Comprehensive Plan is under review or when changes are
proposed or adopted. Part of the process includes noticing to DLCD regarding these changes.)

Prior to these proposed amendments making their way to my agency’s PAPA notification, they have
been through Public Advisory Committees(PACs) or Technical Advisory Committees(TACs) and
possibly workshops with the Planning Commission and City Council so that they are aware of upcoming
recommendations coming from these projects.

Our PAPA notification requires the following:

1. Except under certain circumstances,' proposed amendments must be submitted to DLCD’s Salem
office at least 35 days before the first evidentiary hearing on the proposal.

2. A Notice of a Proposed Change must be submitted by a local government (city, county, or
metropolitan service district). DLCD will not accept a Notice of a Proposed Change submitted by
an individual or private firm or organization.

3. Hard-copy submittals are permitted and require a separate process.
4. Electronic submittals are encouraged via DLCD’s PAPA Online process.
5. File format: detailed on our webpage.
6. Text: Submittal of a Notice of a Proposed Change for a comprehensive plan or land use

regulation text amendment must include the text of the amendment and any other information
necessary to advise DLCD of the effect of the proposal. “Text” means the specific language
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proposed to be amended, added to, or deleted from the currently acknowledged plan or land use
regulation. A general description of the proposal is not adequate. The notice may be deemed
incomplete without this documentation.

7. Staff report: Attach any staff report on the proposed change or information that describes when
the staff report will be available and how a copy may be obtained.

8. Local hearing notice: Attach the notice or a draft of the notice required under ORS 197.763
regarding a quasi-judicial land use hearing, if applicable.

9. Maps: Submittal of a proposed map amendment must include a map of the affected area showing
existing and proposed plan and zone designations. Include text regarding background,
justification for the change, and the application if there was one accepted by the local
government. A map by itself is not a complete notice.

10. Goal exceptions: Submittal of proposed amendments that involve a goal exception must include
the proposed language of the exception.
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In response to your specific questions/requests:

e As detailed above, these materials are necessary for our PAPA team to post on our online
system. Materials are required to be submitted by the local government and sometimes come in
stages as they are prepared and available. The minimum requirements are detailed above. My
team here at DLCD cannot add materials provided by someone other than the local jurisdiction to
their PAPA.

e TSP documents submitted to our PAPA include the Volume I at this time, which meets the
minimum for our notification requirement. I anticipate the Volume II to be downloaded in the
prior to their first evidentiary hearing as well as their staff report. There are a number of
appendices that you mention on Boardman’s TSP webpage: Transportation System Plan |
Boardman OR. Look through the PAC meeting documents and you should find what you are
looking for. The city is the official record; we only have copies of what they have submitted.

o [ am not sure what exactly was requested in your public records request, but I did notice that you
refer to “UGB Amendment Package”....which is entirely different than a TSP. Currently,
Boardman has not completed their EOA or BLI to move forward with the appropriate documents
to request a UGB Amendment. I do anticipate that may come after the EOA/BLI has been
completed identifying a need for industrial land supply. But at this time, no application has been
started.

o I reviewed the maps that you attached to this email, and they appear to be from the Parks Master
Plan, and not the TSP. The Parks Master Plan is a completely different document, that may be
why you are seeing discrepancies from the TSP maps.

e The first evidentiary meeting is scheduled before the Planning Commission on October 16™. The
public hearing notice that was downloaded to our PAPA system states “Copies of the staff report,
and all relevant documents will be available on or before October 9, 2025. For more information,
contact Carla McLane, Planning Official, at (541) 481-9252 or by email at
mclanec@cityofboardman.com.” I anticipate that the staff report will be downloaded to our
system today. I would suggest that you reach out to Carla and ask for a copy. My agency has
been involved in the PAC and had access to review the supporting documents both submitted
online as well as on Boardman’s website. I plan to review the staff report and will work with my
agency transportation planners to see if the report warrants a comment from our agency.

e Your request: For these reasons, I respectfully ask that DLCD:

o Add this letter and my prior correspondence with the city to the official record for the
Boardman TSP/UGB amendment.

= Response: As stated earlier in my email, Boardman keeps the official record. You
should provide your comments and concerns to the Planning Commission and/or
City Council at their public hearings. We do not facilitate public comments on
local applications.

o Require the City to provide the full Volume II appendices (D-J) and the unaltered
mapping record before any DLCD review proceeds.

= Response: Boardman keeps the official record. If you are unable to locate the
appendices of the TSP on their website, you should reach out to them to ask them
to identify where these documents are located.

o Clarify whether DLCD has actually received a complete submittal, or whether the City
has provided only the policy document without its technical record while representing it
as final.

= Response: DLCD received the required documents for the PAPA submittal, which
allowed the notice to be posted to our website. I anticipate the staff report and
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Appendices will be provided as detailed in their public notice. I will reach out to
their Planning Director to verify.

Thank you for reaching out and I agree that transparency is vital to trust. You should reach out to staff
to ask for the location of the documents. You also have public hearings where you can submit these
comments and concerns directly to Boardman. My PAPA system is not where public comments are
received for local decisions. I hope my explanations help answer your questions and help you to move
forward with comments to the city.

Take care,
Dawn

Dawn Marie Hert

Eastern Oregon Regional Representative | Community
Services Division

Pronouns: She/Her/Hers

.A Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development
v . Eastern Oregon University, One University Blvd, Badgely Hall,
" Room 233A | LaGrande, OR 97850-2807

D L C D Cell: 503-956-8163 | Main: 503-373-0050

dawn.hert@dlcd.oregon.gov | www.oregon.gov/LCD

Regional Representative for the ten most eastern Counties and 59 Cities.

From: Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, October 2, 2025 7:32 AM

To: HERT Dawn * DLCD <Dawn.Hert@dlcd.oregon.gov>; derrin@tallman.cx
Subject: Fwd: Public Records Request — Boardman TSP/UGB Amendment Package
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Dear Dawn,

I am writing to request that the following concerns and documentation be added to the DLCD
record regarding the City of Boardman’s Transportation System Plan (TSP) and Urban Growth
Boundary (UGB) process.

| submitted a public records request to the City of Boardman seeking the supporting materials
referenced in the Draft TSP (dated September 10, 2025). In response, the City Clerk denied that
such records exist and told me that “all supporting calculations, inventories, spreadsheets, and
maps used to classify properties” could be found on the PAC Meeting 7/29/25 Economic
Opportunity Page, Appendix B — Buildable Lands Inventory.

However, the Draft TSP itself makes clear that it is presented in two volumes:

e Volume | -the policy document
e Volume Il (under separate cover) — containing the technical appendices, including:

Appendix D: Code Assessment

Appendix E: Methodology

Appendix F: Existing Conditions Inventory and Analysis
Appendix G: Future Conditions Analysis

Appendix H: Proposed Solutions

Appendix I: Implementing Ordinances

Appendix J: Public Outreach Summary

o O O O O O O

The plan repeatedly cites these appendices as the technical basis for its findings (traffic forecasts,
land classifications, project prioritization, etc.). If the appendices exist, the City is withholding
them. If they do not exist, then the Draft TSP is misleading the Planning Commission, DLCD, and
the public. Referring me to a PAC meeting packet is not the same as producing the official, final
appendices that the plan says were prepared “under separate cover.”

In addition, the TSP maps and related exhibits show serious inconsistencies. For example:

e Inoneversion, the corridor east of the Dog Park is labeled as a “New RV Site.”

e |n earlier exhibits, the same corridor is shown as a BPA easement or trail connection to
Laurel Lane.

e Later maps appear blurred or re-labeled, with no record of who changed them, when, or
why.

These inconsistencies have not been explained in open meetings or in response to records
requests, despite requirements under ORS 192.610-192.690 (Oregon’s open meetings laws) that
materials considered in a legislative land use process be made available to the public.

The Planning Commission is scheduled to vote on this package on October 16, 2025, and |
understand that a draft has already been submitted to DLCD without these appendices or the
complete supporting record. That raises a serious procedural problem: DLCD cannot meaningfully
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review or acknowledge the submittal without the very technical appendices and mapping record
the plan itself relies upon.

For these reasons, | respectfully ask that DLCD:

1. Add this letter and my prior correspondence with the City to the official record for the
Boardman TSP/UGB amendment.

2. Require the City to provide the full Volume Il appendices (D-J) and the unaltered mapping
record before any DLCD review proceeds.

3. Clarify whether DLCD has actually received a complete submittal, or whether the City has
provided only the policy document without its technical record while representing it as
final.

Please also note: | will be sending supporting exhibits and documentation in piecemeal form
because the files are too large to transmit all at once. Thank you for your understanding. | have
drone photos that are big.

Transparency is the backbone of government trust. Without the missing appendices and
consistent mapping record, the public cannot evaluate the City’s findings, and any approval risks
being procedurally defective. Those documents are needed and | am asking to see them.

Thank you for ensuring these concerns are documented and addressed in DLCD’s review.
Sincerely,

Jonathan Tallman

---------- Forwarded message ---------

From: Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com>

Date: Thu, Oct 2, 2025 at 7:12 AM

Subject: Re: Public Records Request — Boardman TSP/UGB Amendment Package
To: Amanda Mickles <micklesa@cityofboardman.com>

CC: Brandon Hammond <HammondB@cityofboardman.com>, Carla McLane
<mclanec@cityofboardman.com>, Derrin Tallman <derrin@tallman.cx>

Amanda,

Thank you for your response. However, there is a direct contradiction between your email and the
City’s own Draft Transportation System Plan (TSP) dated September 10, 2025.
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The draft TSP itself states the plan is presented in two volumes, with Volume Il (Under Separate
Cover) containing the technical appendices (Code Assessment, Methodology, Existing Conditions,
Future Conditions, Proposed Solutions, Implementing Ordinances, Public Outreach Summary)
and it repeatedly cites those appendices for the technical basis of the plan . Given that, | have the
following questions that require clear answers before any hearing or vote:

1. Does the City acknowledge that the draft TSP references a Volume Il with technical
appendices? If yes, where are those appendices? Were they prepared, and if so, why were
they not produced in response to my request?

2. Ifthe appendices do not exist, why does the draft TSP represent that they do and cite them
as the basis for analyses (traffic volumes, operations, forecasts, project evaluation, etc.) ?

3. How does the City intend to proceed with DLCD under ORS 197.610-650 without
submitting the supporting methodology, inventories, analyses, proposed solutions,
implementing ordinances, and outreach record that the plan itself says exist?

4. Why are these foundational materials being withheld behind public-records denials when
they should be available under open meetings laws (ORS 192.610-192.690) as part of the
public process?

5. Mapping inconsistencies: City exhibits and plan graphics show the corridor east of the Dog
Park differently across versions—an identified “New RV Site” in one, versus a BPA park
block/easement corridor and trail connection in others; later versions appear blurred or re-
labeled with no explanation.

o Whatis the official, current depiction for this corridor (including the Laurel Lane
connection)?
Who changed it, when, and where is the documented rationale and version history?
Please provide the underlying GIS layers and dated map files used to produce these
exhibits.

6. Buildable Lands/EOA materials: Your email directed me to an “Economic Opportunity”
page/Appendix B for the Buildable Lands Inventory. Please confirm the full, indexed list of
all supporting calculations, spreadsheets, and map layers used to classify parcels as
vacant/partially vacant/constrained, and produce those records.

These are not minor details; they go to the integrity of the record. The Planning Commission is
scheduled to vote on this package on October 16, 2025, and | understand that a draft has already
been submitted to DLCD without the very appendices and supporting documentation that the
draft plan itself cites. If that is correct, it raises serious questions about the adequacy and legality
of the submission.

Before the Planning Commission is asked to vote, and before DLCD proceeds any further, the
public is entitled to review the complete basis for the TSP including the appendices the draft

references and the unaltered mapping record.

Please provide clarification on items (1)-(6) above and explain how the City intends to resolve this
conflict between what the TSP says and what has actually been submitted.

Respectfully,
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Jonathan Tallman
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Mon, Oct 13 2025, 3 -
Add to your calendar =~

Back to Calendar




On Wed, Oct 1, 2025 at 4:39 PM Amanda Mickles <micklesa@cityofboardman.com> wrote:

Good afternoon, Jonathan,

| have received your request for records and have information to provide in response (in blue) to the
specific requested information.

1. All staff reports, technical memoranda, and appendices included in or referenced by the City of
Boardman's Transportation System Plan/Urban Growth Boundary amendment packages (no such
document was submitted, the City submitted a Transportation System Plan) submitted under ORS
197.610-197.650, including but not limited to Volume Il, Appendices D-J (the Appendices
package was not submitted) (Code Assessment (not submitted), Methodology (not submitted),
Existing Conditions Inventory and Analysis (not submitted, TSP Page PAC 1/29/25), Future
Conditions Analysis (not submitted, TSP Page PAC 1/29/25), Proposed Solutions (not submitted,
TSP Page PAC 5/13/25), Implementing Ordinances (no such document), Public Outreach Summary
(no such document)).

2. All supporting calculations, inventories, spreadsheets, and maps used to classify properties as
"vacant", "partially vacant", or "constrained" in the City's findings.

a. This can be found on the Economics Opportunity Page, PAC Meeting 7/29/25, Appendix B
Buildable Land Inventory

3. Allcorrespondence, notices, or submissions sent by the City to the Department of Land
Conservation and Development (DLCD) related to this TSP/UGB amendment package, including
confirmation of the DLCD Notice/File Number assigned.

a. As stated earlier, no such document was submitted, the City submitted a Transportation
System Plan.

Amanda Mickles

City Clerk | City of Boardman

Foirimantc]
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From: Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, September 25, 2025 3:05 PM

To: Amanda Mickles <Amanda@cityofboardman.com>; Brandon Hammond
<HammondB@cityofboardman.com>; Carla McLane <mclanec@cityofboardman.com>; Amanda
Mickles <micklesa@cityofboardman.com>; derrin@tallman.cx <derrin@tallman.cx>

Subject: Public Records Request — Boardman TSP/UGB Amendment Package

Dear Amanda,

Please find attached my completed Public Records Request form pursuant to ORS 192.311-
192.478.

| am specifically requesting the full set of supporting documents submitted by the City of
Boardmanto DLCD as part of its Transportation System Plan / Urban Growth Boundary
amendment package under ORS 197.610-197.650. This includes staff reports, technical
memoranda, methodology documents, inventories, maps, and correspondence referenced in the
City’s submittal.

Because these materials are part of the official record for a pending legislative land use action,
and are required to be available for public inspection during review, | am also requesting a waiver

of any fees associated with this request.

Please confirm receipt of this request and let me know when the documents will be available. If
possible, | would appreciate electronic copies by email to ensure timely review.

Thank you for your assistance.
Sincerely,
Jonathan Tallman

706 Mt. Hood

jonathan@tallman.cx
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TALLMAN EMAIL #10

Carla McLane

From: Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, October 15, 2025 7:08 AM

To: HERT Dawn * DLCD; Carla McLane; Brandon Hammond; Amanda Mickles; Amanda
Mickles; Tamra Mabbott; Clint Shoemake

Cc: derrin@tallman.cx

Subject: Re: Public Records Request — Boardman TSP/UGB Amendment Package

Attachments: IMG_3520.jpeg; IMG_3568.jpeg; IMG_3566.jpeg; IMG_2684.jpeg; IMG_3657.png; IMG_
0188.jpeg

Subject: Clarification and Record Update — BPA Easement, RV Site Mapping, Morrow County trail Missing
Documentation, and Incomplete TSP Appendices update 10/15/2025

Dear Carla & Tamra,
A couple of important items | want to address and have entered into the record:

The images | sent previously are not displaying correctly in the materials or packets, and several visual
references are missing or only partially shown. This includes the series of maps and exhibits illustrating
the BPA Easement East corridor and the area labeled as “New RV Site” in the City’s Parks and Master
Plan documents.

| also request that the attached images be included in full in the official record. They show the
progression of mapping—from the City’s plan where the RV site was clearly marked, to later versions
where the same area appears blurred out or replaced by a generic BPA trail alignment that does not
accurately represent the site’s full context.

For the record, this RV site location is my private property, and | have repeatedly submitted public-
records requests asking for the underlying documentation explaining why and when these changes were
made. To date, no explanatory notes, staff memoranda, or change logs have been provided. The absence
of this documentation raises procedural concerns and prevents the public from understanding the basis
for the City’s map revisions.

Additionally, during the April 15, 2025 Parks Master Plan PAC meeting (timestamp 1:52:51 - 1:53:04 on
the City’s official YouTube recording), it was stated on record that Amazon was potentially funding
development of an RV park, with the City indicating it could be completed within approximately 18
months. This further underscores the importance of transparency regarding how this area—my
property—has been referenced, modified, and represented in subsequent City planning materials which
also effects the county’s trail.

Itis also important to note that the October 16, 2025 Planning Commission packet references both TSP
Volume | and Volume Il (Technical Appendices). Specifically, the “Acknowledgements & TSP
Organization” section states that “Volume Il Technical Appendices (Under Separate Cover) includes
Appendix A through J—Methodology Memorandum, Existing Conditions Inventory and Analysis, Future
Conditions Analysis, Proposed Solutions, Implementing Ordinances, and Public Outreach Summary.”
However, the packet released for public review includes only Volume I; none of the technical appendices
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are attached or made available for review before the October 16 hearing. Without these appendices—
particularly the Methodology Memorandum (Appendix E)—the public cannot verify the assumptions,
modeling, or data that support the plan.

Because these technical materials are missing, | am preparing to provide drone imagery and
supplemental analysis to demonstrate discrepancies between mapped data and on-the-ground
conditions. However, without the methodology and data appendices, | cannot “show my math” or
quantify how vacant and developable properties—including my own—are being undercounted or
misclassified in the City’s inventory. That methodological transparency is required for meaningful review
and for compliance with Statewide Planning Goals 1 (Public Involvement), 9 (Economic Development),
and 10 (Housing).

These inconsistencies, whether by omission or error, materially affect the accuracy of the public record
and the representation of my property within the City’s adopted plans. Transparency and accuracy are
essential, particularly in the context of public hearings and decisions that affect landowner rights.

Please ensure that all the referenced images and this correspondence are added to the public record for
both the TSP and Parks Master Plan proceedings, and that they are included in the packet and visibly
presented before the October 16 Planning Commission vote and in the County’s records as well.

Finally, | want to reiterate that under ORS 192.630(4), public meetings must allow equal access and
participation, and Statewide Planning Goal 1 (OAR 660-015-0000(1)) requires meaningful public
involvement at all stages of the planning process. Omitting or altering key site information without
documentation—and withholding the full technical appendices—conflicts with both the letter and the
spirit of those requirements.

Thank you for your attention to this matter and for ensuring the complete and transparent inclusion of
these materials before the October 16 vote.

Respectfully,
Jonathan Tallman

Please note integrity is at stake. Will you stand up and do the right thing and show the truth?

On Tue, Oct 14, 2025 at 8:34 PM Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com> wrote:
Subject: Clarification Needed: TSP Volume II, Staff Report, and OWRD Coordination for 10/16
Hi Carla,
Thanks for confirming my emails will be provided to the Planning Commission and included in the

record. Like you have said there is a lot to unpack since you are pushing so much through at once unlike
whatis normally done. So | am glad you understand the complexities that need to be sorted out.



To avoid procedural errors on 10/16/2025 could you please confirm the following by reply email and
provide direct links (not general webpages):

1. TSP Volume Il (Appendices D-J)

Is the full Volume II—Appendix D (Code Assessment), E (Methodology), F (Existing Conditions), G
(Future Conditions), H (Proposed Solutions), | (Implementing Ordinances), J (Public Outreach
Summary)—posted as final PDFs and accessible to the public? If so, please share the direct
URLs. PAC slide decks are not a substitute for the official technical appendices referenced
“under separate cover” in the draft.

2. Signed, dated staff report

Has the signed and dated staff report for the 10/16 Planning Commission hearing been posted? If
so, please provide the direct link.

3. OWRD coordination and water-capacity materials

Has the City coordinated with the Oregon Water Resources Department (OWRD) regarding
assumed water capacity, water-for-water exchanges, or related consumptive-use questions tied
to TSP growth assumptions? If any OWRD communications, memoranda, or analyses exist,
please post them and share the links so the public can review before the hearing.

4. Seven-day availability

The public notice states that all relevant materials would be available “on or before October 9.”
Please confirm that all of the above items were available by that date. If any were not, please
confirm the City will either continue the hearing or keep the record open for 7 days under ORS
197.763(6)(c) to preserve due process.

For clarity: | am not asking the City to create new records. | am requesting the specific existing
documents the draft TSP cites and relies upon. If these are already online, please provide the direct
URLs so | can review them priorto 10/16. Please make this email part of the record.

Thank you for your attention to these points and for ensuring the record is complete and accessible.

Respectfully,

Jonathan Tallman

Mr. Tallman,



Your multiple emails have been received and will be made available to the Planning Commission prior
to this Thursday’s (10/16) Planning Commission meeting, which will make them part of the decision
maker’s record. The materials for Thursday’s meeting have been posted on the City’s website since last
Thursday afternoon, as is standard practice at the City, and are available at this link. The meeting packet
for the October 13 Comprehensive Plan/Development Code PAC meeting has been posted online since
before the meeting, and is still available at this link. The EOA PAC meeting agenda will be posted to

the project page closer to the actual meeting date of 10/28.

We will continue to review your input, but if you are requesting a copy of a specific document that hasn’t
otherwise been posted to the respective committee’s website, then you will need to make a formal
public records request for that specific document using the City’s standard form, available here. Please
note that the City is not required to create new public records; it is only required to make available
records that are actually in the public body’s custody at the time the request is made.

Cordially,
Carla McLane

Planning Official

On Tue, Oct 14, 2025 at 10:48 AM Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com> wrote:

Subject: Follow-Up — Public Advisory Committee Packet and Policy Transparency
Dear Carla and Brandon,
This is to glaring not to speak on and make it as comments.

During the October 13, 2025 Public Advisory Committee Meeting, City staff stated that “policy making
does not happen in a vacuum” and that all Comprehensive Plan updates are being rooted in factual
data and coordinated with other City plans (TSP, EOA, HPS, Parks Plan, etc.). Please see attached time
stamp that shows that below.

However, | have repeatedly requested access to the meeting packet, data, and technical materials
underlying those discussions and have not received any information. Without access to the same
factual basis that staff refer to, the public cannot meaningfully participate or verify that these plans are
aligned in good faith. Please see attached pdf file documenting that as well at the October 7th city
council meeting.

This lack of transparency effectively creates the very “vacuum” the City and its paid contracting
partners doing the work that says does not exist at the meeting | can’t speak at that doesn’t have public
comments in the agenda. Please provide the October 13 PAC #4 packet and supporting data, and
ensure that these materials are published in accordance with ORS 192.630(1) (meetings of governing
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bodies to be open to the public) and ORS 192.640(2) (requiring public notice and materials reasonably
calculated to give notice of the matters to be considered).

| ask that this correspondence be made part of the official record for the Comprehensive Plan Update.
Once | receive the packet, | will review it and follow up with additional comments once | receive the full
packet. Please note legally under ORS 192.610-192.690, the October 13, 2025 Public Advisory
Committee meeting is an open meeting, and all materials reviewed or relied upon—such as the
meeting packet—must be made available to the public under ORS 192.630(1) and 192.640(2) before
any related action or recommendation proceeds to the Planning Commission for consideration or vote.

Respectfully,

Jonathan

YouTube video of the meeting:

https://youtu.be/M5xq-1W2h-U?si=3922ndtqyViPpdXM

On Tue, Oct 14, 2025 at 9:28 AM Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com> wrote:
Subject: Request for Public Advisory Committee Packet— Comprehensive Plan Update (October 13,
2025)

Dear Carla and Brandon,

| am requesting a copy of the Public Advisory Committee Meeting #4 packet for the Boardman
Comprehensive Plan Update held on October 13, 2025. | see that things are moving forward but have
not received any responses to my pastinquires.

The YouTube recording is posted, but the meeting packet and materials are not available on the City’s
website. | have previously requested to be kept informed on this topic and to receive related materials
but have not received any updates or documentation.

Please consider this a formal public records request under ORS 192.311-192.355 and ensure this
communication is made part of the official record for the Comprehensive Plan update process.

Once the packet is provided, | will review the contents and follow up with additional questions or
comments as needed once | receive the packet.

Thank you for your attention to this matter and for including this request in the official project file to
the record.

Respectfully,

Jonathan Tallman



https://youtu.be/M5xg-1W2h-U?si=pRzYdaFMau50adc3







On Tue, Oct 14, 2025 at 5:10 AM Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com> wrote:

Subject: Request for Full Record — Missing TSP Volume Il (Methodology & Appendices) and OWRD
Coordination follow up

Dear Carla, Dawn, and Tamra,

I am writing regarding the City of Boardman Transportation System Plan (TSP) scheduled for public
hearing before the Planning Commission on October 16, 2025. The meeting packet currently posted
references a second document—Volume Il (Technical Appendices, Under Separate Cover)—which
includes:

e Appendix E - Methodology Memorandum

e Appendix F - Existing Conditions Inventory and Analysis
e Appendix G - Future Conditions Analysis

e Appendix H-Proposed Solutions

e Appendix | -Implementing Ordinances

e AppendixJ-Public Outreach Summary

These materials are essential to the City’s compliance with OAR 660-012 (Transportation Planning
Rule) and OAR 660-018 (Post-Acknowledgment Plan Amendments). However, the public link now
directs only to a simplified engagement webpage that does not include the methodology or technical
appendices referenced in the draft findings.

| respectfully request that the complete Volume I, including Appendix E (Methodology
Memorandum), be made available for public review before adoption. Under OAR 660-018-0020, all
supporting documents used to evaluate or justify a plan amendment must be accessible to the
public prior to a legislative hearing.

Additionally, please confirm whether the Oregon Water Resources Department (OWRD) has been
consulted as part of this TSP update. Transportation expansion and future urban-growth
assumptions directly affect water-for-water exchange requirements and consumptive-use
allocations under Division 509. If OWRD has provided any coordination, memoranda, or review
comments, please include them in the public record to ensure consistency with Goal 12
(Transportation) and Goal 5 (Water Resources).

For the record, | will be attending the October 16 Planning Commission meeting and would like the
opportunity to review the complete TSP record, including Volume Il, before the Commission makes
any recommendation for adoption. Transparency and full technical disclosure are essential for
meaningful public participation.

The link below now goes to a webpage but is still missing the above listed items and methodology.



Thank you for confirming receipt of this letter and advising when the missing materials and any
OWRD coordination documents will be available while adding this email to the record and keep it
open for 7 days to clarify the record.

Sincerely,

Jonathan Tallman

Link:

https://zanassoc.mysocialpinpoint.com/boardman-transportation-system-plan

On Mon, Oct 13, 2025 at 4:55 AM Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com> wrote:

Dear Planning Commissioners and Ms. McLane,

After reviewing it in is entirety this weekend and spending time on this all day Sunday. Below s a link
that still does not open up for the information.

Please add this message to the official record for the October 16, 2025 Planning Commission
hearing on the Boardman Transportation System Plan (TSP). This is a supplement to my previously
submitted Request to Continue the hearing as a follow up of more information | have gleaned.

After reviewing the October 16 Planning Packet, | have identified additional procedural and
evidentiary deficiencies that independently warrant a continuance:

1. Public Access Failure (ORS 197.763(2)(b); Goal 1):

The City’s posted TSP portal has been inaccessible, while the public notice promised
materials “on or before October 9.” The public has not had the required 7-day access to “all
relevant materials and staff reports.”

2. Missing Technical Record — Volume Il “Under Separate Cover” (ORS 197.610-650; ORS
197.835(7)):

Volume Il (Appendices D-J, including Methodology, Existing/Future Conditions, Proposed
Solutions, Implementing Ordinances, Public Outreach Summary) is referenced but not
included in the packet or portal. The draft relies on these materials; proceeding without them
leaves the decision unsupported by substantial evidence.

3. No Signed/Dated Staff Report (ORS 197.763(4)(a)):

The packet lacks a signed, dated staff report presenting findings and analysis by the
responsible official. A placeholder is not a staff report.

4. No Transportation Financing Program (OAR 660-012-0040(4)):



There is no cost/funding plan (projects x probable funding sources x timing). Thisis a
required component of a compliant TSP.

5. Unclear/Missing Functional Classification Details:
Collector/arterial designations (e.g., Oregon Trail Blvd, Laurel Lane) are not accompanied by
a clear Functional Classification Map, termini, or cross-sections consistent with ODOT
criteria.

6. No Goal 5/ Environmental Constraints Integration (Goal 5; OAR 660-012-0045(2)(e)):

Proposed corridors (roadway/trail) intersect BPA easements and potential resource areas,
but no constraints mapping or mitigation analysis is provided.

7. Mapping Inconsistencies / Version Control (ORS 197.835(7)):

The corridor east of the Dog Park appears re-labeled/blurred across versions (e.g., “New RV
Site” vs. trail/BPA park block) with no version history, author, or rationale disclosed.

8. No Demonstrated Link to Current BLI/EOA (OAR 660-024):
Growth/land-need assumptions are used, yet no current BLI/EOA documentation is included
or incorporated. The City calendar shows PACs on Comp Plan/EOA after the PC hearing
(10/13; 10/28), indicating piecemealing and an incomplete record.

9. No DLCD/ODOT Technical Coordination Memos (Goal 12 Coordination):

The packet contains no agency review letters indicating state technical coordination prior to
the first evidentiary hearing.

10. No Draft Adopting Ordinance/Resolution Text (ORS 197.610(1)):

The packet lacks the exact adoption language (text/map exhibits) the Commission is being
asked to recommend.

11. Outdated/Uncoordinated Base Data (OAR 660-012-0045(2)(a)):

Tables reference older counts/forecasts without tying to the County’s coordinated
projections used for current BLI/EOA work.

12. Inter-Jurisdictional Coordination Is Unresolved (Goals 1 & 12):

The Morrow County Planning Commission tabled the Columbia River Heritage Trail item. The
City cannot claim regional coordination for a facility the County has not adopted.

Requested Actions (Reiterated and Expanded):
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A. Continue the Oct 16 hearing until:

1. The fullrecord (including Volume Il D-J) and a signed staff report are posted and publicly
accessible for at least 7 days; and

2. Morrow County acts on the Heritage Trail corridor (or the City removes/defers uncoordinated
elements).

B. Publish an Indexed Record:

Provide a document index listing all TSP materials (title, author, date, version, checksum/hash),
including:

e Volume Il Appendices D-J (final PDFs),

e Staffreport and any consultant technical memoranda,
o Dated GIS layers and every map/exhibit version, with who/when/what changed.

C. Provide Required Program Elements:

e Transportation financing program (costs x revenue sources x timing) per OAR 660-012-
0040(4).

e Functional classification map & cross-sections, consistent with ODOT criteria.

e Goal 5/resource constraints mapping and mitigation strategy for proposed corridors.

D. If the Commission Declines to Continue:

Please keep the record open for 7 days under ORS 197.763(6)(c) so | may submit additional
evidence, including date-stamped drone photos of existing conditions and a parcel comparison
memo (e.g., Good Shepherd, County Parcel 3211) demonstrating inconsistent treatment.

These defects collectively show that the public record is incomplete, Goal 1 access has not been
satisfied, and Goal 12 coordination is lacking. Proceeding on October 16 would create appealable
error; a continuance is the proper remedy.

Public Record Questions Requiring Response specifically:

1. OWRD Coordination and Permitting
o Hasthe City of Boardman formally notified or coordinated with the Oregon Water
Resources Department (OWRD) regarding the TSP and UGB expansion?
o Whatis the City’s current certificated water right quantity (in acre-feet per year), and
how much of that right is presently in use?
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o Has OWRD approved any pending transfer, modification, or “water-for-water”
exchange authorizing the City to expand municipal service to new development areas
shown in the TSP or Parks Plan?

o If not, under what authority is the City assuming future water capacity in this plan?

2. Water-for-Water Exchange Oversight

o Hasthe City documented where offsetting conservation or exchange credits will come
from to support new development allocations?

o Arethese credits verified through OWRD’s Water Rights Division or based on
consultant projections?

o Ifthe City intends to rely on Umatilla Electric Cooperative (UEC) or Amazon-funded
infrastructure, have those transfers been approved or filed with OWRD as required
under OAR 690-4107?

3. Goal11 and Goal 5 Compliance

o How has the City demonstrated compliance with Statewide Planning Goal 11 (Public
Facilities and Services), which requires verification of water and wastewater capacity
prior to plan adoption?

o Hasthe City submitted a water availability analysis or adopted a coordinated facilities
plan reviewed by OWRD or DEQ?

o Ifnot, why is the Planning Commission proceeding with a TSP adoption that depends
on unverified municipal water capacity?

4. Transparency and Public Access

o Willthe City commit to publishing all communications, memoranda, and consultant
reports concerning water capacity and UWRD review before the October 16 hearing?

o Has any portion of this process been withheld under a Non-Disclosure Agreement
(NDA) involving Amazon, UEC, or a related party?

o Ifso, how can the public meaningfully comment on water, wastewater, or growth
assumptions that are being developed outside of the public record?

I am requesting that these specific questions be entered for the October 16 Planning Commission
hearing and that written responses from the City, the planning commission and OWRD be
provided prior to any recommendation or adoption vote.

Thank you for confirming by reply that this email has been entered into the record for the October 16
hearing.

Respectfully,
Jonathan Tallman
Property Owner,
Boardman, Oregon

Link broken.
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On Sun, Oct 12, 2025 at 8:39 AM Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com> wrote:

Formal Request to Continue October 16 TSP
Hearing - Incomplete Public Access,
Uncoordinated County Elements, and Missing
Technical Record

To: City of Boardman Planning Commission
Attn: Carla McLane, Planning Official — mclanec@cityofboardman.com

Cc: Boardman City Council; Dawn Hert (DLCD) — Dawn.Hert@dlcd.oregon.gov; Morrow
County Planning Commission

From: Jonathan Tallman, Property Owner (1st John 2:17 LLC)

Date: October 12, 2025

Subject: Request to Continue 10/16/2025 Hearing on Draft Transportation System Plan (TSP)
Dear Planning Commissioners and Staff,

I respectfully request that the October 16, 2025 hearing on the Draft Transportation System
Plan (TSP) be continued. Multiple defects prevent lawful public review and required inter-
jurisdictional coordination.

1) Failure of Public Access (ORS 197.763(2)(b); Goal 1 - Citizen
Involvement)

e The City’s official TSP engagement portal
(https://zanassoc.mysocialpinpoint.com/boardman-transportation-system-plan) has
been inaccessible. The Planning Commission public notice states: “Copies of the staff
report and all relevant documents will be available on or before October 9, 2025,” and
directs the public to obtain the materials before the hearing. With the portal down and
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key items missing, the City has not made the relevant materials available at least 7
days prior as required by ORS 197.763(2)(b) and Goal 1.

2) Incomplete Technical Record (ORS 197.610-650; ORS
197.835(7))

e The TSP is expressly two volumes. The packet’s TSP Organization page states “Volume
Il Technical Appendices (Under Separate Cover)”, listing Appendix D (Code
Assessment), Appendix E (Methodology), Appendix F (Existing Conditions), Appendix G
(Future Conditions), Appendix H (Proposed Solutions), Appendix | (Implementing
Ordinances), Appendix J (Public Outreach Summary). These are the technical basis for
the TSP’s findings but are not attached in the packet and were not posted for public
access.

o The packet’s Preliminary Findings of Fact page also lists “ATTACHMENTS: ¢ DRAFT TSP
Volume | e DRAFT TSP Volume Il,” yet Volume Il is not provided in the packet posted to
the public. Proceeding without Volume Il leaves the decision unsupported by
substantial evidence under ORS 197.835(7).

3) Lack of Coordination with Morrow County (Goals 1 & 12)

e The Draft TSP and City Parks mapping rely on the Columbia River Heritage Trail corridor
extending into Morrow County/BPA easement. At the September 30, 2025 meeting, the
Morrow County Planning Commission tabled discussion on that trail (no adoption).
Without County action, the City cannot show Goal 12 coordination or consistency.
Adoption now would be premature and uncoordinated.

4) Procedural Defect — Notice/Timeline vs. Record Availability

e The public notice promises the full materials “on or before October 9, 2025.” As of
October 10-12, Volume Il and other critical appendices remain unavailable; the City
portal is/was inaccessible. Proceeding on October 16 deprives affected landowners of
meaningful review/rebuttal, contrary to ORS 197.763(6)(a) (opportunity to present and
rebut evidence).

5) Piecemealing / Inconsistent Sequencing (TPR & Goal 14
context)
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e City calendars show PACs still meeting after the Planning Commission date (Comp
Plan/Dev Code PAC 10/13; EOA PAC 10/28). Those BLI/EOA products inform TSP
priorities and any future UGB actions. Scheduling the TSP hearing before related
technical work is completed indicates piecemealing and supports that the record is
incomplete.

6) Conflicting/Withheld Mapping Record

e Prior exhibits show inconsistent labeling of the corridor east of the Dog Park (e.g., “New
RV Site” vs. BPA park/trail corridor; later blurred/re-labeled), with no version history or
GIS provenance disclosed. These inconsistencies must be cured by producing the
dated GIS layers, map versions, and who/when/why of edits.

7) DLCD Clarifications in the Record

e DLCD (email from Dawn Hert, 10/9/2025) confirms DLCD’s PAPA site has Volume | and
that the City is the official record-keeper; DLCD expects appendices/staff report to be
provided by the City, and DLCD cannot upload materials from private parties. This
reinforces that the City must publish Volume Il and the full record before the local
hearing.

Legal Consequences if the Hearing Proceeds

If the City proceeds on October 16 without curing these defects, there will be grounds to
appeal to LUBA for:

e Goal1/0ORS 197.763 - Inadequate public involvement/access;

e Goal12-Failure to coordinate with Morrow County on inter-jurisdictional facilities;

e ORS 197.835(7) - Adoption unsupported by substantial evidence (missing Volume
II/methodology);

e ORS 197.610-650 - Incomplete submittal/record deficiencies.

A LUBA remand would be likely and will delay acknowledgment.

Requested Actions
17



o

. Continue the October 16 hearing until:

o The TSP website and all documents (including Volume Il D-J) are fully accessible
to the public; and
o The Morrow County Planning Commission has taken action on the Heritage Trail
corridor (or the City removes uncoordinated references).
Publish the full technical record:
o Volume Il Appendices D-J (final PDFs),
o Allreferenced tech memos, staff reports, and TPAU/ODOT inputs,
o Dated GIS layers and PDF exhibits with version history for all maps
(who/when/what changed).
Provide an indexed record list (document titles, dates, authors, checksum/hashes) to
prevent silent edits.
Keep the record open 7 days once the full record is posted (ORS 197.763(6)(c)).
If significant new materials are posted within 7 days of any re-scheduled hearing, re-
notice the hearing to preserve due process.

Reservation of Rights

If the Commission does not continue the matter, | formally request on the record that the
hearing body keep the record open for 7 days after the hearing under ORS 197.763(6)(c) so |
may submit additional evidence (including drone photos documenting existing undeveloped
conditions and a comparative memo addressing Good Shepherd, County parcel 3211, and
similarly situated parcels).

Conclusion

Until the full Volume Il and supporting record are publicly accessible and County coordination
is achieved (or uncoordinated elements removed), any recommendation or adoption would be
procedurally defective and contrary to Oregon’s statewide planning goals. Please continue
the hearing and acknowledge this objection in the record.

Sincerely,
Jonathan Tallman

Property Owner, 1st John 2:17 LLC — Boardman, Oregon
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Link to attachment it is to big to send over email.

https://mccmeetings.blob.core.usgovcloudapi.net/boardmanor-pubu/MEET-Packet-
1b3ae3757166455aba0a98d22317a64c.pdf

On Thu, Oct 9, 2025 at 3:29 PM HERT Dawn * DLCD <Dawn.Hert@dlcd.oregon.gov> wrote:
Hello Jonathan,

Thank you for reaching out and for your patience in my response. I have been on the road for work and

An

have some much needed few days at my home office to catch up on all my emails. &

Currently the City of Boardman has been working to update several of their master planning documents:
Transportation System Plan(TSP), Parks Master Plan(PMP), Economic Opportunities Analysis(EOA),
Buildable Lands Inventory(BLI, as well as Comprehensive Plan Updates possibly through the Periodic
Review process. Some of these projects have started, some have not. Some are just now getting to the
public hearings processes that my agency requires the Proposed Acknowledge Plan Amendment(PAPA)
notification due to the modifications to the local Comprehensive Plan, whether it be recommended text
amendments, updated maps, or ancillary guidance documents being added. (State law requires local
governments to notify the public when a Comprehensive Plan is under review or when changes are
proposed or adopted. Part of the process includes noticing to DLCD regarding these changes.)

Prior to these proposed amendments making their way to my agency’s PAPA notification, they have
been through Public Advisory Committees(PACs) or Technical Advisory Committees(TACs) and
possibly workshops with the Planning Commission and City Council so that they are aware of
upcoming recommendations coming from these projects.

Our PAPA notification requires the following:

1. Except under certain circumstances,' proposed amendments must be submitted to DLCD’s
Salem office at least 35 days before the first evidentiary hearing on the proposal.

2. A Notice of a Proposed Change must be submitted by a local government (city, county, or
metropolitan service district). DLCD will not accept a Notice of a Proposed Change submitted
by an individual or private firm or organization.

3. Hard-copy submittals are permitted and require a separate process.
4. Electronic submittals are encouraged via DLCD’s PAPA Online process.
5. File format: detailed on our webpage.
6. Text: Submittal of a Notice of a Proposed Change for a comprehensive plan or land use

regulation text amendment must include the text of the amendment and any other information
necessary to advise DLCD of the effect of the proposal. “Text” means the specific language
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proposed to be amended, added to, or deleted from the currently acknowledged plan or land use
regulation. A general description of the proposal is not adequate. The notice may be deemed
incomplete without this documentation.

7. Staff report: Attach any staff report on the proposed change or information that describes when
the staff report will be available and how a copy may be obtained.

8. Local hearing notice: Attach the notice or a draft of the notice required under ORS 197.763
regarding a quasi-judicial land use hearing, if applicable.

9. Maps: Submittal of a proposed map amendment must include a map of the affected area
showing existing and proposed plan and zone designations. Include text regarding background,
justification for the change, and the application if there was one accepted by the local
government. A map by itself is not a complete notice.

10. Goal exceptions: Submittal of proposed amendments that involve a goal exception must include
the proposed language of the exception.
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In response to your specific questions/requests:

e As detailed above, these materials are necessary for our PAPA team to post on our online
system. Materials are required to be submitted by the local government and sometimes come in
stages as they are prepared and available. The minimum requirements are detailed above. My
team here at DLCD cannot add materials provided by someone other than the local jurisdiction
to their PAPA.

o TSP documents submitted to our PAPA include the Volume I at this time, which meets the
minimum for our notification requirement. I anticipate the Volume II to be downloaded in the
prior to their first evidentiary hearing as well as their staff report. There are a number of
appendices that you mention on Boardman’s TSP webpage: Transportation System Plan |
Boardman OR. Look through the PAC meeting documents and you should find what you are
looking for. The city is the official record; we only have copies of what they have submitted.

o [ am not sure what exactly was requested in your public records request, but I did notice that you
refer to “UGB Amendment Package”....which is entirely different than a TSP. Currently,
Boardman has not completed their EOA or BLI to move forward with the appropriate
documents to request a UGB Amendment. I do anticipate that may come after the EOA/BLI has
been completed identifying a need for industrial land supply. But at this time, no application has
been started.

o I reviewed the maps that you attached to this email, and they appear to be from the Parks Master
Plan, and not the TSP. The Parks Master Plan is a completely different document, that may be
why you are seeing discrepancies from the TSP maps.

o The first evidentiary meeting is scheduled before the Planning Commission on October
16", The public hearing notice that was downloaded to our PAPA system states “Copies of the
staff report, and all relevant documents will be available on or before October 9, 2025. For more
information, contact Carla McLane, Planning Official, at (541) 481-9252 or by email at
mclanec@cityofboardman.com.” I anticipate that the staff report will be downloaded to our
system today. I would suggest that you reach out to Carla and ask for a copy. My agency has
been involved in the PAC and had access to review the supporting documents both submitted
online as well as on Boardman’s website. I plan to review the staff report and will work with
my agency transportation planners to see if the report warrants a comment from our agency.

e Your request: For these reasons, I respectfully ask that DLCD:

o Add this letter and my prior correspondence with the city to the official record for the
Boardman TSP/UGB amendment.

= Response: As stated earlier in my email, Boardman keeps the official
record. You should provide your comments and concerns to the Planning
Commission and/or City Council at their public hearings. We do not facilitate
public comments on local applications.

o Require the City to provide the full Volume II appendices (D-J) and the unaltered
mapping record before any DLCD review proceeds.

= Response: Boardman keeps the official record. If you are unable to locate the
appendices of the TSP on their website, you should reach out to them to ask them
to identify where these documents are located.

o Clarify whether DLCD has actually received a complete submittal, or whether the City
has provided only the policy document without its technical record while representing it
as final.

= Response: DLCD received the required documents for the PAPA submittal,
which allowed the notice to be posted to our website. I anticipate the staff report
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and Appendices will be provided as detailed in their public notice. I will reach
out to their Planning Director to verify.

Thank you for reaching out and I agree that transparency is vital to trust. You should reach out to staff
to ask for the location of the documents. You also have public hearings where you can submit these
comments and concerns directly to Boardman. My PAPA system is not where public comments are
received for local decisions. I hope my explanations help answer your questions and help you to move
forward with comments to the city.

Take care,
Dawn

Dawn Marie Hert

Eastern Oregon Regional Representative | Community
Services Division

Pronouns: She/Her/Hers

.A Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development
v . Eastern Oregon University, One University Blvd, Badgely Hall,
" Room 233A | LaGrande, OR 97850-2807

D L C D Cell: 503-956-8163 | Main: 503-373-0050

dawn.hert@dlcd.oregon.gov | www.oregon.gov/LCD

Regional Representative for the ten most eastern Counties and 59 Cities.

From: Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, October 2, 2025 7:32 AM

To: HERT Dawn * DLCD <Dawn.Hert@dlcd.oregon.gov>; derrin@tallman.cx
Subject: Fwd: Public Records Request — Boardman TSP/UGB Amendment Package
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Dear Dawn,

I am writing to request that the following concerns and documentation be added to the DLCD
record regarding the City of Boardman’s Transportation System Plan (TSP) and Urban Growth
Boundary (UGB) process.

| submitted a public records request to the City of Boardman seeking the supporting materials
referenced in the Draft TSP (dated September 10, 2025). In response, the City Clerk denied that
such records exist and told me that “all supporting calculations, inventories, spreadsheets, and
maps used to classify properties” could be found on the PAC Meeting 7/29/25 Economic
Opportunity Page, Appendix B — Buildable Lands Inventory.

However, the Draft TSP itself makes clear that it is presented in two volumes:

e Volume | -the policy document
e Volume Il (under separate cover) — containing the technical appendices, including:

Appendix D: Code Assessment

Appendix E: Methodology

Appendix F: Existing Conditions Inventory and Analysis
Appendix G: Future Conditions Analysis

Appendix H: Proposed Solutions

Appendix I: Implementing Ordinances

Appendix J: Public Outreach Summary

o O O O O O O

The plan repeatedly cites these appendices as the technical basis for its findings (traffic
forecasts, land classifications, project prioritization, etc.). If the appendices exist, the City is
withholding them. If they do not exist, then the Draft TSP is misleading the Planning Commission,
DLCD, and the public. Referring me to a PAC meeting packet is not the same as producing the
official, final appendices that the plan says were prepared “under separate cover.”

In addition, the TSP maps and related exhibits show serious inconsistencies. For example:

e Inoneversion, the corridor east of the Dog Park is labeled as a “New RV Site.”

e |n earlier exhibits, the same corridor is shown as a BPA easement or trail connection to
Laurel Lane.

e Later maps appear blurred or re-labeled, with no record of who changed them, when, or
why.

These inconsistencies have not been explained in open meetings or in response to records
requests, despite requirements under ORS 192.610-192.690 (Oregon’s open meetings laws) that
materials considered in a legislative land use process be made available to the public.

The Planning Commission is scheduled to vote on this package on October 16, 2025, and |
understand that a draft has already been submitted to DLCD without these appendices or the
complete supporting record. That raises a serious procedural problem: DLCD cannot
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meaningfully review or acknowledge the submittal without the very technical appendices and
mapping record the plan itself relies upon.

For these reasons, | respectfully ask that DLCD:

1. Add this letter and my prior correspondence with the City to the official record for the
Boardman TSP/UGB amendment.

2. Require the City to provide the full Volume Il appendices (D-J) and the unaltered mapping
record before any DLCD review proceeds.

3. Clarify whether DLCD has actually received a complete submittal, or whether the City has
provided only the policy document without its technical record while representing it as
final.

Please also note: | will be sending supporting exhibits and documentation in piecemeal form
because the files are too large to transmit all at once. Thank you for your understanding. | have
drone photos that are big.

Transparency is the backbone of government trust. Without the missing appendices and
consistent mapping record, the public cannot evaluate the City’s findings, and any approval risks
being procedurally defective. Those documents are needed and | am asking to see them.

Thank you for ensuring these concerns are documented and addressed in DLCD’s review.
Sincerely,

Jonathan Tallman

---------- Forwarded message ---------

From: Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com>

Date: Thu, Oct 2, 2025 at 7:12 AM

Subject: Re: Public Records Request - Boardman TSP/UGB Amendment Package
To: Amanda Mickles <micklesa@cityofboardman.com>

CC: Brandon Hammond <HammondB@cityofboardman.com>, Carla McLane
<mclanec@cityofboardman.com>, Derrin Tallman <derrin@tallman.cx>

Amanda,

Thank you for your response. However, there is a direct contradiction between your email and the
City’s own Draft Transportation System Plan (TSP) dated September 10, 2025.
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The draft TSP itself states the plan is presented in two volumes, with Volume Il (Under Separate
Cover) containing the technical appendices (Code Assessment, Methodology, Existing
Conditions, Future Conditions, Proposed Solutions, Implementing Ordinances, Public Outreach
Summary) and it repeatedly cites those appendices for the technical basis of the plan . Given
that, | have the following questions that require clear answers before any hearing or vote:

1. Does the City acknowledge that the draft TSP references a Volume Il with technical
appendices? If yes, where are those appendices? Were they prepared, and if so, why were
they not produced in response to my request?

2. Ifthe appendices do not exist, why does the draft TSP represent that they do and cite them
as the basis for analyses (traffic volumes, operations, forecasts, project evaluation, etc.) ?

3. How does the City intend to proceed with DLCD under ORS 197.610-650 without
submitting the supporting methodology, inventories, analyses, proposed solutions,
implementing ordinances, and outreach record that the plan itself says exist?

4. Why are these foundational materials being withheld behind public-records denials when
they should be available under open meetings laws (ORS 192.610-192.690) as part of the
public process?

5. Mapping inconsistencies: City exhibits and plan graphics show the corridor east of the Dog
Park differently across versions—an identified “New RV Site” in one, versus a BPA park
block/easement corridor and trail connection in others; later versions appear blurred or
re-labeled with no explanation.

o Whatis the official, current depiction for this corridor (including the Laurel Lane
connection)?
Who changed it, when, and where is the documented rationale and version history?
Please provide the underlying GIS layers and dated map files used to produce these
exhibits.

6. Buildable Lands/EOA materials: Your email directed me to an “Economic Opportunity”
page/Appendix B for the Buildable Lands Inventory. Please confirm the full, indexed list of
all supporting calculations, spreadsheets, and map layers used to classify parcels as
vacant/partially vacant/constrained, and produce those records.

These are not minor details; they go to the integrity of the record. The Planning Commission is
scheduled to vote on this package on October 16, 2025, and | understand that a draft has already
been submitted to DLCD without the very appendices and supporting documentation that the
draft plan itself cites. If that is correct, it raises serious questions about the adequacy and legality
of the submission.

Before the Planning Commission is asked to vote, and before DLCD proceeds any further, the
public is entitled to review the complete basis for the TSP including the appendices the draft

references and the unaltered mapping record.

Please provide clarification on items (1)-(6) above and explain how the City intends to resolve this
conflict between what the TSP says and what has actually been submitted.

Respectfully,
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Jonathan Tallman
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Mon, Oct 13 2025, 3 -
Add to your calendar =~

Back to Calendar




On Wed, Oct 1, 2025 at 4:39 PM Amanda Mickles <micklesa@cityofboardman.com> wrote:

Good afternoon, Jonathan,

| have received your request for records and have information to provide in response (in blue) to the
specific requested information.

1.

All staff reports, technical memoranda, and appendices included in or referenced by the City of
Boardman's Transportation System Plan/Urban Growth Boundary amendment packages (no such
document was submitted, the City submitted a Transportation System Plan) submitted under
ORS 197.610-197.650, including but not limited to Volume Il, Appendices D-J (the Appendices
package was not submitted) (Code Assessment (not submitted), Methodology (not submitted),
Existing Conditions Inventory and Analysis (not submitted, TSP Page PAC 1/29/25), Future
Conditions Analysis (not submitted, TSP Page PAC 1/29/25), Proposed Solutions (not submitted,
TSP Page PAC 5/13/25), Implementing Ordinances (no such document), Public Outreach
Summary (no such document)).

All supporting calculations, inventories, spreadsheets, and maps used to classify properties

as "vacant", "partially vacant", or "constrained" in the City's findings.

a. This can be found on the Economics Opportunity Page, PAC Meeting 7/29/25, Appendix B
Buildable Land Inventory

All correspondence, notices, or submissions sent by the City to the Department of Land
Conservation and Development (DLCD) related to this TSP/UGB amendment package, including
confirmation of the DLCD Notice/File Number assigned.

a. As stated earlier, no such document was submitted, the City submitted a Transportation
System Plan.

Amanda Mickles

City Clerk | City of Boardman

Foirimantc]
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From: Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, September 25, 2025 3:05 PM

To: Amanda Mickles <Amanda@cityofboardman.com>; Brandon Hammond
<HammondB@cityofboardman.com>; Carla McLane <mclanec@cityofboardman.com>; Amanda
Mickles <micklesa@cityofboardman.com>; derrin@tallman.cx <derrin@tallman.cx>

Subject: Public Records Request — Boardman TSP/UGB Amendment Package

Dear Amanda,

Please find attached my completed Public Records Request form pursuant to ORS 192.311-
192.478.

| am specifically requesting the full set of supporting documents submitted by the City of
Boardmanto DLCD as part of its Transportation System Plan / Urban Growth Boundary
amendment package under ORS 197.610-197.650. This includes staff reports, technical
memoranda, methodology documents, inventories, maps, and correspondence referenced in
the City’s submittal.

Because these materials are part of the official record for a pending legislative land use action,
and are required to be available for public inspection during review, | am also requesting a

waiver of any fees associated with this request.

Please confirm receipt of this request and let me know when the documents will be available. If
possible, | would appreciate electronic copies by email to ensure timely review.

Thank you for your assistance.
Sincerely,
Jonathan Tallman

706 Mt. Hood

jonathan@tallman.cx
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TALLMAN EMAIL #11

Carla McLane

From: Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, October 15, 2025 7:03 PM

To: Carla McLane

Cc: HERT Dawn * DLCD; Brandon Hammond; Amanda Mickles; Tamra Mabbott; Clint
Shoemake; derrin@tallman.cx; fletcher@cfsilage.com

Subject: Re: Public Records Request — Boardman TSP/UGB Amendment Package

Attachments: Imes_Email_Citation Carla.pdf; 2022 collectors.pdf; IMG_3520.jpeg; IMG_2684.jpeg; IMG_

3657.png; IMG_3568.jpeg; IMG_3566.jpeg

Subject: Request to Continue Hearing and Keep
Record Open - Missed October 9 Deadline,
Pending LUBA Remand, Access Permit
Limitations, and BLI Acreage Analysis

Dear Carla,

Thank you for your reply and for confirming that the Transportation System Plan appendices were posted
today (10/15/2025 at 1:58 p.m. Pacific). Today is the first day | have been able to fully review and process
that information.

After comparing the newly released appendices with prior case materials, | have identified continuing
procedural and evidentiary deficiencies under ORS 197.763(2)(b) and (6)(c) that require either (a) a
continuance of the October 16 hearing, or (b) that the record remain open for at least seven (7) days
following the hearing to ensure due process and a complete evidentiary record.

1. Record Availability - Missed October 9 Posting Deadline

The City’s public hearing notice stated that all relevant materials would be available “on or before
October 9, 2025.” The appendices and technical data were posted after that date, depriving the public of
the required seven-day pre-hearing review window under ORS 197.763(2)(b) and Statewide Planning Goal
1. Acontinuance is necessary to correct this procedural defect.

2. Unresolved LUBA Remand (2022-062)

In 1stJohn 2:17 LLC v. City of Boardman (2022-062), LUBA remanded for failure to adopt findings on (a)
the functional classification of the Laurel/ Yates (Loop Road) corridor and (b) required lateral
improvements under BDC 3.4.100. Those findings have not been re-adopted, yet the same corridor is


Carla McLane 
TALLMAN EMAIL #11


relied upon in the current TSP/BLI. Proceeding without curing the remand conflicts with ORS
197.625(2)(b) and Goal 1 due-process standards.

3. Access Permit and IAMP Limitation - Confirmation from Morrow
County

Morrow County Public Works (Eric Imes, 6/2/2025) confirmed development did not advance because
“the county never obtained an access permit. The IAMP does not allow for a commercial access where
our easement is—only farm/residential.” This conflicts with the TSP’s commercial/industrial circulation
assumptions. Until that restriction is resolved with ODOT and documented in the record, adoption would
lack substantial evidence under ORS 197.835(7).

4. Quantitative Analysis Needed - Buildable Land and Acreage
Comparison

These parcel-by-parcel calculations will establish how much developable employment land already
exists within the current UGB, eliminating any need to justify expansion at this time. Because the
analysis necessarily relies on Appendix E (Methodology) and the City’s parcel-acreage tables, the
evidentiary record must remain open long enough to submit the verified math, worksheets, and exhibits. |
will also submit date-stamped drone imagery documenting current on-the-ground conditions showing
that areas labeled “constrained” or “non-employment” are, in fact, open and serviceable. In addition,
because development capacity is tied to municipal water availability and any OWRD-administered
“water-for-water” exchanges, related OWRD materials should be included in the record before any
recommendation.

5. Procedural Requirement to Keep Record Open

Under ORS 197.763(6)(c), when new evidence is submitted, the hearing body must leave the record open
at least seven (7) days. After that, a seven-day rebuttal period under ORS 197.763(6)(d) applies before
any final vote. Failing to honor these periods would be procedural error subject to appeal.

6. Process Safeguard if the Record Is Not Left Open

To ensure the process is handled correctly and to avoid prejudice to any party:

e Primaryrequest: Continue the October 16 hearing so all materials (including appendices) are
publicly available for at least seven (7) days before testimony.
e Alternative: If the Commission declines to continue, please confirm in writing that:
1. The evidentiary record will remain open for at least seven (7) days after the hearing under
ORS 197.763(6)(c) for additional evidence (including my drone imagery and BLI parcel
math); and
2. Ifthe Commission elects to close the record to new evidence, it will still provide no less
than seven (7) days for final written argument under ORS 197.763(6)(e), with the City
specifying the exact date and time the evidentiary record closes and the argument period
begins and ends.



e Re-notice if needed: If significant materials are posted within seven (7) days of any decision date,
please re-notice to preserve due process and avoid prejudice to participants.

7. Water Rights / “Water-for-Water” Coordination (Goal 11; OWRD
Oversight)

Because TSP growth assumptions imply future service capacity, please include in the record any
coordination with the Oregon Water Resources Department (OWRD)—specifically the Water Rights
Division—regarding municipal water availability and any contemplated “water-for-water” exchanges or
transfers. In Oregon, exchanges and transfers are reviewed and administered by OWRD to ensure no
injury to other rights and to document the lawful source and quantity of water. For transparency:

e Identify current certificated municipal water rights (annual AF), current use, and surplus/deficit
assumptions tied to the TSP.

o Identify whether any exchanges or transfers are proposed, filed, or approved with OWRD to
support the growth scenario, and include related correspondence in the record.

This ensures consistency with Goal 11 (Public Facilities and Services) and prevents adoption based on
unverified capacity assumptions.

Given the missed October 9 posting deadline, the outstanding LUBA remand, the IAMP access limitation,
the pending acreage verification and imagery, and the need to document OWRD coordination on water
assumptions, | respectfully request that the Planning Commission continue the October 16 hearing.

If the Commission declines to continue, please confirm in writing that the record will remain open for at
least seven (7) days under ORS 197.763(6)(c); and if the evidentiary record is closed, that a seven-day
final-argument period will be provided under ORS 197.763(6)(e), with exact close/open timestamps
stated on the record.

Please ensure this correspondence is included in the official record and circulated to the Planning
Commission and City Council, together with the original, unaltered documentation | have submitted
(including the attached Eric Imes email and the LUBA Case No. 2022-062 materials). Also with the video
and time stamp of the April 15th PAC meeting mentioning Amazon is paying for an RV site. If any
redactions are made, please log them with the legal basis.

Respectfully,
Jonathan Tallman
Please note: Because these matters directly affect Morrow County’s trail corridor and County-owned

parcel 3211, please also include this correspondence and attachments in the County’s official record for
the Heritage Trail and TSP coordination process. Michaela Rimerez thank you and Clint Shoemake.

On Wed, Oct 15, 2025 at 1:58 PM Carla McLane <mclanec@cityofboardman.com> wrote:



Mr. Tallman,

AlLL TSP draft appendices have been posted to the city’s website since last week and are still available
here. Information concerning the Parks Master Plan can be found here. All other requested documents
do not exist. Future requests for public records that do not utilize the city’s standard public request
form will be denied for failing to abide by the procedures set forth in city policy.

Cordially,

Carla McLane

From: Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, October 15, 2025 7:08 AM

To: HERT Dawn * DLCD <Dawn.Hert@dlcd.oregon.gov>; Carla McLane <mclanec@cityofboardman.com>; Brandon
Hammond <HammondB@cityofboardman.com>; Amanda Mickles <Amanda@cityofboardman.com>; Amanda Mickles
<micklesa@cityofboardman.com>; Tamra Mabbott <tmabbott@morrowcountyor.gov>; Clint Shoemake
<cshoemake@morrowcountyor.gov>

Cc: derrin@tallman.cx

Subject: Re: Public Records Request — Boardman TSP/UGB Amendment Package

Subject: Clarification and Record Update — BPA Easement, RV Site Mapping, Morrow County
trail Missing Documentation, and Incomplete TSP Appendices update 10/15/2025

Dear Carla & Tamra,
A couple of important items | want to address and have entered into the record:

The images | sent previously are not displaying correctly in the materials or packets, and several visual
references are missing or only partially shown. This includes the series of maps and exhibits illustrating
the BPA Easement East corridor and the area labeled as “New RV Site” in the City’s Parks and Master
Plan documents.

| also request that the attached images be included in full in the official record. They show the
progression of mapping—from the City’s plan where the RV site was clearly marked, to later versions
where the same area appears blurred out or replaced by a generic BPA trail alignment that does not
accurately represent the site’s full context.

For the record, this RV site location is my private property, and | have repeatedly submitted public-
records requests asking for the underlying documentation explaining why and when these changes were
made. To date, no explanatory notes, staff memoranda, or change logs have been provided. The
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absence of this documentation raises procedural concerns and prevents the public from understanding
the basis for the City’s map revisions.

Additionally, during the April 15, 2025 Parks Master Plan PAC meeting (timestamp 1:52:51 - 1:53:04 on
the City’s official YouTube recording), it was stated on record that Amazon was potentially funding
development of an RV park, with the City indicating it could be completed within approximately 18
months. This further underscores the importance of transparency regarding how this area—my
property—has been referenced, modified, and represented in subsequent City planning materials which
also effects the county’s trail.

Itis also important to note that the October 16, 2025 Planning Commission packet references both TSP
Volume | and Volume Il (Technical Appendices). Specifically, the “Acknowledgements & TSP
Organization” section states that “Volume Il Technical Appendices (Under Separate Cover) includes
Appendix A through J—Methodology Memorandum, Existing Conditions Inventory and Analysis, Future
Conditions Analysis, Proposed Solutions, Implementing Ordinances, and Public Outreach Summary.”
However, the packet released for public review includes only Volume I; none of the technical
appendices are attached or made available for review before the October 16 hearing. Without these
appendices—particularly the Methodology Memorandum (Appendix E)—the public cannot verify the
assumptions, modeling, or data that support the plan.

Because these technical materials are missing, | am preparing to provide drone imagery and
supplemental analysis to demonstrate discrepancies between mapped data and on-the-ground
conditions. However, without the methodology and data appendices, | cannot “show my math” or
quantify how vacant and developable properties—including my own—are being undercounted or
misclassified in the City’s inventory. That methodological transparency is required for meaningful
review and for compliance with Statewide Planning Goals 1 (Public Involvement), 9 (Economic
Development), and 10 (Housing).

These inconsistencies, whether by omission or error, materially affect the accuracy of the public record
and the representation of my property within the City’s adopted plans. Transparency and accuracy are
essential, particularly in the context of public hearings and decisions that affect landowner rights.

Please ensure that all the referenced images and this correspondence are added to the public record
for both the TSP and Parks Master Plan proceedings, and that they are included in the packet and visibly
presented before the October 16 Planning Commission vote and in the County’s records as well.

Finally, | want to reiterate that under ORS 192.630(4), public meetings must allow equal access and
participation, and Statewide Planning Goal 1 (OAR 660-015-0000(1)) requires meaningful public
involvement at all stages of the planning process. Omitting or altering key site information without
documentation—and withholding the full technical appendices—conflicts with both the letter and the
spirit of those requirements.

Thank you for your attention to this matter and for ensuring the complete and transparent inclusion of
these materials before the October 16 vote.

Respectfully,

Jonathan Tallman



Please note integrity is at stake. Will you stand up and do the right thing and show the truth?

On Tue, Oct 14, 2025 at 8:34 PM Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com> wrote:

Subject: Clarification Needed: TSP Volume II, Staff Report, and OWRD Coordination for 10/16

Hi Carla,

Thanks for confirming my emails will be provided to the Planning Commission and included in the
record. Like you have said there is a lot to unpack since you are pushing so much through at once
unlike what is normally done. So | am glad you understand the complexities that need to be sorted out.

To avoid procedural errors on 10/16/2025 could you please confirm the following by reply email and
provide direct links (not general webpages):

1.

TSP Volume Il (Appendices D-J)

Is the full Volume II—Appendix D (Code Assessment), E (Methodology), F (Existing Conditions),
G (Future Conditions), H (Proposed Solutions), | (Implementing Ordinances), J (Public Outreach
Summary)—posted as final PDFs and accessible to the public? If so, please share the direct
URLs. PAC slide decks are not a substitute for the official technical appendices referenced
“under separate cover” in the draft.

Signed, dated staff report

Has the signed and dated staff report for the 10/16 Planning Commission hearing been posted?
If so, please provide the direct link.

OWRD coordination and water-capacity materials

Has the City coordinated with the Oregon Water Resources Department (OWRD) regarding
assumed water capacity, water-for-water exchanges, or related consumptive-use questions
tied to TSP growth assumptions? If any OWRD communications, memoranda, or analyses exist,
please post them and share the links so the public can review before the hearing.

Seven-day availability

The public notice states that all relevant materials would be available “on or before October 9.”
Please confirm that all of the above items were available by that date. If any were not, please
confirm the City will either continue the hearing or keep the record open for 7 days under ORS
197.763(6)(c) to preserve due process.



For clarity: | am not asking the City to create new records. | am requesting the specific existing
documents the draft TSP cites and relies upon. If these are already online, please provide the direct
URLs so | can review them priorto 10/16. Please make this email part of the record.

Thank you for your attention to these points and for ensuring the record is complete and accessible.
Respectfully,

Jonathan Tallman

Mr. Tallman,

Your multiple emails have been received and will be made available to the Planning Commission prior
to this Thursday’s (10/16) Planning Commission meeting, which will make them part of the decision
maker’s record. The materials for Thursday’s meeting have been posted on the City’s website since
last Thursday afternoon, as is standard practice at the City, and are available at this link. The meeting
packet for the October 13 Comprehensive Plan/Development Code PAC meeting has been posted
online since before the meeting, and is still available at this link. The EOA PAC meeting agenda will be
posted to the project page closer to the actual meeting date of 10/28.

We will continue to review your input, but if you are requesting a copy of a specific document that
hasn’t otherwise been posted to the respective committee’s website, then you will need to make a
formal public records request for that specific document using the City’s standard form,

available here. Please note that the City is not required to create new public records; it is only required
to make available records that are actually in the public body’s custody at the time the request is
made.

Cordially,
Carla McLane

Planning Official

On Tue, Oct 14, 2025 at 10:48 AM Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com> wrote:

Subject: Follow-Up — Public Advisory Committee Packet and Policy Transparency



Dear Carla and Brandon,
This is to glaring not to speak on and make it as comments.

During the October 13, 2025 Public Advisory Committee Meeting, City staff stated that “policy making
does not happen in a vacuum” and that all Comprehensive Plan updates are being rooted in factual
data and coordinated with other City plans (TSP, EOA, HPS, Parks Plan, etc.). Please see attached
time stamp that shows that below.

However, | have repeatedly requested access to the meeting packet, data, and technical materials
underlying those discussions and have not received any information. Without access to the same
factual basis that staff refer to, the public cannot meaningfully participate or verify that these plans
are aligned in good faith. Please see attached pdf file documenting that as well at the October 7th city
council meeting.

This lack of transparency effectively creates the very “vacuum” the City and its paid contracting
partners doing the work that says does not exist at the meeting | can’t speak at that doesn’t have
public comments in the agenda. Please provide the October 13 PAC #4 packet and supporting data,
and ensure that these materials are published in accordance with ORS 192.630(1) (meetings of
governing bodies to be open to the public) and ORS 192.640(2) (requiring public notice and materials
reasonably calculated to give notice of the matters to be considered).

| ask that this correspondence be made part of the official record for the Comprehensive Plan Update.
Once | receive the packet, | will review it and follow up with additional comments once | receive the
full packet. Please note legally under ORS 192.610-192.690, the October 13, 2025 Public Advisory
Committee meeting is an open meeting, and all materials reviewed or relied upon—such as the
meeting packet—must be made available to the public under ORS 192.630(1) and 192.640(2) before
any related action or recommendation proceeds to the Planning Commission for consideration or
vote.

Respectfully,

Jonathan

YouTube video of the meeting:

https://youtu.be/M5xg-1W2h-U?si=3922ndtqyVtPpdXM

On Tue, Oct 14, 2025 at 9:28 AM Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com> wrote:
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Subject: Request for Public Advisory Committee Packet— Comprehensive Plan Update (October 13,
2025)

Dear Carla and Brandon,

| am requesting a copy of the Public Advisory Committee Meeting #4 packet for the Boardman
Comprehensive Plan Update held on October 13, 2025. | see that things are moving forward but have
not received any responses to my pastinquires.

The YouTube recording is posted, but the meeting packet and materials are not available on the
City’s website. | have previously requested to be kept informed on this topic and to receive related

materials but have not received any updates or documentation.

Please consider this a formal public records request under ORS 192.311-192.355 and ensure this
communication is made part of the official record for the Comprehensive Plan update process.

Once the packet is provided, | will review the contents and follow up with additional questions or
comments as needed once | receive the packet.

Thank you for your attention to this matter and for including this request in the official project file to
the record.

Respectfully,

Jonathan Tallman

https://youtu.be/M5xg-1W2h-U?si=pRzYdaFMau50adc3







On Tue, Oct 14, 2025 at 5:10 AM Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com> wrote:

Subject: Request for Full Record — Missing TSP Volume Il (Methodology & Appendices) and OWRD
Coordination follow up

Dear Carla, Dawn, and Tamra,

I am writing regarding the City of Boardman Transportation System Plan (TSP) scheduled for public
hearing before the Planning Commission on October 16, 2025. The meeting packet currently posted
references a second document—Volume Il (Technical Appendices, Under Separate Cover)—which
includes:

e Appendix E - Methodology Memorandum

e Appendix F - Existing Conditions Inventory and Analysis
e Appendix G - Future Conditions Analysis

e Appendix H-Proposed Solutions

e Appendix | -Implementing Ordinances

e AppendixJ-Public Outreach Summary

These materials are essential to the City’s compliance with OAR 660-012 (Transportation Planning
Rule) and OAR 660-018 (Post-Acknowledgment Plan Amendments). However, the public link now
directs only to a simplified engagement webpage that does not include the methodology or
technical appendices referenced in the draft findings.

| respectfully request that the complete Volume I, including Appendix E (Methodology
Memorandum), be made available for public review before adoption. Under OAR 660-018-0020, all
supporting documents used to evaluate or justify a plan amendment must be accessible to the
public prior to a legislative hearing.

Additionally, please confirm whether the Oregon Water Resources Department (OWRD) has been
consulted as part of this TSP update. Transportation expansion and future urban-growth
assumptions directly affect water-for-water exchange requirements and consumptive-use
allocations under Division 509. If OWRD has provided any coordination, memoranda, or review
comments, please include them in the public record to ensure consistency with Goal 12
(Transportation) and Goal 5 (Water Resources).

For the record, | will be attending the October 16 Planning Commission meeting and would like the
opportunity to review the complete TSP record, including Volume Il, before the Commission makes
any recommendation for adoption. Transparency and full technical disclosure are essential for
meaningful public participation.

The link below now goes to a webpage but is still missing the above listed items and methodology.
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Thank you for confirming receipt of this letter and advising when the missing materials and any
OWRD coordination documents will be available while adding this email to the record and keep it
open for 7 days to clarify the record.

Sincerely,
Jonathan Tallman

Link:

https://zanassoc.mysocialpinpoint.com/boardman-transportation-system-plan

On Mon, Oct 13, 2025 at 4:55 AM Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com> wrote:
Dear Planning Commissioners and Ms. McLane,

After reviewing it in is entirety this weekend and spending time on this all day Sunday. Below is a
link that still does not open up for the information.

Please add this message to the official record for the October 16, 2025 Planning Commission
hearing on the Boardman Transportation System Plan (TSP). This is a supplement to my previously
submitted Request to Continue the hearing as a follow up of more information | have gleaned.

After reviewing the October 16 Planning Packet, | have identified additional procedural and
evidentiary deficiencies that independently warrant a continuance:

1. Public Access Failure (ORS 197.763(2)(b); Goal 1):

The City’s posted TSP portal has been inaccessible, while the public notice promised
materials “on or before October 9.” The public has not had the required 7-day access to “all
relevant materials and staff reports.”

2. Missing Technical Record — Volume Il “Under Separate Cover” (ORS 197.610-650; ORS
197.835(7)):

Volume Il (Appendices D-J, including Methodology, Existing/Future Conditions, Proposed
Solutions, Implementing Ordinances, Public Outreach Summary) is referenced but not
included in the packet or portal. The draft relies on these materials; proceeding without
them leaves the decision unsupported by substantial evidence.

3. No Signed/Dated Staff Report (ORS 197.763(4)(a)):
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10.

11.

12.

The packet lacks a signed, dated staff report presenting findings and analysis by the
responsible official. A placeholder is not a staff report.

No Transportation Financing Program (OAR 660-012-0040(4)):

There is no cost/funding plan (projects x probable funding sources x timing). Thisis a
required component of a compliant TSP.

Unclear/Missing Functional Classification Details:

Collector/arterial designations (e.g., Oregon Trail Blvd, Laurel Lane) are not accompanied by
a clear Functional Classification Map, termini, or cross-sections consistent with ODOT
criteria.

No Goal 5/ Environmental Constraints Integration (Goal 5; OAR 660-012-0045(2)(e)):

Proposed corridors (roadway/trail) intersect BPA easements and potential resource areas,
but no constraints mapping or mitigation analysis is provided.

Mapping Inconsistencies / Version Control (ORS 197.835(7)):

The corridor east of the Dog Park appears re-labeled/blurred across versions (e.g., “New RV
Site” vs. trail/BPA park block) with no version history, author, or rationale disclosed.

No Demonstrated Link to Current BLI/EOA (OAR 660-024):

Growth/land-need assumptions are used, yet no current BLI/EOA documentation is
included or incorporated. The City calendar shows PACs on Comp Plan/EQA after the PC
hearing (10/13; 10/28), indicating piecemealing and an incomplete record.

No DLCD/ODOT Technical Coordination Memos (Goal 12 Coordination):

The packet contains no agency review letters indicating state technical coordination prior to
the first evidentiary hearing.

No Draft Adopting Ordinance/Resolution Text (ORS 197.610(1)):

The packet lacks the exact adoption language (text/map exhibits) the Commission is being
asked to recommend.

Outdated/Uncoordinated Base Data (OAR 660-012-0045(2)(a)):

Tables reference older counts/forecasts without tying to the County’s coordinated
projections used for current BLI/EOA work.

Inter-Jurisdictional Coordination Is Unresolved (Goals 1 & 12):

The Morrow County Planning Commission tabled the Columbia River Heritage Trail item. The
City cannot claim regional coordination for a facility the County has not adopted.
13



Requested Actions (Reiterated and Expanded):
A. Continue the Oct 16 hearing until:
1. Thefullrecord (including Volume Il D-J) and a signed staff report are posted and publicly
accessible for at least 7 days; and

2. Morrow County acts on the Heritage Trail corridor (or the City removes/defers
uncoordinated elements).

B. Publish an Indexed Record:

Provide a document index listing all TSP materials (title, author, date, version, checksum/hash),
including:

e Volume Il Appendices D-J (final PDFs),

e Staffreport and any consultant technical memoranda,
o Dated GIS layers and every map/exhibit version, with who/when/what changed.

C. Provide Required Program Elements:
e Transportation financing program (costs x revenue sources x timing) per OAR 660-012-
0040(4).

¢ Functional classification map & cross-sections, consistent with ODOT criteria.
e Goal 5/resource constraints mapping and mitigation strategy for proposed corridors.

D. If the Commission Declines to Continue:

Please keep the record open for 7 days under ORS 197.763(6)(c) so | may submit additional
evidence, including date-stamped drone photos of existing conditions and a parcel comparison
memo (e.g., Good Shepherd, County Parcel 3211) demonstrating inconsistent treatment.

These defects collectively show that the public record is incomplete, Goal 1 access has not been

satisfied, and Goal 12 coordination is lacking. Proceeding on October 16 would create appealable
error; a continuance is the proper remedy.

Public Record Questions Requiring Response specifically:

1. OWRD Coordination and Permitting
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o Hasthe City of Boardman formally notified or coordinated with the Oregon Water
Resources Department (OWRD) regarding the TSP and UGB expansion?

o Whatis the City’s current certificated water right quantity (in acre-feet per year), and
how much of that right is presently in use?

o Has OWRD approved any pending transfer, modification, or “water-for-water”
exchange authorizing the City to expand municipal service to new development areas
shown in the TSP or Parks Plan?

o If not, under what authority is the City assuming future water capacity in this plan?

2. Water-for-Water Exchange Oversight

o Hasthe City documented where offsetting conservation or exchange credits will
come from to support new development allocations?

o Arethese credits verified through OWRD’s Water Rights Division or based on
consultant projections?

o Ifthe City intends to rely on Umatilla Electric Cooperative (UEC) or Amazon-funded
infrastructure, have those transfers been approved or filed with OWRD as required
under OAR 690-4107

3. Goal11 and Goal 5 Compliance

o How has the City demonstrated compliance with Statewide Planning Goal 11 (Public
Facilities and Services), which requires verification of water and wastewater capacity
prior to plan adoption?

o Has the City submitted a water availability analysis or adopted a coordinated
facilities plan reviewed by OWRD or DEQ?

o Ifnot, why is the Planning Commission proceeding with a TSP adoption that depends
on unverified municipal water capacity?

4. Transparency and Public Access

o Willthe City commit to publishing all communications, memoranda, and consultant
reports concerning water capacity and UWRD review before the October 16 hearing?

o Has any portion of this process been withheld under a Non-Disclosure Agreement
(NDA) involving Amazon, UEC, or a related party?

o Ifso, how can the public meaningfully comment on water, wastewater, or growth
assumptions that are being developed outside of the public record?

| am requesting that these specific questions be entered for the October 16 Planning
Commission hearing and that written responses from the City, the planning commission and
OWRD be provided prior to any recommendation or adoption vote.

Thank you for confirming by reply that this email has been entered into the record for the October
16 hearing.

Respectfully,
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Jonathan Tallman
Property Owner,
Boardman, Oregon

Link broken.
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On Sun, Oct 12, 2025 at 8:39 AM Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com> wrote:

Formal Request to Continue October 16 TSP
Hearing - Incomplete Public Access,
Uncoordinated County Elements, and Missing
Technical Record

To: City of Boardman Planning Commission
Attn: Carla McLane, Planning Official — mclanec@cityofboardman.com

Cc: Boardman City Council; Dawn Hert (DLCD) — Dawn.Hert@dlcd.oregon.gov; Morrow
County Planning Commission

From: Jonathan Tallman, Property Owner (1st John 2:17 LLC)

Date: October 12, 2025

Subject: Request to Continue 10/16/2025 Hearing on Draft Transportation System Plan (TSP)
Dear Planning Commissioners and Staff,

I respectfully request that the October 16, 2025 hearing on the Draft Transportation System
Plan (TSP) be continued. Multiple defects prevent lawful public review and required inter-
jurisdictional coordination.

1) Failure of Public Access (ORS 197.763(2)(b); Goal 1 - Citizen
Involvement)

o The City’s official TSP engagement portal
(https://zanassoc.mysocialpinpoint.com/boardman-transportation-system-plan) has
been inaccessible. The Planning Commission public notice states: “Copies of the staff
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report and all relevant documents will be available on or before October 9, 2025,” and
directs the public to obtain the materials before the hearing. With the portal down and
key items missing, the City has not made the relevant materials available at least 7
days prior as required by ORS 197.763(2)(b) and Goal 1.

2) Incomplete Technical Record (ORS 197.610-650; ORS
197.835(7))

The TSP is expressly two volumes. The packet’s TSP Organization page states “Volume
Il Technical Appendices (Under Separate Cover)”, listing Appendix D (Code
Assessment), Appendix E (Methodology), Appendix F (Existing Conditions), Appendix G
(Future Conditions), Appendix H (Proposed Solutions), Appendix | (Implementing
Ordinances), Appendix J (Public Outreach Summary). These are the technical basis for
the TSP’s findings but are not attached in the packet and were not posted for public
access.

The packet’s Preliminary Findings of Fact page also lists “ATTACHMENTS: e DRAFT TSP
Volume | e DRAFT TSP Volume II,” yet Volume Il is not provided in the packet posted to
the public. Proceeding without Volume Il leaves the decision unsupported by
substantial evidence under ORS 197.835(7).

3) Lack of Coordination with Morrow County (Goals 1 & 12)

The Draft TSP and City Parks mapping rely on the Columbia River Heritage Trail
corridor extending into Morrow County/BPA easement. At the September 30, 2025
meeting, the Morrow County Planning Commission tabled discussion on that trail (no
adoption). Without County action, the City cannot show Goal 12 coordination or
consistency. Adoption now would be premature and uncoordinated.

4) Procedural Defect — Notice/Timeline vs. Record Availability

The public notice promises the full materials “on or before October 9, 2025.” As of
October 10-12, Volume Il and other critical appendices remain unavailable; the City
portal is/was inaccessible. Proceeding on October 16 deprives affected landowners of
meaningful review/rebuttal, contrary to ORS 197.763(6)(a) (opportunity to present and
rebut evidence).
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5) Piecemealing / Inconsistent Sequencing (TPR & Goal 14
context)

e City calendars show PACs still meeting after the Planning Commission date (Comp
Plan/Dev Code PAC 10/13; EOA PAC 10/28). Those BLI/EOA products inform TSP
priorities and any future UGB actions. Scheduling the TSP hearing before related
technical work is completed indicates piecemealing and supports that the record is
incomplete.

6) Conflicting/Withheld Mapping Record

e Prior exhibits show inconsistent labeling of the corridor east of the Dog Park (e.g.,
“New RV Site” vs. BPA park/trail corridor; later blurred/re-labeled), with no version
history or GIS provenance disclosed. These inconsistencies must be cured by
producing the dated GIS layers, map versions, and who/when/why of edits.

7) DLCD Clarifications in the Record

e DLCD (email from Dawn Hert, 10/9/2025) confirms DLCD’s PAPA site has Volume | and
that the City is the official record-keeper; DLCD expects appendices/staff report to be
provided by the City, and DLCD cannot upload materials from private parties. This
reinforces that the City must publish Volume Il and the full record before the local
hearing.

Legal Consequences if the Hearing Proceeds

If the City proceeds on October 16 without curing these defects, there will be grounds to
appeal to LUBA for:

e Goal1/0RS 197.763 - Inadequate public involvement/access;

e Goal 12 -Failure to coordinate with Morrow County on inter-jurisdictional facilities;

e ORS 197.835(7) - Adoption unsupported by substantial evidence (missing Volume
II/methodology);

e ORS 197.610-650 - Incomplete submittal/record deficiencies.

A LUBA remand would be likely and will delay acknowledgment.
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Requested Actions

1. Continue the October 16 hearing until:

o The TSP website and all documents (including Volume Il D-J) are fully
accessible to the public; and

o The Morrow County Planning Commission has taken action on the Heritage Trail
corridor (or the City removes uncoordinated references).

2. Publish the full technical record:

o Volume ll Appendices D-J (final PDFs),

o Allreferenced tech memos, staff reports, and TPAU/ODOT inputs,

o Dated GIS layers and PDF exhibits with version history for all maps
(who/when/what changed).

3. Provide an indexed record list (document titles, dates, authors, checksum/hashes) to
prevent silent edits.

4. Keep the record open 7 days once the full record is posted (ORS 197.763(6)(c)).

5. If significant new materials are posted within 7 days of any re-scheduled hearing, re-
notice the hearing to preserve due process.

Reservation of Rights

If the Commission does not continue the matter, | formally request on the record that the
hearing body keep the record open for 7 days after the hearing under ORS 197.763(6)(c) so |
may submit additional evidence (including drone photos documenting existing undeveloped
conditions and a comparative memo addressing Good Shepherd, County parcel 3211, and
similarly situated parcels).

Conclusion

Until the full Volume Il and supporting record are publicly accessible and County
coordination is achieved (or uncoordinated elements removed), any recommendation or
adoption would be procedurally defective and contrary to Oregon’s statewide planning goals.
Please continue the hearing and acknowledge this objection in the record.
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Sincerely,

Jonathan Tallman

Property Owner, 1st John 2:17 LLC — Boardman, Oregon
Link to attachment it is to big to send over email.

https://mccmeetings.blob.core.usgovcloudapi.net/boardmanor-pubu/MEET-Packet-
1b3ae3757166455aba0a98d22317a64c.pdf

On Thu, Oct 9, 2025 at 3:29 PM HERT Dawn * DLCD <Dawn.Hert@dlcd.oregon.gov> wrote:
Hello Jonathan,

Thank you for reaching out and for your patience in my response. I have been on the road for work

~

and have some much needed few days at my home office to catch up on all my emails. &

Currently the City of Boardman has been working to update several of their master planning
documents: Transportation System Plan(TSP), Parks Master Plan(PMP), Economic Opportunities
Analysis(EOA), Buildable Lands Inventory(BLI, as well as Comprehensive Plan Updates possibly
through the Periodic Review process. Some of these projects have started, some have not. Some are
just now getting to the public hearings processes that my agency requires the Proposed Acknowledge
Plan Amendment(PAPA) notification due to the modifications to the local Comprehensive Plan,
whether it be recommended text amendments, updated maps, or ancillary guidance documents being
added. (State law requires local governments to notify the public when a Comprehensive Plan is under
review or when changes are proposed or adopted. Part of the process includes noticing to DLCD
regarding these changes.)

Prior to these proposed amendments making their way to my agency’s PAPA notification, they have
been through Public Advisory Committees(PACs) or Technical Advisory Committees(TACs) and
possibly workshops with the Planning Commission and City Council so that they are aware of
upcoming recommendations coming from these projects.

Our PAPA notification requires the following:

1. Except under certain circumstances,' proposed amendments must be submitted to DLCD’s
Salem office at least 35 days before the first evidentiary hearing on the proposal.

2. A Notice of a Proposed Change must be submitted by a local government (city, county, or
metropolitan service district). DLCD will not accept a Notice of a Proposed Change submitted
by an individual or private firm or organization.
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3. Hard-copy submittals are permitted and require a separate process.
4. Electronic submittals are encouraged via DLCD’s PAPA Online process.
5. File format: detailed on our webpage.

6. Text: Submittal of a Notice of a Proposed Change for a comprehensive plan or land use
regulation text amendment must include the text of the amendment and any other information
necessary to advise DLCD of the effect of the proposal. “Text” means the specific language
proposed to be amended, added to, or deleted from the currently acknowledged plan or land use
regulation. A general description of the proposal is not adequate. The notice may be deemed
incomplete without this documentation.

7. Staff report: Attach any staff report on the proposed change or information that describes when
the staff report will be available and how a copy may be obtained.

8. Local hearing notice: Attach the notice or a draft of the notice required under ORS 197.763
regarding a quasi-judicial land use hearing, if applicable.

9. Maps: Submittal of a proposed map amendment must include a map of the affected area
showing existing and proposed plan and zone designations. Include text regarding background,
justification for the change, and the application if there was one accepted by the local
government. A map by itself is not a complete notice.

10. Goal exceptions: Submittal of proposed amendments that involve a goal exception must
include the proposed language of the exception.
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In response to your specific questions/requests:

e As detailed above, these materials are necessary for our PAPA team to post on our online
system. Materials are required to be submitted by the local government and sometimes come in
stages as they are prepared and available. The minimum requirements are detailed above. My
team here at DLCD cannot add materials provided by someone other than the local jurisdiction
to their PAPA.

e TSP documents submitted to our PAPA include the Volume I at this time, which meets the
minimum for our notification requirement. I anticipate the Volume II to be downloaded in the
prior to their first evidentiary hearing as well as their staff report. There are a number of
appendices that you mention on Boardman’s TSP webpage: Transportation System Plan |
Boardman OR. Look through the PAC meeting documents and you should find what you are
looking for. The city is the official record; we only have copies of what they have submitted.

o [ am not sure what exactly was requested in your public records request, but I did notice that
you refer to “UGB Amendment Package”....which is entirely different than a TSP. Currently,
Boardman has not completed their EOA or BLI to move forward with the appropriate
documents to request a UGB Amendment. I do anticipate that may come after the EOA/BLI
has been completed identifying a need for industrial land supply. But at this time, no
application has been started.

o I reviewed the maps that you attached to this email, and they appear to be from the Parks
Master Plan, and not the TSP. The Parks Master Plan is a completely different document, that
may be why you are seeing discrepancies from the TSP maps.

o The first evidentiary meeting is scheduled before the Planning Commission on October
16", The public hearing notice that was downloaded to our PAPA system states “Copies of the
staff report, and all relevant documents will be available on or before October 9, 2025. For
more information, contact Carla McLane, Planning Official, at (541) 481-9252 or by email at
mclanec@cityofboardman.com.” I anticipate that the staff report will be downloaded to our
system today. I would suggest that you reach out to Carla and ask for a copy. My agency has
been involved in the PAC and had access to review the supporting documents both submitted
online as well as on Boardman’s website. I plan to review the staff report and will work with
my agency transportation planners to see if the report warrants a comment from our agency.

e Your request: For these reasons, I respectfully ask that DLCD:

o Add this letter and my prior correspondence with the city to the official record for the
Boardman TSP/UGB amendment.

= Response: As stated earlier in my email, Boardman keeps the official
record. You should provide your comments and concerns to the Planning
Commission and/or City Council at their public hearings. We do not facilitate
public comments on local applications.

o Require the City to provide the full Volume Il appendices (D-J) and the unaltered
mapping record before any DLCD review proceeds.

= Response: Boardman keeps the official record. If you are unable to locate the

appendices of the TSP on their website, you should reach out to them to ask
them to identify where these documents are located.
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o Clarify whether DLCD has actually received a complete submittal, or whether the City
has provided only the policy document without its technical record while representing it
as final.

= Response: DLCD received the required documents for the PAPA submittal,
which allowed the notice to be posted to our website. I anticipate the staff report
and Appendices will be provided as detailed in their public notice. I will reach
out to their Planning Director to verify.

Thank you for reaching out and I agree that transparency is vital to trust. You should reach out to staff
to ask for the location of the documents. You also have public hearings where you can submit these
comments and concerns directly to Boardman. My PAPA system is not where public comments are
received for local decisions. I hope my explanations help answer your questions and help you to move
forward with comments to the city.

Take care,
Dawn

Dawn Marie Hert

Eastern Oregon Regional Representative | Community
Services Division

Pronouns: She/Her/Hers

-A Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development
v , Eastern Oregon University, One University Blvd, Badgely Hall,
Room 233A | LaGrande, OR 97850-2807

D L C D Cell: 503-956-8163 | Main: 503-373-0050

dawn.hert@dlcd.oregon.gov | www.oregon.gov/LCD

Regional Representative for the ten most eastern Counties and 59 Cities.
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From: Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, October 2, 2025 7:32 AM

To: HERT Dawn * DLCD <Dawn.Hert@dlcd.oregon.gov>; derrin@tallman.cx
Subject: Fwd: Public Records Request — Boardman TSP/UGB Amendment Package

Dear Dawn,

I am writing to request that the following concerns and documentation be added to the DLCD
record regarding the City of Boardman’s Transportation System Plan (TSP) and Urban Growth
Boundary (UGB) process.

| submitted a public records request to the City of Boardman seeking the supporting materials
referenced in the Draft TSP (dated September 10, 2025). In response, the City Clerk denied that
such records exist and told me that “all supporting calculations, inventories, spreadsheets, and
maps used to classify properties” could be found on the PAC Meeting 7/29/25 Economic
Opportunity Page, Appendix B — Buildable Lands Inventory.

However, the Draft TSP itself makes clear that it is presented in two volumes:

e Volume I -the policy document
¢ Volume Il (under separate cover) — containing the technical appendices, including:

Appendix D: Code Assessment

Appendix E: Methodology

Appendix F: Existing Conditions Inventory and Analysis
Appendix G: Future Conditions Analysis

Appendix H: Proposed Solutions

Appendix I: Implementing Ordinances

Appendix J: Public Outreach Summary

o O O O O O O

The plan repeatedly cites these appendices as the technical basis for its findings (traffic
forecasts, land classifications, project prioritization, etc.). If the appendices exist, the City is
withholding them. If they do not exist, then the Draft TSP is misleading the Planning
Commission, DLCD, and the public. Referring me to a PAC meeting packet is not the same as
producing the official, final appendices that the plan says were prepared “under separate
cover.”

In addition, the TSP maps and related exhibits show serious inconsistencies. For example:

e Inoneversion, the corridor east of the Dog Park is labeled as a “New RV Site.”

e |n earlier exhibits, the same corridor is shown as a BPA easement or trail connection to
Laurel Lane.

e« Later maps appear blurred or re-labeled, with no record of who changed them, when, or
why.
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These inconsistencies have not been explained in open meetings or in response to records
requests, despite requirements under ORS 192.610-192.690 (Oregon’s open meetings laws)
that materials considered in a legislative land use process be made available to the public.

The Planning Commission is scheduled to vote on this package on October 16, 2025, and |
understand that a draft has already been submitted to DLCD without these appendices or the
complete supporting record. That raises a serious procedural problem: DLCD cannot
meaningfully review or acknowledge the submittal without the very technical appendices and
mapping record the plan itself relies upon.

For these reasons, | respectfully ask that DLCD:

1. Add this letter and my prior correspondence with the City to the official record for the
Boardman TSP/UGB amendment.

2. Require the City to provide the full Volume Il appendices (D-J) and the unaltered mapping
record before any DLCD review proceeds.

3. Clarify whether DLCD has actually received a complete submittal, or whether the City
has provided only the policy document without its technical record while representing it
as final.

Please also note: | will be sending supporting exhibits and documentation in piecemeal form
because the files are too large to transmit all at once. Thank you for your understanding. | have
drone photos that are big.

Transparency is the backbone of government trust. Without the missing appendices and
consistent mapping record, the public cannot evaluate the City’s findings, and any approval
risks being procedurally defective. Those documents are needed and | am asking to see them.

Thank you for ensuring these concerns are documented and addressed in DLCD’s review.
Sincerely,

Jonathan Tallman

—————————— Forwarded message ---------

From: Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com>

Date: Thu, Oct 2, 2025 at 7:12 AM

Subject: Re: Public Records Request — Boardman TSP/UGB Amendment Package
To: Amanda Mickles <micklesa@cityofboardman.com>
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CC: Brandon Hammond <HammondB@cityofboardman.com>, Carla McLane
<mclanec@cityofboardman.com>, Derrin Tallman <derrin@tallman.cx>

Amanda,

Thank you for your response. However, there is a direct contradiction between your email and
the City’s own Draft Transportation System Plan (TSP) dated September 10, 2025.

The draft TSP itself states the plan is presented in two volumes, with Volume Il (Under Separate
Cover) containing the technical appendices (Code Assessment, Methodology, Existing
Conditions, Future Conditions, Proposed Solutions, Implementing Ordinances, Public Outreach
Summary) and it repeatedly cites those appendices for the technical basis of the plan . Given
that, | have the following questions that require clear answers before any hearing or vote:

1.

Does the City acknowledge that the draft TSP references a Volume Il with technical
appendices? If yes, where are those appendices? Were they prepared, and if so, why
were they not produced in response to my request?

If the appendices do not exist, why does the draft TSP represent that they do and cite
them as the basis for analyses (traffic volumes, operations, forecasts, project evaluation,
etc.)?

How does the City intend to proceed with DLCD under ORS 197.610-650 without
submitting the supporting methodology, inventories, analyses, proposed solutions,
implementing ordinances, and outreach record that the plan itself says exist?

Why are these foundational materials being withheld behind public-records denials when
they should be available under open meetings laws (ORS 192.610-192.690) as part of the
public process?

Mapping inconsistencies: City exhibits and plan graphics show the corridor east of the
Dog Park differently across versions—an identified “New RV Site” in one, versus a BPA
park block/easement corridor and trail connection in others; later versions appear
blurred or re-labeled with no explanation.

o Whatis the official, current depiction for this corridor (including the Laurel Lane
connection)?

o Who changed it, when, and where is the documented rationale and version
history?

o Please provide the underlying GIS layers and dated map files used to produce
these exhibits.

Buildable Lands/EOA materials: Your email directed me to an “Economic Opportunity”
page/Appendix B for the Buildable Lands Inventory. Please confirm the full, indexed list of
all supporting calculations, spreadsheets, and map layers used to classify parcels as
vacant/partially vacant/constrained, and produce those records.

These are not minor details; they go to the integrity of the record. The Planning Commission is
scheduled to vote on this package on October 16, 2025, and | understand that a draft has
already been submitted to DLCD without the very appendices and supporting documentation
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that the draft plan itself cites. If that is correct, it raises serious questions about the adequacy
and legality of the submission.

Before the Planning Commission is asked to vote, and before DLCD proceeds any further, the
public is entitled to review the complete basis for the TSP including the appendices the draft

references and the unaltered mapping record.

Please provide clarification on items (1)—(6) above and explain how the City intends to resolve
this conflict between what the TSP says and what has actually been submitted.

Respectfully,

Jonathan Tallman
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On Wed, Oct 1, 2025 at 4:39 PM Amanda Mickles <micklesa@cityofboardman.com> wrote:

Good afternoon, Jonathan,

| have received your request for records and have information to provide in response (in blue) to the
specific requested information.

2.

3.

. All staff reports, technical memoranda, and appendices included in or referenced by the City of

Boardman's Transportation System Plan/Urban Growth Boundary amendment packages (no
such document was submitted, the City submitted a Transportation System Plan) submitted
under ORS 197.610-197.650, including but not limited to Volume Il, Appendices D-J (the
Appendices package was not submitted) (Code Assessment (not submitted), Methodology (not
submitted), Existing Conditions Inventory and Analysis (not submitted, TSP Page PAC 1/29/25),
Future Conditions Analysis (not submitted, TSP Page PAC 1/29/25), Proposed Solutions (not
submitted, TSP Page PAC 5/13/25), Implementing Ordinances (no such document), Public
Outreach Summary (no such document)).

All supporting calculations, inventories, spreadsheets, and maps used to classify properties

as "vacant", "partially vacant", or "constrained" in the City's findings.

a. This can be found on the Economics Opportunity Page, PAC Meeting 7/29/25, Appendix B
Buildable Land Inventory

All correspondence, notices, or submissions sent by the City to the Department of Land
Conservation and Development (DLCD) related to this TSP/UGB amendment package, including
confirmation of the DLCD Notice/File Number assigned.

a. As stated earlier, no such document was submitted, the City submitted a Transportation
System Plan.

Amanda Mickles

City Clerk | City of Boardman

T
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From: Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, September 25, 2025 3:05 PM

To: Amanda Mickles <Amanda@cityofboardman.com>; Brandon Hammond
<HammondB@cityofboardman.com>; Carla McLane <mclanec@cityofboardman.com>; Amanda
Mickles <micklesa@cityofboardman.com>; derrin@tallman.cx <derrin@tallman.cx>

Subject: Public Records Request — Boardman TSP/UGB Amendment Package

Dear Amanda,

Please find attached my completed Public Records Request form pursuant to ORS 192.311-
192.478.

| am specifically requesting the full set of supporting documents submitted by the City of
Boardmanto DLCD as part of its Transportation System Plan / Urban Growth Boundary
amendment package under ORS 197.610-197.650. This includes staff reports, technical
memoranda, methodology documents, inventories, maps, and correspondence referenced in
the City’s submittal.

Because these materials are part of the official record for a pending legislative land use action,
and are required to be available for public inspection during review, | am also requesting a

waiver of any fees associated with this request.

Please confirm receipt of this request and let me know when the documents will be available. If
possible, | would appreciate electronic copies by email to ensure timely review.

Thank you for your assistance.
Sincerely,
Jonathan Tallman

706 Mt. Hood

jonathan@tallman.cx
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TALLMAN EMAIL #12

Carla McLane

From: Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, October 16, 2025 8:30 AM

To: Carla McLane

Cc: HERT Dawn * DLCD; Brandon Hammond; Amanda Mickles; Tamra Mabbott; Clint
Shoemake; derrin@tallman.cx; fletcher@cfsilage.com

Subject: Re: Public Records Request — Boardman TSP/UGB Amendment Package

Attachments: Boardman_Goal_Compliance_Report_WRAPPED.pdf

Subject: Request to Add Goal Compliance Report to City and County Records and Postpone Vote
Pending OWRD.

Date: October 16, 2025

Dear Brandon, Dawn, and Carla,

| am submitting the attached document, City of Boardman — Goal Compliance and Coordination
Summary, forinclusion in both the City of Boardman and Morrow County official records. This material
directly relates to the Transportation System Plan (TSP), Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) amendment, and
the Columbia River Heritage Trail corridor—all of which affect City and County jurisdiction.

Based on my review, 11 of the 12 applicable Oregon Statewide Planning Goals contain deficiencies or
incomplete findings. In particular, Goals 11 and 14—covering public facilities, water supply, and orderly
urbanization remain unverified because there is no documented coordination with the Oregon Water
Resources Department (OWRD) confirming municipal water-right capacity.

OWRD Coordination Request

Please provide the correspondence or coordination record between the City of Boardman and the
Oregon Water Resources Department verifying that adequate municipal water rights and capacity exist
to support the proposed Transportation System Plan and UGB amendment.

If this has not occurred, | respectfully request that OWRD’s North Central Region Watermaster be
formally consulted before any recommendation or adoption.

Citizen Involvement - Goal 1

Goal 1 requires that citizens have a meaningful opportunity to participate in all stages of the planning
process. Several essential materials—such as TSP Volume Il (technical appendices) and trail-related
documentation—have not been available for public review before hearings, and public testimony has
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been limited. These omissions create compliance concerns under ORS 197.763(5)—(6) and ORS

192.630(4). | respectfully request that the record remain open to allow full public participation and
agency review.

Summary of Statewide Planning Goals and Status

Goal Topic Status Summary

1 Citizen Involvement Public access incomplete; record must remain open
2 Land-Use Planning / Coordination No OWRD coordination record; DLCD review incomplete
5 Open Spaces & Natural Resources Trail alignmentinconsistencies unresolved

6 Air, Water & Land Resources Quality Pending OWRD/DEQ confirmation

9 Economic Development City’s land-supply data requires verification

10 Housing Transient workforce distorts vacancy data

11 Public Facilities & Services OWRD verification of water rights missing

12 Transportation TSP Volume Il appendices absent

13 Energy Conservation No efficiency analysis provided

14 Urbanization Depends on Goal 11 data — not met

16-19 Farm & Forest Lands No mitigation for lost farm deferral

Out of these twelve goals, only two show substantial support in the current record, while the remainder
are incomplete or deficient pending further agency coordination.

| am open to negotiating fair market value asking the same price other people have been paid for their
land for right of ways for the trail and the road to be built up to code. Carla said it could be done in 18
months from April 15,2025 let’s make that happen.

Requested Actions

1. Add this correspondence and the attached report to both the City’s and Morrow County’s official
records, given the shared jurisdiction over the TSP and Heritage Trail.

2. Postpone or continue tonight’s hearing and keep the record open until written confirmation from
OWRD is received.

3. Ensure future coordination between City, County, DLCD, and OWRD staff to resolve these issues
transparently and cooperatively.

My goal is to work together toward a fair, transparent, and coordinated resolution that protects all parties

from procedural or legal challenges while supporting sustainable growth for Boardman and Morrow
County.



Thank you for your attention and for ensuring that this correspondence and the attached report are
entered into both records.

Respectfully,
Jonathan Tallman
1stJohn 2:17 LLC
Boardman, Oregon

Attachment: Boardman_Goal_Compliance_Report_WRAPPED.pdf

On Wed, Oct 15, 2025 at 7:02 PM Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com> wrote:

Subject: Request to Continue Hearing and Keep
Record Open - Missed October 9 Deadline,
Pending LUBA Remand, Access Permit
Limitations, and BLI Acreage Analysis

Dear Carla,

Thank you for your reply and for confirming that the Transportation System Plan appendices were
posted today (10/15/2025 at 1:58 p.m. Pacific). Today is the first day | have been able to fully review and
process that information.

After comparing the newly released appendices with prior case materials, | have identified continuing
procedural and evidentiary deficiencies under ORS 197.763(2)(b) and (6)(c) that require either (a) a
continuance of the October 16 hearing, or (b) that the record remain open for at least seven (7) days
following the hearing to ensure due process and a complete evidentiary record.

1. Record Availability - Missed October 9 Posting Deadline

The City’s public hearing notice stated that all relevant materials would be available “on or before
October 9, 2025.” The appendices and technical data were posted after that date, depriving the public
of the required seven-day pre-hearing review window under ORS 197.763(2)(b) and Statewide Planning
Goal 1. A continuance is necessary to correct this procedural defect.

2. Unresolved LUBA Remand (2022-062)



In 1stJohn 2:17 LLC v. City of Boardman (2022-062), LUBA remanded for failure to adopt findings on (a)
the functional classification of the Laurel/ Yates (Loop Road) corridor and (b) required lateral
improvements under BDC 3.4.100. Those findings have not been re-adopted, yet the same corridor is
relied upon in the current TSP/BLI. Proceeding without curing the remand conflicts with ORS
197.625(2)(b) and Goal 1 due-process standards.

3. Access Permit and IAMP Limitation - Confirmation from
Morrow County

Morrow County Public Works (Eric Imes, 6/2/2025) confirmed development did not advance because
“the county never obtained an access permit. The IAMP does not allow for a commercial access where
our easement is—only farm/residential.” This conflicts with the TSP’s commercial/industrial circulation
assumptions. Until that restriction is resolved with ODOT and documented in the record, adoption
would lack substantial evidence under ORS 197.835(7).

4. Quantitative Analysis Needed - Buildable Land and Acreage
Comparison

These parcel-by-parcel calculations will establish how much developable employment land already
exists within the current UGB, eliminating any need to justify expansion at this time. Because the
analysis necessarily relies on Appendix E (Methodology) and the City’s parcel-acreage tables, the
evidentiary record must remain open long enough to submit the verified math, worksheets, and exhibits.
I will also submit date-stamped drone imagery documenting current on-the-ground conditions showing
that areas labeled “constrained” or “non-employment” are, in fact, open and serviceable. In addition,
because development capacity is tied to municipal water availability and any OWRD-administered
“water-for-water” exchanges, related OWRD materials should be included in the record before any
recommendation.

5. Procedural Requirement to Keep Record Open

Under ORS 197.763(6)(c), when new evidence is submitted, the hearing body must leave the record
open at least seven (7) days. After that, a seven-day rebuttal period under ORS 197.763(6)(d) applies
before any final vote. Failing to honor these periods would be procedural error subject to appeal.

6. Process Safeguard if the Record Is Not Left Open

To ensure the process is handled correctly and to avoid prejudice to any party:

e Primary request: Continue the October 16 hearing so all materials (including appendices) are
publicly available for at least seven (7) days before testimony.
¢ Alternative: If the Commission declines to continue, please confirm in writing that:
1. The evidentiary record will remain open for at least seven (7) days after the hearing under
ORS 197.763(6)(c) for additional evidence (including my drone imagery and BLI parcel
math); and



2. If the Commission elects to close the record to new evidence, it will still provide no less
than seven (7) days for final written argument under ORS 197.763(6)(e), with the City
specifying the exact date and time the evidentiary record closes and the argument period
begins and ends.

¢ Re-notice if needed: If significant materials are posted within seven (7) days of any decision date,
please re-notice to preserve due process and avoid prejudice to participants.

7. Water Rights / “Water-for-Water” Coordination (Goal 11;
OWRD Oversight)

Because TSP growth assumptions imply future service capacity, please include in the record any
coordination with the Oregon Water Resources Department (OWRD)—specifically the Water Rights
Division—regarding municipal water availability and any contemplated “water-for-water” exchanges or
transfers. In Oregon, exchanges and transfers are reviewed and administered by OWRD to ensure no
injury to other rights and to document the lawful source and quantity of water. For transparency:

o ldentify current certificated municipal water rights (annual AF), current use, and surplus/deficit
assumptions tied to the TSP.

o ldentify whether any exchanges or transfers are proposed, filed, or approved with OWRD to
support the growth scenario, and include related correspondence in the record.

This ensures consistency with Goal 11 (Public Facilities and Services) and prevents adoption based on
unverified capacity assumptions.

Given the missed October 9 posting deadline, the outstanding LUBA remand, the IAMP access
limitation, the pending acreage verification and imagery, and the need to document OWRD coordination
on water assumptions, | respectfully request that the Planning Commission continue the October 16
hearing.

If the Commission declines to continue, please confirm in writing that the record will remain open for at
least seven (7) days under ORS 197.763(6)(c); and if the evidentiary record is closed, that a seven-day
final-argument period will be provided under ORS 197.763(6)(e), with exact close/open timestamps
stated on the record.

Please ensure this correspondence is included in the official record and circulated to the Planning
Commission and City Council, together with the original, unaltered documentation | have submitted
(including the attached Eric Imes email and the LUBA Case No. 2022-062 materials). Also with the video
and time stamp of the April 15th PAC meeting mentioning Amazon is paying for an RV site. If any
redactions are made, please log them with the legal basis.

Respectfully,
Jonathan Tallman
Please note: Because these matters directly affect Morrow County’s trail corridor and County-owned

parcel 3211, please also include this correspondence and attachments in the County’s official record
for the Heritage Trail and TSP coordination process. Michaela Rimerez thank you and Clint Shoemake.
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On Wed, Oct 15, 2025 at 1:58 PM Carla McLane <mclanec@cityofboardman.com> wrote:

Mr. Tallman,

AU TSP draft appendices have been posted to the city’s website since last week and are still available
here. Information concerning the Parks Master Plan can be found here. All other requested documents
do not exist. Future requests for public records that do not utilize the city’s standard public request
form will be denied for failing to abide by the procedures set forth in city policy.

Cordially,

Carla McLane

From: Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, October 15, 2025 7:08 AM

To: HERT Dawn * DLCD <Dawn.Hert@dlcd.oregon.gov>; Carla McLane <mclanec@cityofboardman.com>; Brandon
Hammond <HammondB@cityofboardman.com>; Amanda Mickles <Amanda@cityofboardman.com>; Amanda Mickles
<micklesa@cityofboardman.com>; Tamra Mabbott <tmabbott@morrowcountyor.gov>; Clint Shoemake
<cshoemake@morrowcountyor.gov>

Cc: derrin@tallman.cx

Subject: Re: Public Records Request — Boardman TSP/UGB Amendment Package

Subject: Clarification and Record Update — BPA Easement, RV Site Mapping, Morrow County
trail Missing Documentation, and Incomplete TSP Appendices update 10/15/2025

Dear Carla & Tamra,
A couple of important items | want to address and have entered into the record:

The images | sent previously are not displaying correctly in the materials or packets, and several visual
references are missing or only partially shown. This includes the series of maps and exhibits illustrating
the BPA Easement East corridor and the area labeled as “New RV Site” in the City’s Parks and Master
Plan documents.

| also request that the attached images be included in full in the official record. They show the
progression of mapping—from the City’s plan where the RV site was clearly marked, to later versions
where the same area appears blurred out or replaced by a generic BPA trail alignment that does not
accurately represent the site’s full context.



For the record, this RV site location is my private property, and | have repeatedly submitted public-
records requests asking for the underlying documentation explaining why and when these changes
were made. To date, no explanatory notes, staff memoranda, or change logs have been provided. The
absence of this documentation raises procedural concerns and prevents the public from
understanding the basis for the City’s map revisions.

Additionally, during the April 15, 2025 Parks Master Plan PAC meeting (timestamp 1:52:51 - 1:53:04 on
the City’s official YouTube recording), it was stated on record that Amazon was potentially funding
development of an RV park, with the City indicating it could be completed within approximately 18
months. This further underscores the importance of transparency regarding how this area—my
property—has been referenced, modified, and represented in subsequent City planning materials
which also effects the county’s trail.

Itis also important to note that the October 16, 2025 Planning Commission packet references both TSP
Volume | and Volume Il (Technical Appendices). Specifically, the “Acknowledgements & TSP
Organization” section states that “Volume Il Technical Appendices (Under Separate Cover) includes
Appendix A through J—Methodology Memorandum, Existing Conditions Inventory and Analysis, Future
Conditions Analysis, Proposed Solutions, Implementing Ordinances, and Public Outreach Summary.”
However, the packet released for public review includes only Volume I; none of the technical
appendices are attached or made available for review before the October 16 hearing. Without these
appendices—particularly the Methodology Memorandum (Appendix E)—the public cannot verify the
assumptions, modeling, or data that support the plan.

Because these technical materials are missing, | am preparing to provide drone imagery and
supplemental analysis to demonstrate discrepancies between mapped data and on-the-ground
conditions. However, without the methodology and data appendices, | cannot “show my math” or
quantify how vacant and developable properties—including my own—are being undercounted or
misclassified in the City’s inventory. That methodological transparency is required for meaningful
review and for compliance with Statewide Planning Goals 1 (Public Involvement), 9 (Economic
Development), and 10 (Housing).

These inconsistencies, whether by omission or error, materially affect the accuracy of the public
record and the representation of my property within the City’s adopted plans. Transparency and
accuracy are essential, particularly in the context of public hearings and decisions that affect
landowner rights.

Please ensure that all the referenced images and this correspondence are added to the public record
for both the TSP and Parks Master Plan proceedings, and that they are included in the packet and
visibly presented before the October 16 Planning Commission vote and in the County’s records as well.

Finally, | want to reiterate that under ORS 192.630(4), public meetings must allow equal access and
participation, and Statewide Planning Goal 1 (OAR 660-015-0000(1)) requires meaningful public
involvement at all stages of the planning process. Omitting or altering key site information without
documentation—and withholding the full technical appendices—conflicts with both the letter and the
spirit of those requirements.

Thank you for your attention to this matter and for ensuring the complete and transparent inclusion of
these materials before the October 16 vote.



Respectfully,

Jonathan Tallman

Please note integrity is at stake. Will you stand up and do the right thing and show the truth?

On Tue, Oct 14, 2025 at 8:34 PM Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com> wrote:

Subject: Clarification Needed: TSP Volume Il, Staff Report, and OWRD Coordination for 10/16

Hi Carla,

Thanks for confirming my emails will be provided to the Planning Commission and included in the
record. Like you have said there is a lot to unpack since you are pushing so much through at once
unlike what is normally done. So | am glad you understand the complexities that need to be sorted

out.

To avoid procedural errors on 10/16/2025 could you please confirm the following by reply email and
provide direct links (not general webpages):

1.

TSP Volume Il (Appendices D-J)

Is the full Volume Il—Appendix D (Code Assessment), E (Methodology), F (Existing Conditions),
G (Future Conditions), H (Proposed Solutions), | (Implementing Ordinances), J (Public Outreach
Summary)—posted as final PDFs and accessible to the public? If so, please share the direct
URLs. PAC slide decks are not a substitute for the official technical appendices referenced
“under separate cover” in the draft.

Signed, dated staff report

Has the signed and dated staff report for the 10/16 Planning Commission hearing been posted?
If so, please provide the direct link.

OWRD coordination and water-capacity materials

Has the City coordinated with the Oregon Water Resources Department (OWRD) regarding
assumed water capacity, water-for-water exchanges, or related consumptive-use questions
tied to TSP growth assumptions? If any OWRD communications, memoranda, or analyses
exist, please post them and share the links so the public can review before the hearing.

4. Seven-day availability



The public notice states that all relevant materials would be available “on or before October 9.”
Please confirm that all of the above items were available by that date. If any were not, please
confirm the City will either continue the hearing or keep the record open for 7 days under ORS
197.763(6)(c) to preserve due process.

For clarity: | am not asking the City to create new records. | am requesting the specific existing
documents the draft TSP cites and relies upon. If these are already online, please provide the direct
URLs so | can review them priorto 10/16. Please make this email part of the record.

Thank you for your attention to these points and for ensuring the record is complete and accessible.
Respectfully,

Jonathan Tallman

Mr. Tallman,

Your multiple emails have been received and will be made available to the Planning Commission prior
to this Thursday’s (10/16) Planning Commission meeting, which will make them part of the decision
maker’s record. The materials for Thursday’s meeting have been posted on the City’s website since
last Thursday afternoon, as is standard practice at the City, and are available at this link. The meeting
packet for the October 13 Comprehensive Plan/Development Code PAC meeting has been posted
online since before the meeting, and is still available at this link. The EOA PAC meeting agenda will be
posted to the project page closer to the actual meeting date of 10/28.

We will continue to review your input, but if you are requesting a copy of a specific document that
hasn’t otherwise been posted to the respective committee’s website, then you will need to make a
formal public records request for that specific document using the City’s standard form,

available here. Please note that the City is not required to create new public records; it is only required
to make available records that are actually in the public body’s custody at the time the request is
made.

Cordially,
Carla McLane

Planning Official



On Tue, Oct 14, 2025 at 10:48 AM Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com> wrote:

Subject: Follow-Up — Public Advisory Committee Packet and Policy Transparency
Dear Carla and Brandon,
This is to glaring not to speak on and make it as comments.

During the October 13, 2025 Public Advisory Committee Meeting, City staff stated that “policy
making does not happen in a vacuum” and that all Comprehensive Plan updates are being rooted in
factual data and coordinated with other City plans (TSP, EOA, HPS, Parks Plan, etc.). Please see
attached time stamp that shows that below.

However, | have repeatedly requested access to the meeting packet, data, and technical materials
underlying those discussions and have not received any information. Without access to the same
factual basis that staff refer to, the public cannot meaningfully participate or verify that these plans
are aligned in good faith. Please see attached pdf file documenting that as well at the October 7th
city council meeting.

This lack of transparency effectively creates the very “vacuum” the City and its paid contracting
partners doing the work that says does not exist at the meeting | can’t speak at that doesn’t have
public comments in the agenda. Please provide the October 13 PAC #4 packet and supporting data,
and ensure that these materials are published in accordance with ORS 192.630(1) (meetings of
governing bodies to be open to the public) and ORS 192.640(2) (requiring public notice and materials
reasonably calculated to give notice of the matters to be considered).

| ask that this correspondence be made part of the official record for the Comprehensive Plan
Update. Once | receive the packet, | will review it and follow up with additional comments once |
receive the full packet. Please note legally under ORS 192.610-192.690, the October 13, 2025 Public
Advisory Committee meeting is an open meeting, and all materials reviewed or relied upon—such as
the meeting packet—must be made available to the public under ORS 192.630(1) and 192.640(2)
before any related action or recommendation proceeds to the Planning Commission for
consideration or vote.

Respectfully,

Jonathan

YouTube video of the meeting:

https://youtu.be/M5xq-1W2h-U?si=3922ndtqyViPpdXM
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On Tue, Oct 14, 2025 at 9:28 AM Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com> wrote:

Subject: Request for Public Advisory Committee Packet— Comprehensive Plan Update (October 13,
2025)

Dear Carla and Brandon,

I am requesting a copy of the Public Advisory Committee Meeting #4 packet for the Boardman
Comprehensive Plan Update held on October 13, 2025. | see that things are moving forward but
have not received any responses to my pastinquires.

The YouTube recording is posted, but the meeting packet and materials are not available on the
City’s website. | have previously requested to be kept informed on this topic and to receive related

materials but have not received any updates or documentation.

Please consider this a formal public records request under ORS 192.311-192.355 and ensure this
communication is made part of the official record for the Comprehensive Plan update process.

Once the packet is provided, | will review the contents and follow up with additional questions or
comments as needed once | receive the packet.

Thank you for your attention to this matter and for including this request in the official project file to
the record.

Respectfully,

Jonathan Tallman

https://youtu.be/M5xq-1W2h-U?si=pRzYdaFMau50adc3
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On Tue, Oct 14, 2025 at 5:10 AM Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com> wrote:

Subject: Request for Full Record — Missing TSP Volume Il (Methodology & Appendices) and OWRD
Coordination follow up

Dear Carla, Dawn, and Tamra,

I am writing regarding the City of Boardman Transportation System Plan (TSP) scheduled for public
hearing before the Planning Commission on October 16, 2025. The meeting packet currently
posted references a second document—Volume Il (Technical Appendices, Under Separate
Cover)—which includes:

e Appendix E - Methodology Memorandum

e Appendix F - Existing Conditions Inventory and Analysis
e Appendix G - Future Conditions Analysis

e Appendix H-Proposed Solutions

e Appendix | -Implementing Ordinances

e AppendixJ-Public Outreach Summary

These materials are essential to the City’s compliance with OAR 660-012 (Transportation Planning
Rule) and OAR 660-018 (Post-Acknowledgment Plan Amendments). However, the public link now
directs only to a simplified engagement webpage that does not include the methodology or
technical appendices referenced in the draft findings.

| respectfully request that the complete Volume I, including Appendix E (Methodology
Memorandum), be made available for public review before adoption. Under OAR 660-018-0020, all
supporting documents used to evaluate or justify a plan amendment must be accessible to the
public prior to a legislative hearing.

Additionally, please confirm whether the Oregon Water Resources Department (OWRD) has been
consulted as part of this TSP update. Transportation expansion and future urban-growth
assumptions directly affect water-for-water exchange requirements and consumptive-use
allocations under Division 509. If OWRD has provided any coordination, memoranda, or review
comments, please include them in the public record to ensure consistency with Goal 12
(Transportation) and Goal 5 (Water Resources).

For the record, | will be attending the October 16 Planning Commission meeting and would like the
opportunity to review the complete TSP record, including Volume Il, before the Commission makes
any recommendation for adoption. Transparency and full technical disclosure are essential for
meaningful public participation.

The link below now goes to a webpage but is still missing the above listed items and methodology.
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Thank you for confirming receipt of this letter and advising when the missing materials and any
OWRD coordination documents will be available while adding this email to the record and keep it
open for 7 days to clarify the record.

Sincerely,
Jonathan Tallman

Link:

https://zanassoc.mysocialpinpoint.com/boardman-transportation-system-plan

On Mon, Oct 13, 2025 at 4:55 AM Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com> wrote:
Dear Planning Commissioners and Ms. McLane,

After reviewing it in is entirety this weekend and spending time on this all day Sunday. Below is a
link that still does not open up for the information.

Please add this message to the official record for the October 16, 2025 Planning Commission
hearing on the Boardman Transportation System Plan (TSP). This is a supplement to my previously
submitted Request to Continue the hearing as a follow up of more information | have gleaned.

After reviewing the October 16 Planning Packet, | have identified additional procedural and
evidentiary deficiencies that independently warrant a continuance:

1. Public Access Failure (ORS 197.763(2)(b); Goal 1):

The City’s posted TSP portal has been inaccessible, while the public notice promised
materials “on or before October 9.” The public has not had the required 7-day access to
“all relevant materials and staff reports.”

2. Missing Technical Record — Volume Il “Under Separate Cover” (ORS 197.610-650; ORS
197.835(7)):

Volume Il (Appendices D-J, including Methodology, Existing/Future Conditions, Proposed
Solutions, Implementing Ordinances, Public Outreach Summary) is referenced but not
included in the packet or portal. The draft relies on these materials; proceeding without
them leaves the decision unsupported by substantial evidence.

3. No Signed/Dated Staff Report (ORS 197.763(4)(a)):
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10.

11.

12.

The packet lacks a signed, dated staff report presenting findings and analysis by the
responsible official. A placeholder is not a staff report.

No Transportation Financing Program (OAR 660-012-0040(4)):

There is no cost/funding plan (projects x probable funding sources x timing). Thisis a
required component of a compliant TSP.

Unclear/Missing Functional Classification Details:

Collector/arterial designations (e.g., Oregon Trail Blvd, Laurel Lane) are not accompanied
by a clear Functional Classification Map, termini, or cross-sections consistent with ODOT
criteria.

No Goal 5/ Environmental Constraints Integration (Goal 5; OAR 660-012-0045(2)(e)):

Proposed corridors (roadway/trail) intersect BPA easements and potential resource areas,
but no constraints mapping or mitigation analysis is provided.

Mapping Inconsistencies / Version Control (ORS 197.835(7)):

The corridor east of the Dog Park appears re-labeled/blurred across versions (e.g., “New RV
Site” vs. trail/BPA park block) with no version history, author, or rationale disclosed.

No Demonstrated Link to Current BLI/EOA (OAR 660-024):

Growth/land-need assumptions are used, yet no current BLI/EOA documentation is
included or incorporated. The City calendar shows PACs on Comp Plan/EQA after the PC
hearing (10/13; 10/28), indicating piecemealing and an incomplete record.

No DLCD/ODOT Technical Coordination Memos (Goal 12 Coordination):

The packet contains no agency review letters indicating state technical coordination prior
to the first evidentiary hearing.

No Draft Adopting Ordinance/Resolution Text (ORS 197.610(1)):

The packet lacks the exact adoption language (text/map exhibits) the Commission is being
asked to recommend.

Outdated/Uncoordinated Base Data (OAR 660-012-0045(2)(a)):

Tables reference older counts/forecasts without tying to the County’s coordinated
projections used for current BLI/EOA work.

Inter-Jurisdictional Coordination Is Unresolved (Goals 1 & 12):

The Morrow County Planning Commission tabled the Columbia River Heritage Trail item.
The City cannot claim regional coordination for a facility the County has not adopted.
15



Requested Actions (Reiterated and Expanded):
A. Continue the Oct 16 hearing until:
1. Thefullrecord (including Volume Il D-J) and a signed staff report are posted and publicly
accessible for at least 7 days; and

2. Morrow County acts on the Heritage Trail corridor (or the City removes/defers
uncoordinated elements).

B. Publish an Indexed Record:

Provide a document index listing all TSP materials (title, author, date, version, checksum/hash),
including:

e Volume Il Appendices D-J (final PDFs),

e Staffreport and any consultant technical memoranda,
o Dated GIS layers and every map/exhibit version, with who/when/what changed.

C. Provide Required Program Elements:
e Transportation financing program (costs x revenue sources x timing) per OAR 660-012-
0040(4).

¢ Functional classification map & cross-sections, consistent with ODOT criteria.
e Goal 5/resource constraints mapping and mitigation strategy for proposed corridors.

D. If the Commission Declines to Continue:

Please keep the record open for 7 days under ORS 197.763(6)(c) so | may submit additional
evidence, including date-stamped drone photos of existing conditions and a parcel comparison
memo (e.g., Good Shepherd, County Parcel 3211) demonstrating inconsistent treatment.

These defects collectively show that the public record is incomplete, Goal 1 access has not been

satisfied, and Goal 12 coordination is lacking. Proceeding on October 16 would create appealable
error; a continuance is the proper remedy.

Public Record Questions Requiring Response specifically:

1. OWRD Coordination and Permitting
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o Hasthe City of Boardman formally notified or coordinated with the Oregon Water
Resources Department (OWRD) regarding the TSP and UGB expansion?

o Whatis the City’s current certificated water right quantity (in acre-feet per year), and
how much of that right is presently in use?

o Has OWRD approved any pending transfer, modification, or “water-for-water”
exchange authorizing the City to expand municipal service to new development
areas shown in the TSP or Parks Plan?

o If not, under what authority is the City assuming future water capacity in this plan?

2. Water-for-Water Exchange Oversight

o Hasthe City documented where offsetting conservation or exchange credits will
come from to support new development allocations?

o Arethese credits verified through OWRD’s Water Rights Division or based on
consultant projections?

o Ifthe City intends to rely on Umatilla Electric Cooperative (UEC) or Amazon-funded
infrastructure, have those transfers been approved or filed with OWRD as required
under OAR 690-4107

3. Goal11 and Goal 5 Compliance

o How has the City demonstrated compliance with Statewide Planning Goal 11 (Public
Facilities and Services), which requires verification of water and wastewater
capacity prior to plan adoption?

o Hasthe City submitted a water availability analysis or adopted a coordinated
facilities plan reviewed by OWRD or DEQ?

o Ifnot, why is the Planning Commission proceeding with a TSP adoption that
depends on unverified municipal water capacity?

4. Transparency and Public Access

o Willthe City commit to publishing all communications, memoranda, and consultant
reports concerning water capacity and UWRD review before the October 16 hearing?

o Has any portion of this process been withheld under a Non-Disclosure Agreement
(NDA) involving Amazon, UEC, or a related party?

o Ifso, how can the public meaningfully comment on water, wastewater, or growth
assumptions that are being developed outside of the public record?

| am requesting that these specific questions be entered for the October 16 Planning
Commission hearing and that written responses from the City, the planning commission and
OWRD be provided prior to any recommendation or adoption vote.

Thank you for confirming by reply that this email has been entered into the record for the October
16 hearing.

Respectfully,
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Jonathan Tallman
Property Owner,
Boardman, Oregon

Link broken.
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On Sun, Oct 12, 2025 at 8:39 AM Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com> wrote:

Formal Request to Continue October 16 TSP
Hearing - Incomplete Public Access,
Uncoordinated County Elements, and Missing
Technical Record

To: City of Boardman Planning Commission
Attn: Carla McLane, Planning Official — mclanec@cityofboardman.com

Cc: Boardman City Council; Dawn Hert (DLCD) — Dawn.Hert@dlcd.oregon.gov; Morrow
County Planning Commission

From: Jonathan Tallman, Property Owner (1st John 2:17 LLC)

Date: October 12, 2025

Subject: Request to Continue 10/16/2025 Hearing on Draft Transportation System Plan (TSP)
Dear Planning Commissioners and Staff,

I respectfully request that the October 16, 2025 hearing on the Draft Transportation System
Plan (TSP) be continued. Multiple defects prevent lawful public review and required inter-
jurisdictional coordination.

1) Failure of Public Access (ORS 197.763(2)(b); Goal 1 - Citizen
Involvement)

o The City’s official TSP engagement portal
(https://zanassoc.mysocialpinpoint.com/boardman-transportation-system-plan) has
been inaccessible. The Planning Commission public notice states: “Copies of the
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staff report and all relevant documents will be available on or before October 9,
2025,” and directs the public to obtain the materials before the hearing. With the
portal down and key items missing, the City has not made the relevant materials
available at least 7 days prior as required by ORS 197.763(2)(b) and Goal 1.

2) Incomplete Technical Record (ORS 197.610-650; ORS
197.835(7))

e The TSP is expressly two volumes. The packet’s TSP Organization page states
“Volume Il Technical Appendices (Under Separate Cover)”, listing Appendix D (Code
Assessment), Appendix E (Methodology), Appendix F (Existing Conditions), Appendix
G (Future Conditions), Appendix H (Proposed Solutions), Appendix | (Implementing
Ordinances), Appendix J (Public Outreach Summary). These are the technical basis
for the TSP’s findings but are not attached in the packet and were not posted for
public access.

e The packet’s Preliminary Findings of Fact page also lists “ATTACHMENTS: e DRAFT
TSP Volume | e DRAFT TSP Volume II,” yet Volume Il is not provided in the packet
posted to the public. Proceeding without Volume Il leaves the decision unsupported
by substantial evidence under ORS 197.835(7).

3) Lack of Coordination with Morrow County (Goals 1 & 12)

e The Draft TSP and City Parks mapping rely on the Columbia River Heritage Trail
corridor extending into Morrow County/BPA easement. At the September 30, 2025
meeting, the Morrow County Planning Commission tabled discussion on that trail (no
adoption). Without County action, the City cannot show Goal 12 coordination or
consistency. Adoption now would be premature and uncoordinated.

4) Procedural Defect — Notice/Timeline vs. Record Availability

e The public notice promises the full materials “on or before October 9, 2025.” As of
October 10-12, Volume Il and other critical appendices remain unavailable; the City
portal is/was inaccessible. Proceeding on October 16 deprives affected landowners
of meaningful review/rebuttal, contrary to ORS 197.763(6)(a) (opportunity to present
and rebut evidence).
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5) Piecemealing / Inconsistent Sequencing (TPR & Goal 14
context)

City calendars show PACs still meeting after the Planning Commission date (Comp
Plan/Dev Code PAC 10/13; EOA PAC 10/28). Those BLI/EOA products inform TSP
priorities and any future UGB actions. Scheduling the TSP hearing before related
technical work is completed indicates piecemealing and supports that the record is
incomplete.

6) Conflicting/Withheld Mapping Record

Prior exhibits show inconsistent labeling of the corridor east of the Dog Park (e.g.,
“New RV Site” vs. BPA park/trail corridor; later blurred/re-labeled), with no version
history or GIS provenance disclosed. These inconsistencies must be cured by
producing the dated GIS layers, map versions, and who/when/why of edits.

7) DLCD Clarifications in the Record

DLCD (email from Dawn Hert, 10/9/2025) confirms DLCD’s PAPA site has Volume |
and that the City is the official record-keeper; DLCD expects appendices/staff report
to be provided by the City, and DLCD cannot upload materials from private parties.
This reinforces that the City must publish Volume Il and the full record before the
local hearing.

Legal Consequences if the Hearing Proceeds

If the City proceeds on October 16 without curing these defects, there will be grounds to
appeal to LUBA for:

Goal 1/ ORS 197.763 - Inadequate public involvement/access;

Goal 12 - Failure to coordinate with Morrow County on inter-jurisdictional facilities;
ORS 197.835(7) - Adoption unsupported by substantial evidence (missing Volume
II/methodology);

ORS 197.610-650 - Incomplete submittal/record deficiencies.

A LUBA remand would be likely and will delay acknowledgment.
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Requested Actions

1. Continue the October 16 hearing until:

o The TSP website and all documents (including Volume Il D-J) are fully
accessible to the public; and

o The Morrow County Planning Commission has taken action on the Heritage
Trail corridor (or the City removes uncoordinated references).

2. Publish the full technical record:

Volume Il Appendices D-J (final PDFs),

All referenced tech memos, staff reports, and TPAU/ODOT inputs,
Dated GIS layers and PDF exhibits with version history for all maps
(who/when/what changed).

3. Provide an indexed record list (document titles, dates, authors, checksum/hashes) to
prevent silent edits.

4. Keep the record open 7 days once the full record is posted (ORS 197.763(6)(c)).

5. If significant new materials are posted within 7 days of any re-scheduled hearing, re-
notice the hearing to preserve due process.

Reservation of Rights

If the Commission does not continue the matter, | formally request on the record that the
hearing body keep the record open for 7 days after the hearing under ORS 197.763(6)(c) so |
may submit additional evidence (including drone photos documenting existing undeveloped
conditions and a comparative memo addressing Good Shepherd, County parcel 3211, and
similarly situated parcels).

Conclusion

Until the full Volume Il and supporting record are publicly accessible and County
coordination is achieved (or uncoordinated elements removed), any recommendation or
adoption would be procedurally defective and contrary to Oregon’s statewide planning
goals. Please continue the hearing and acknowledge this objection in the record.
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Sincerely,

Jonathan Tallman

Property Owner, 1st John 2:17 LLC — Boardman, Oregon
Link to attachment it is to big to send over email.

https://mccmeetings.blob.core.usgovcloudapi.net/boardmanor-pubu/MEET-Packet-
1b3ae3757166455aba0a98d22317a64c.pdf

On Thu, Oct 9, 2025 at 3:29 PM HERT Dawn * DLCD <Dawn.Hert@dlcd.oregon.gov> wrote:
Hello Jonathan,

Thank you for reaching out and for your patience in my response. I have been on the road for work

An

and have some much needed few days at my home office to catch up on all my emails. &

Currently the City of Boardman has been working to update several of their master planning
documents: Transportation System Plan(TSP), Parks Master Plan(PMP), Economic Opportunities
Analysis(EOA), Buildable Lands Inventory(BLI, as well as Comprehensive Plan Updates possibly
through the Periodic Review process. Some of these projects have started, some have not. Some are
just now getting to the public hearings processes that my agency requires the Proposed Acknowledge
Plan Amendment(PAPA) notification due to the modifications to the local Comprehensive Plan,
whether it be recommended text amendments, updated maps, or ancillary guidance documents being
added. (State law requires local governments to notify the public when a Comprehensive Plan is under
review or when changes are proposed or adopted. Part of the process includes noticing to DLCD
regarding these changes.)

Prior to these proposed amendments making their way to my agency’s PAPA notification, they have
been through Public Advisory Committees(PACs) or Technical Advisory Committees(TACs) and
possibly workshops with the Planning Commission and City Council so that they are aware of
upcoming recommendations coming from these projects.

Our PAPA notification requires the following:

1. Except under certain circumstances,' proposed amendments must be submitted to DLCD’s
Salem office at least 35 days before the first evidentiary hearing on the proposal.

2. A Notice of a Proposed Change must be submitted by a local government (city, county, or
metropolitan service district). DLCD will not accept a Notice of a Proposed Change submitted
by an individual or private firm or organization.
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10.

3. Hard-copy submittals are permitted and require a separate process.
4. Electronic submittals are encouraged via DLCD’s PAPA Online process.
5. File format: detailed on our webpage.

Text: Submittal of a Notice of a Proposed Change for a comprehensive plan or land use
regulation text amendment must include the text of the amendment and any other information
necessary to advise DLCD of the effect of the proposal. “Text” means the specific language
proposed to be amended, added to, or deleted from the currently acknowledged plan or land
use regulation. A general description of the proposal is not adequate. The notice may be
deemed incomplete without this documentation.

Staff report: Attach any staff report on the proposed change or information that describes
when the staff report will be available and how a copy may be obtained.

. Local hearing notice: Attach the notice or a draft of the notice required under ORS 197.763

regarding a quasi-judicial land use hearing, if applicable.

Maps: Submittal of a proposed map amendment must include a map of the affected area
showing existing and proposed plan and zone designations. Include text regarding
background, justification for the change, and the application if there was one accepted by the
local government. A map by itself is not a complete notice.

Goal exceptions: Submittal of proposed amendments that involve a goal exception must
include the proposed language of the exception.
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In response to your specific questions/requests:

e As detailed above, these materials are necessary for our PAPA team to post on our online
system. Materials are required to be submitted by the local government and sometimes come
in stages as they are prepared and available. The minimum requirements are detailed
above. My team here at DLCD cannot add materials provided by someone other than the local
jurisdiction to their PAPA.

o TSP documents submitted to our PAPA include the Volume I at this time, which meets the
minimum for our notification requirement. I anticipate the Volume II to be downloaded in the
prior to their first evidentiary hearing as well as their staff report. There are a number of
appendices that you mention on Boardman’s TSP webpage: Transportation System Plan |
Boardman OR. Look through the PAC meeting documents and you should find what you are
looking for. The city is the official record; we only have copies of what they have
submitted.

o [ am not sure what exactly was requested in your public records request, but I did notice that
you refer to “UGB Amendment Package”....which is entirely different than a TSP. Currently,
Boardman has not completed their EOA or BLI to move forward with the appropriate
documents to request a UGB Amendment. I do anticipate that may come after the EOA/BLI
has been completed identifying a need for industrial land supply. But at this time, no
application has been started.

o I reviewed the maps that you attached to this email, and they appear to be from the Parks
Master Plan, and not the TSP. The Parks Master Plan is a completely different document, that
may be why you are seeing discrepancies from the TSP maps.

o The first evidentiary meeting is scheduled before the Planning Commission on October
16", The public hearing notice that was downloaded to our PAPA system states “Copies of
the staff report, and all relevant documents will be available on or before October 9, 2025. For
more information, contact Carla McLane, Planning Official, at (541) 481-9252 or by email at
mclanec@cityofboardman.com.” I anticipate that the staff report will be downloaded to our
system today. I would suggest that you reach out to Carla and ask for a copy. My agency has
been involved in the PAC and had access to review the supporting documents both submitted
online as well as on Boardman’s website. I plan to review the staff report and will work with
my agency transportation planners to see if the report warrants a comment from our agency.

e Your request: For these reasons, I respectfully ask that DLCD:

o Add this letter and my prior correspondence with the city to the official record for the
Boardman TSP/UGB amendment.

= Response: As stated earlier in my email, Boardman keeps the official
record. You should provide your comments and concerns to the Planning
Commission and/or City Council at their public hearings. We do not facilitate
public comments on local applications.

o Require the City to provide the full Volume Il appendices (D-J) and the unaltered
mapping record before any DLCD review proceeds.

= Response: Boardman keeps the official record. If you are unable to locate the
appendices of the TSP on their website, you should reach out to them to ask

them to identify where these documents are located.
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o Clarify whether DLCD has actually received a complete submittal, or whether the City
has provided only the policy document without its technical record while representing
it as final.

= Response: DLCD received the required documents for the PAPA submittal,
which allowed the notice to be posted to our website. I anticipate the staff
report and Appendices will be provided as detailed in their public notice. I will
reach out to their Planning Director to verify.

Thank you for reaching out and I agree that transparency is vital to trust. You should reach out to
staff to ask for the location of the documents. You also have public hearings where you can submit
these comments and concerns directly to Boardman. My PAPA system is not where public comments
are received for local decisions. I hope my explanations help answer your questions and help you to
move forward with comments to the city.

Take care,
Dawn

Dawn Marie Hert

Eastern Oregon Regional Representative | Community
Services Division

Pronouns: She/Her/Hers

-A Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development
v , Eastern Oregon University, One University Blvd, Badgely Hall,
Room 233A | LaGrande, OR 97850-2807

D L C D Cell: 503-956-8163 | Main: 503-373-0050

dawn.hert@dlcd.oregon.gov | www.oregon.gov/LCD

Regional Representative for the ten most eastern Counties and 59 Cities.
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From: Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, October 2, 2025 7:32 AM

To: HERT Dawn * DLCD <Dawn.Hert@dlcd.oregon.gov>; derrin@tallman.cx
Subject: Fwd: Public Records Request — Boardman TSP/UGB Amendment Package

Dear Dawn,

I am writing to request that the following concerns and documentation be added to the DLCD
record regarding the City of Boardman’s Transportation System Plan (TSP) and Urban Growth
Boundary (UGB) process.

| submitted a public records request to the City of Boardman seeking the supporting materials
referenced in the Draft TSP (dated September 10, 2025). In response, the City Clerk denied that
such records exist and told me that “all supporting calculations, inventories, spreadsheets,
and maps used to classify properties” could be found on the PAC Meeting 7/29/25 Economic
Opportunity Page, Appendix B — Buildable Lands Inventory.

However, the Draft TSP itself makes clear that it is presented in two volumes:

e Volume I -the policy document
¢ Volume Il (under separate cover) — containing the technical appendices, including:

Appendix D: Code Assessment

Appendix E: Methodology

Appendix F: Existing Conditions Inventory and Analysis
Appendix G: Future Conditions Analysis

Appendix H: Proposed Solutions

Appendix I: Implementing Ordinances

Appendix J: Public Outreach Summary

o O O O O O O

The plan repeatedly cites these appendices as the technical basis for its findings (traffic
forecasts, land classifications, project prioritization, etc.). If the appendices exist, the City is
withholding them. If they do not exist, then the Draft TSP is misleading the Planning
Commission, DLCD, and the public. Referring me to a PAC meeting packet is not the same as
producing the official, final appendices that the plan says were prepared “under separate
cover.”

In addition, the TSP maps and related exhibits show serious inconsistencies. For example:

e Inoneversion, the corridor east of the Dog Park is labeled as a “New RV Site.”

e |n earlier exhibits, the same corridor is shown as a BPA easement or trail connection to
Laurel Lane.

e Later maps appear blurred or re-labeled, with no record of who changed them, when, or
why.
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These inconsistencies have not been explained in open meetings or in response to records
requests, despite requirements under ORS 192.610-192.690 (Oregon’s open meetings laws)
that materials considered in a legislative land use process be made available to the public.

The Planning Commission is scheduled to vote on this package on October 16, 2025, and |
understand that a draft has already been submitted to DLCD without these appendices or the
complete supporting record. That raises a serious procedural problem: DLCD cannot
meaningfully review or acknowledge the submittal without the very technical appendices and
mapping record the plan itself relies upon.

For these reasons, | respectfully ask that DLCD:

1. Add this letter and my prior correspondence with the City to the official record for the
Boardman TSP/UGB amendment.

2. Require the City to provide the full Volume Il appendices (D-J) and the unaltered
mapping record before any DLCD review proceeds.

3. Clarify whether DLCD has actually received a complete submittal, or whether the City
has provided only the policy document without its technical record while representing it
as final.

Please also note: | will be sending supporting exhibits and documentation in piecemeal form
because the files are too large to transmit all at once. Thank you for your understanding. | have
drone photos that are big.

Transparency is the backbone of government trust. Without the missing appendices and
consistent mapping record, the public cannot evaluate the City’s findings, and any approval
risks being procedurally defective. Those documents are needed and | am asking to see them.

Thank you for ensuring these concerns are documented and addressed in DLCD’s review.
Sincerely,

Jonathan Tallman

—————————— Forwarded message ---------

From: Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com>

Date: Thu, Oct 2, 2025 at 7:12 AM

Subject: Re: Public Records Request — Boardman TSP/UGB Amendment Package
To: Amanda Mickles <micklesa@cityofboardman.com>
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CC: Brandon Hammond <HammondB@cityofboardman.com>, Carla McLane
<mclanec@cityofboardman.com>, Derrin Tallman <derrin@tallman.cx>

Amanda,

Thank you for your response. However, there is a direct contradiction between your email and
the City’s own Draft Transportation System Plan (TSP) dated September 10, 2025.

The draft TSP itself states the plan is presented in two volumes, with Volume Il (Under Separate
Cover) containing the technical appendices (Code Assessment, Methodology, Existing
Conditions, Future Conditions, Proposed Solutions, Implementing Ordinances, Public
Outreach Summary) and it repeatedly cites those appendices for the technical basis of the plan
. Given that, | have the following questions that require clear answers before any hearing or
vote:

1. Does the City acknowledge that the draft TSP references a Volume Il with technical
appendices? If yes, where are those appendices? Were they prepared, and if so, why
were they not produced in response to my request?

2. Ifthe appendices do not exist, why does the draft TSP represent that they do and cite
them as the basis for analyses (traffic volumes, operations, forecasts, project
evaluation, etc.) ?

3. How does the City intend to proceed with DLCD under ORS 197.610-650 without
submitting the supporting methodology, inventories, analyses, proposed solutions,
implementing ordinances, and outreach record that the plan itself says exist?

4. Why are these foundational materials being withheld behind public-records denials
when they should be available under open meetings laws (ORS 192.610-192.690) as part
of the public process?

5. Mappinginconsistencies: City exhibits and plan graphics show the corridor east of the
Dog Park differently across versions—an identified “New RV Site” in one, versus a BPA
park block/easement corridor and trail connection in others; later versions appear
blurred or re-labeled with no explanation.

o Whatis the official, current depiction for this corridor (including the Laurel Lane
connection)?

o Who changed it, when, and where is the documented rationale and version
history?

o Please provide the underlying GIS layers and dated map files used to produce
these exhibits.

6. Buildable Lands/EOA materials: Your email directed me to an “Economic Opportunity”
page/Appendix B for the Buildable Lands Inventory. Please confirm the full, indexed list
of all supporting calculations, spreadsheets, and map layers used to classify parcels as
vacant/partially vacant/constrained, and produce those records.

These are not minor details; they go to the integrity of the record. The Planning Commission is
scheduled to vote on this package on October 16, 2025, and | understand that a draft has
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already been submitted to DLCD without the very appendices and supporting documentation
that the draft plan itself cites. If that is correct, it raises serious questions about the adequacy
and legality of the submission.

Before the Planning Commission is asked to vote, and before DLCD proceeds any further, the
public is entitled to review the complete basis for the TSP including the appendices the draft
references and the unaltered mapping record.

Please provide clarification on items (1)—(6) above and explain how the City intends to resolve
this conflict between what the TSP says and what has actually been submitted.

Respectfully,

Jonathan Tallman
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On Wed, Oct 1, 2025 at 4:39 PM Amanda Mickles <micklesa@cityofboardman.com> wrote:

Good afternoon, Jonathan,

| have received your request for records and have information to provide in response (in blue) to the
specific requested information.

2.

3.

. All staff reports, technical memoranda, and appendices included in or referenced by the City of

Boardman's Transportation System Plan/Urban Growth Boundary amendment packages (no
such document was submitted, the City submitted a Transportation System Plan) submitted
under ORS 197.610-197.650, including but not limited to Volume Il, Appendices D-J (the
Appendices package was not submitted) (Code Assessment (not submitted), Methodology (not
submitted), Existing Conditions Inventory and Analysis (not submitted, TSP Page PAC 1/29/25),
Future Conditions Analysis (not submitted, TSP Page PAC 1/29/25), Proposed Solutions (not
submitted, TSP Page PAC 5/13/25), Implementing Ordinances (no such document), Public
Outreach Summary (no such document)).

All supporting calculations, inventories, spreadsheets, and maps used to classify properties
as "vacant", "partially vacant", or "constrained" in the City's findings.

a. This can be found on the Economics Opportunity Page, PAC Meeting 7/29/25, Appendix
B Buildable Land Inventory

All correspondence, notices, or submissions sent by the City to the Department of Land
Conservation and Development (DLCD) related to this TSP/UGB amendment package,
including confirmation of the DLCD Notice/File Number assigned.

a. As stated earlier, no such document was submitted, the City submitted a
Transportation System Plan.

Amanda Mickles

City Clerk | City of Boardman

o
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From: Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, September 25, 2025 3:05 PM

To: Amanda Mickles <Amanda@cityofboardman.com>; Brandon Hammond
<HammondB@cityofboardman.com>; Carla McLane <mclanec@cityofboardman.com>; Amanda
Mickles <micklesa@cityofboardman.com>; derrin@tallman.cx <derrin@tallman.cx>

Subject: Public Records Request — Boardman TSP/UGB Amendment Package

Dear Amanda,

Please find attached my completed Public Records Request form pursuant to ORS 192.311-
192.478.

| am specifically requesting the full set of supporting documents submitted by the City of
Boardmanto DLCD as part of its Transportation System Plan / Urban Growth Boundary
amendment package under ORS 197.610-197.650. This includes staff reports, technical
memoranda, methodology documents, inventories, maps, and correspondence referenced in
the City’s submittal.

Because these materials are part of the official record for a pending legislative land use action,
and are required to be available for public inspection during review, | am also requesting a

waiver of any fees associated with this request.

Please confirm receipt of this request and let me know when the documents will be available.
If possible, | would appreciate electronic copies by email to ensure timely review.

Thank you for your assistance.
Sincerely,
Jonathan Tallman

706 Mt. Hood

jonathan@tallman.cx
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TALLMAN EMAIL #13

Carla McLane

From: Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, October 16, 2025 8:46 PM

To: Carla McLane

Cc: HERT Dawn * DLCD; Brandon Hammond; Amanda Mickles; Tamra Mabbott;
derrin@tallman.cx

Subject: Re: Public Records Request — Boardman TSP/UGB Amendment Package

Dear Carla and Members of the Planning Commission,

I am submitting this written objection (as | did at the meeting and as my mother Cheryl Tallman did) for
the record regarding the October 16, 2025 Planning Commission hearing on the Transportation System
Plan (TSP).

As stated during my testimony, the supporting TSP materials — including the methodology and
appendices — were not made publicly available until October 15, one day before the hearing. Under
ORS 197.763(3)(a), all staff materials relied upon must be available to the public at least seven (7) days

before the first evidentiary hearing, which would have been October 9. Please see email chain below.

Proceeding with a vote “as amended” without meeting this statutory deadline constitutes a procedural
violation of ORS 197.763(3)(a) and Goal 2 (Land Use Planning). | am therefore formally requesting:

1. Thatthe record remain open for at least 21 days;
2. Thatthe City Council hearing be delayed until this error is corrected; and
3. That all materials relied upon by staff or consultants after October 9 be identified and entered
into the record with their release dates.
Please include this email in the official record for the October 16, 2025 hearing.

Sincerely,

Jonathan Tallman

On Thu, Oct 16, 2025 at 8:29 AM Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com> wrote:

Subject: Request to Add Goal Compliance Report to City and County Records and Postpone Vote
Pending OWRD.

Date: October 16, 2025

Dear Brandon, Dawn, and Carla,


Carla McLane 
TALLMAN EMAIL #13


| am submitting the attached document, City of Boardman — Goal Compliance and Coordination
Summary, forinclusion in both the City of Boardman and Morrow County official records. This material
directly relates to the Transportation System Plan (TSP), Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) amendment,
and the Columbia River Heritage Trail corridor—all of which affect City and County jurisdiction.

Based on my review, 11 of the 12 applicable Oregon Statewide Planning Goals contain deficiencies or
incomplete findings. In particular, Goals 11 and 14—covering public facilities, water supply, and orderly
urbanization remain unverified because there is no documented coordination with the Oregon Water
Resources Department (OWRD) confirming municipal water-right capacity.

OWRD Coordination Request

Please provide the correspondence or coordination record between the City of Boardman and the
Oregon Water Resources Department verifying that adequate municipal water rights and capacity exist
to support the proposed Transportation System Plan and UGB amendment.

If this has not occurred, | respectfully request that OWRD’s North Central Region Watermaster be
formally consulted before any recommendation or adoption.

Citizen Involvement - Goal 1

Goal 1 requires that citizens have a meaningful opportunity to participate in all stages of the planning
process. Several essential materials—such as TSP Volume Il (technical appendices) and trail-related
documentation—have not been available for public review before hearings, and public testimony has
been limited. These omissions create compliance concerns under ORS 197.763(5)—(6) and ORS
192.630(4). | respectfully request that the record remain open to allow full public participation and
agency review.

Summary of Statewide Planning Goals and Status

Goal Topic Status Summary

1 Citizen Involvement Public access incomplete; record must remain open

2 Land-Use Planning / Coordination  No OWRD coordination record; DLCD review incomplete
5 Open Spaces & Natural Resources Trail alignment inconsistencies unresolved

6 Air, Water & Land Resources Quality Pending OWRD/DEQ confirmation

9 Economic Development City’s land-supply data requires verification

10 Housing Transient workforce distorts vacancy data

11 Public Facilities & Services OWRD verification of water rights missing

12 Transportation TSP Volume Il appendices absent

13 Energy Conservation No efficiency analysis provided
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Goal Topic Status Summary
14 Urbanization Depends on Goal 11 data - not met
16-19 Farm & Forest Lands No mitigation for lost farm deferral

Out of these twelve goals, only two show substantial support in the current record, while the remainder
are incomplete or deficient pending further agency coordination.

| am open to negotiating fair market value asking the same price other people have been paid for their
land for right of ways for the trail and the road to be built up to code. Carla said it could be done in 18
months from April 15,2025 let’s make that happen.

Requested Actions
1. Add this correspondence and the attached report to both the City’s and Morrow County’s official
records, given the shared jurisdiction over the TSP and Heritage Trail.
2. Postpone or continue tonight’s hearing and keep the record open until written confirmation from
OWRD is received.

3. Ensure future coordination between City, County, DLCD, and OWRD staff to resolve these issues
transparently and cooperatively.

My goal is to work together toward a fair, transparent, and coordinated resolution that protects all
parties from procedural or legal challenges while supporting sustainable growth for Boardman and
Morrow County.

Thank you for your attention and for ensuring that this correspondence and the attached report are
entered into both records.

Respectfully,
Jonathan Tallman
1stJohn 2:17 LLC
Boardman, Oregon

Attachment: Boardman_Goal_Compliance_Report_WRAPPED.pdf

On Wed, Oct 15, 2025 at 7:02 PM Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com> wrote:




Subject: Request to Continue Hearing and Keep
Record Open - Missed October 9 Deadline,
Pending LUBA Remand, Access Permit
Limitations, and BLI Acreage Analysis

Dear Carla,

Thank you for your reply and for confirming that the Transportation System Plan appendices were
posted today (10/15/2025 at 1:58 p.m. Pacific). Today is the first day | have been able to fully review
and process that information.

After comparing the newly released appendices with prior case materials, | have identified continuing
procedural and evidentiary deficiencies under ORS 197.763(2)(b) and (6)(c) that require either (a) a
continuance of the October 16 hearing, or (b) that the record remain open for at least seven (7) days
following the hearing to ensure due process and a complete evidentiary record.

1. Record Availability - Missed October 9 Posting Deadline

The City’s public hearing notice stated that all relevant materials would be available “on or before
October 9, 2025.” The appendices and technical data were posted after that date, depriving the public
of the required seven-day pre-hearing review window under ORS 197.763(2)(b) and Statewide Planning
Goal 1. A continuance is necessary to correct this procedural defect.

2. Unresolved LUBA Remand (2022-062)

In 1stJohn 2:17 LLC v. City of Boardman (2022-062), LUBA remanded for failure to adopt findings on (a)
the functional classification of the Laurel/ Yates (Loop Road) corridor and (b) required lateral
improvements under BDC 3.4.100. Those findings have not been re-adopted, yet the same corridor is
relied upon in the current TSP/BLI. Proceeding without curing the remand conflicts with ORS
197.625(2)(b) and Goal 1 due-process standards.

3. Access Permit and IAMP Limitation - Confirmation from
Morrow County

Morrow County Public Works (Eric Imes, 6/2/2025) confirmed development did not advance because
“the county never obtained an access permit. The IAMP does not allow for a commercial access where
our easement is—only farm/residential.” This conflicts with the TSP’s commercial/industrial
circulation assumptions. Until that restriction is resolved with ODOT and documented in the record,
adoption would lack substantial evidence under ORS 197.835(7).



4. Quantitative Analysis Needed - Buildable Land and Acreage
Comparison

These parcel-by-parcel calculations will establish how much developable employment land already
exists within the current UGB, eliminating any need to justify expansion at this time. Because the
analysis necessarily relies on Appendix E (Methodology) and the City’s parcel-acreage tables, the
evidentiary record must remain open long enough to submit the verified math, worksheets, and
exhibits. | will also submit date-stamped drone imagery documenting current on-the-ground
conditions showing that areas labeled “constrained” or “non-employment” are, in fact, open and
serviceable. In addition, because development capacity is tied to municipal water availability and any
OWRD-administered “water-for-water” exchanges, related OWRD materials should be included in the
record before any recommendation.

5. Procedural Requirement to Keep Record Open

Under ORS 197.763(6)(c), when new evidence is submitted, the hearing body must leave the record
open at least seven (7) days. After that, a seven-day rebuttal period under ORS 197.763(6)(d) applies
before any final vote. Failing to honor these periods would be procedural error subject to appeal.

6. Process Safeguard if the Record Is Not Left Open

To ensure the process is handled correctly and to avoid prejudice to any party:

e Primary request: Continue the October 16 hearing so all materials (including appendices) are
publicly available for at least seven (7) days before testimony.
e Alternative: If the Commission declines to continue, please confirm in writing that:
1. The evidentiary record will remain open for at least seven (7) days after the hearing under
ORS 197.763(6)(c) for additional evidence (including my drone imagery and BLI parcel
math); and
2. Ifthe Commission elects to close the record to new evidence, it will still provide no less
than seven (7) days for final written argument under ORS 197.763(6)(e), with the City
specifying the exact date and time the evidentiary record closes and the argument period
begins and ends.
e Re-notice if needed: If significant materials are posted within seven (7) days of any decision date,
please re-notice to preserve due process and avoid prejudice to participants.

7. Water Rights / “Water-for-Water” Coordination (Goal 11;
OWRD Oversight)

Because TSP growth assumptions imply future service capacity, please include in the record any
coordination with the Oregon Water Resources Department (OWRD)—specifically the Water Rights
Division—regarding municipal water availability and any contemplated “water-for-water” exchanges or
transfers. In Oregon, exchanges and transfers are reviewed and administered by OWRD to ensure no
injury to other rights and to document the lawful source and quantity of water. For transparency:



o Identify current certificated municipal water rights (annual AF), current use, and surplus/deficit
assumptions tied to the TSP.

¢ I[dentify whether any exchanges or transfers are proposed, filed, or approved with OWRD to
support the growth scenario, and include related correspondence in the record.

This ensures consistency with Goal 11 (Public Facilities and Services) and prevents adoption based on
unverified capacity assumptions.

Given the missed October 9 posting deadline, the outstanding LUBA remand, the IAMP access
limitation, the pending acreage verification and imagery, and the need to document OWRD
coordination on water assumptions, | respectfully request that the Planning Commission continue the
October 16 hearing.

If the Commission declines to continue, please confirm in writing that the record will remain open for
at least seven (7) days under ORS 197.763(6)(c); and if the evidentiary record is closed, that a seven-
day final-argument period will be provided under ORS 197.763(6)(e), with exact close/open timestamps
stated on the record.

Please ensure this correspondence is included in the official record and circulated to the Planning
Commission and City Council, together with the original, unaltered documentation | have submitted
(including the attached Eric Imes email and the LUBA Case No. 2022-062 materials). Also with the
video and time stamp of the April 15th PAC meeting mentioning Amazon is paying for an RV site. If any
redactions are made, please log them with the legal basis.

Respectfully,
Jonathan Tallman
Please note: Because these matters directly affect Morrow County’s trail corridor and County-owned

parcel 3211, please also include this correspondence and attachments in the County’s official record
for the Heritage Trail and TSP coordination process. Michaela Rimerez thank you and Clint Shoemake.

On Wed, Oct 15, 2025 at 1:58 PM Carla McLane <mclanec@cityofboardman.com> wrote:

Mr. Tallman,

AlLL TSP draft appendices have been posted to the city’s website since last week and are still available
here. Information concerning the Parks Master Plan can be found here. All other requested
documents do not exist. Future requests for public records that do not utilize the city’s standard
public request form will be denied for failing to abide by the procedures set forth in city policy.

Cordially,



Carla McLane

From: Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, October 15, 2025 7:08 AM

To: HERT Dawn * DLCD <Dawn.Hert@dlcd.oregon.gov>; Carla McLane <mclanec@cityofboardman.com>; Brandon
Hammond <HammondB@cityofboardman.com>; Amanda Mickles <Amanda@cityofboardman.com>; Amanda
Mickles <micklesa@cityofboardman.com>; Tamra Mabbott <tmabbott@ morrowcountyor.gov>; Clint Shoemake
<cshoemake@morrowcountyor.gov>

Cc: derrin@tallman.cx

Subject: Re: Public Records Request — Boardman TSP/UGB Amendment Package

Subject: Clarification and Record Update — BPA Easement, RV Site Mapping, Morrow County
trail Missing Documentation, and Incomplete TSP Appendices update 10/15/2025

Dear Carla & Tamra,
A couple of important items | want to address and have entered into the record:

The images | sent previously are not displaying correctly in the materials or packets, and several visual
references are missing or only partially shown. This includes the series of maps and exhibits
illustrating the BPA Easement East corridor and the area labeled as “New RV Site” in the City’s Parks
and Master Plan documents.

| also request that the attached images be included in full in the official record. They show the
progression of mapping—from the City’s plan where the RV site was clearly marked, to later versions
where the same area appears blurred out or replaced by a generic BPA trail alignment that does not
accurately represent the site’s full context.

For the record, this RV site location is my private property, and | have repeatedly submitted public-
records requests asking for the underlying documentation explaining why and when these changes
were made. To date, no explanatory notes, staff memoranda, or change logs have been provided. The
absence of this documentation raises procedural concerns and prevents the public from
understanding the basis for the City’s map revisions.

Additionally, during the April 15, 2025 Parks Master Plan PAC meeting (timestamp 1:52:51 - 1:53:04 on
the City’s official YouTube recording), it was stated on record that Amazon was potentially funding
development of an RV park, with the City indicating it could be completed within approximately 18
months. This further underscores the importance of transparency regarding how this area—my
property—has been referenced, modified, and represented in subsequent City planning materials
which also effects the county’s trail.

Itis also important to note that the October 16, 2025 Planning Commission packet references both

TSP Volume | and Volume Il (Technical Appendices). Specifically, the “Acknowledgements & TSP

Organization” section states that “Volume Il Technical Appendices (Under Separate Cover) includes
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Appendix A through J—Methodology Memorandum, Existing Conditions Inventory and Analysis, Future
Conditions Analysis, Proposed Solutions, Implementing Ordinances, and Public Outreach Summary.”
However, the packet released for public review includes only Volume I; none of the technical
appendices are attached or made available for review before the October 16 hearing. Without these
appendices—particularly the Methodology Memorandum (Appendix E)—the public cannot verify the
assumptions, modeling, or data that support the plan.

Because these technical materials are missing, | am preparing to provide drone imagery and
supplemental analysis to demonstrate discrepancies between mapped data and on-the-ground
conditions. However, without the methodology and data appendices, | cannot “show my math” or
quantify how vacant and developable properties—including my own—are being undercounted or
misclassified in the City’s inventory. That methodological transparency is required for meaningful
review and for compliance with Statewide Planning Goals 1 (Public Involvement), 9 (Economic
Development), and 10 (Housing).

These inconsistencies, whether by omission or error, materially affect the accuracy of the public
record and the representation of my property within the City’s adopted plans. Transparency and
accuracy are essential, particularly in the context of public hearings and decisions that affect
landowner rights.

Please ensure that all the referenced images and this correspondence are added to the public record
for both the TSP and Parks Master Plan proceedings, and that they are included in the packet and
visibly presented before the October 16 Planning Commission vote and in the County’s records as
well.

Finally, | want to reiterate that under ORS 192.630(4), public meetings must allow equal access and
participation, and Statewide Planning Goal 1 (OAR 660-015-0000(1)) requires meaningful public
involvement at all stages of the planning process. Omitting or altering key site information without
documentation—and withholding the full technical appendices—conflicts with both the letter and the
spirit of those requirements.

Thank you for your attention to this matter and for ensuring the complete and transparent inclusion of
these materials before the October 16 vote.

Respectfully,
Jonathan Tallman

Please note integrity is at stake. Will you stand up and do the right thing and show the truth?

On Tue, Oct 14, 2025 at 8:34 PM Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com> wrote:



Subject: Clarification Needed: TSP Volume II, Staff Report, and OWRD Coordination for 10/16
Hi Carla,

Thanks for confirming my emails will be provided to the Planning Commission and included in the
record. Like you have said there is a lotto unpack since you are pushing so much through at once
unlike what is normally done. So | am glad you understand the complexities that need to be sorted
out.

To avoid procedural errors on 10/16/2025 could you please confirm the following by reply email and
provide direct links (not general webpages):

1. TSP Volume Il (Appendices D-J)

Is the full Volume II—Appendix D (Code Assessment), E (Methodology), F (Existing
Conditions), G (Future Conditions), H (Proposed Solutions), | (Implementing Ordinances), J
(Public Outreach Summary)—posted as final PDFs and accessible to the public? If so, please
share the direct URLs. PAC slide decks are not a substitute for the official technical
appendices referenced “under separate cover” in the draft.

2. Signed, dated staff report

Has the signhed and dated staff report for the 10/16 Planning Commission hearing been
posted? If so, please provide the direct link.

3. OWRD coordination and water-capacity materials

Has the City coordinated with the Oregon Water Resources Department (OWRD) regarding
assumed water capacity, water-for-water exchanges, or related consumptive-use questions
tied to TSP growth assumptions? If any OWRD communications, memoranda, or analyses
exist, please post them and share the links so the public can review before the hearing.

4. Seven-day availability
The public notice states that all relevant materials would be available “on or before October
9.” Please confirm that all of the above items were available by that date. If any were not,

please confirm the City will either continue the hearing or keep the record open for 7 days
under ORS 197.763(6)(c) to preserve due process.

For clarity: | am not asking the City to create new records. | am requesting the specific existing
documents the draft TSP cites and relies upon. If these are already online, please provide the direct
URLs so | can review them prior to 10/16. Please make this email part of the record.

Thank you for your attention to these points and for ensuring the record is complete and accessible.

Respectfully,



Jonathan Tallman

Mr. Tallman,

Your multiple emails have been received and will be made available to the Planning Commission
prior to this Thursday’s (10/16) Planning Commission meeting, which will make them part of the
decision maker’s record. The materials for Thursday’s meeting have been posted on the City’s
website since last Thursday afternoon, as is standard practice at the City, and are available at

this link. The meeting packet for the October 13 Comprehensive Plan/Development Code PAC
meeting has been posted online since before the meeting, and is still available at this link. The EOA
PAC meeting agenda will be posted to the project page closer to the actual meeting date of 10/28.

We will continue to review your input, but if you are requesting a copy of a specific document that
hasn’t otherwise been posted to the respective committee’s website, then you will need to make a
formal public records request for that specific document using the City’s standard form,

available here. Please note that the City is not required to create new public records; itis only
required to make available records that are actually in the public body’s custody at the time the
request is made.

Cordially,
Carla McLane

Planning Official

On Tue, Oct 14, 2025 at 10:48 AM Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com> wrote:

Subject: Follow-Up — Public Advisory Committee Packet and Policy Transparency
Dear Carla and Brandon,
This is to glaring not to speak on and make it as comments.

During the October 13, 2025 Public Advisory Committee Meeting, City staff stated that “policy
making does not happen in avacuum” and that all Comprehensive Plan updates are being rooted in
factual data and coordinated with other City plans (TSP, EOA, HPS, Parks Plan, etc.). Please see
attached time stamp that shows that below.
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However, | have repeatedly requested access to the meeting packet, data, and technical materials
underlying those discussions and have not received any information. Without access to the same
factual basis that staff refer to, the public cannot meaningfully participate or verify that these plans
are aligned in good faith. Please see attached pdf file documenting that as well at the October 7th
city council meeting.

This lack of transparency effectively creates the very “vacuum” the City and its paid contracting
partners doing the work that says does not exist at the meeting | can’t speak at that doesn’t have
public comments in the agenda. Please provide the October 13 PAC #4 packet and supporting data,
and ensure that these materials are published in accordance with ORS 192.630(1) (meetings of
governing bodies to be open to the public) and ORS 192.640(2) (requiring public notice and
materials reasonably calculated to give notice of the matters to be considered).

| ask that this correspondence be made part of the official record for the Comprehensive Plan
Update. Once | receive the packet, | will review it and follow up with additional comments once |
receive the full packet. Please note legally under ORS 192.610-192.690, the October 13, 2025
Public Advisory Committee meeting is an open meeting, and all materials reviewed or relied upon—
such as the meeting packet—must be made available to the public under ORS 192.630(1) and
192.640(2) before any related action or recommendation proceeds to the Planning Commission for
consideration or vote.

Respectfully,

Jonathan

YouTube video of the meeting:

https://youtu.be/M5xg-1W2h-U?si=3922ndtqyVtPpdXM

On Tue, Oct 14, 2025 at 9:28 AM Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com> wrote:

Subject: Request for Public Advisory Committee Packet — Comprehensive Plan Update (October
13, 2025)

Dear Carla and Brandon,

I am requesting a copy of the Public Advisory Committee Meeting #4 packet for the Boardman
Comprehensive Plan Update held on October 13, 2025. | see that things are moving forward but
have not received any responses to my pastinquires.

11



The YouTube recording is posted, but the meeting packet and materials are not available on the
City’s website. | have previously requested to be kept informed on this topic and to receive related
materials but have not received any updates or documentation.

Please consider this a formal public records request under ORS 192.311-192.355 and ensure this
communication is made part of the official record for the Comprehensive Plan update process.

Once the packet is provided, | will review the contents and follow up with additional questions or
comments as needed once | receive the packet.

Thank you for your attention to this matter and for including this request in the official project file to
the record.

Respectfully,

Jonathan Tallman

https://youtu.be/M5xg-1W2h-U?si=pRzYdaFMau50adc3

12






On Tue, Oct 14, 2025 at 5:10 AM Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com> wrote:

Subject: Request for Full Record — Missing TSP Volume Il (Methodology & Appendices) and OWRD
Coordination follow up

Dear Carla, Dawn, and Tamra,

I am writing regarding the City of Boardman Transportation System Plan (TSP) scheduled for public
hearing before the Planning Commission on October 16, 2025. The meeting packet currently
posted references a second document—Volume Il (Technical Appendices, Under Separate
Cover)—which includes:

e Appendix E - Methodology Memorandum

e Appendix F - Existing Conditions Inventory and Analysis
e Appendix G - Future Conditions Analysis

e Appendix H-Proposed Solutions

e Appendix | -Implementing Ordinances

e AppendixJ-Public Outreach Summary

These materials are essential to the City’s compliance with OAR 660-012 (Transportation Planning
Rule) and OAR 660-018 (Post-Acknowledgment Plan Amendments). However, the public link now
directs only to a simplified engagement webpage that does not include the methodology or
technical appendices referenced in the draft findings.

| respectfully request that the complete Volume I, including Appendix E (Methodology
Memorandum), be made available for public review before adoption. Under OAR 660-018-0020,
all supporting documents used to evaluate or justify a plan amendment must be accessible to the
public prior to a legislative hearing.

Additionally, please confirm whether the Oregon Water Resources Department (OWRD) has been
consulted as part of this TSP update. Transportation expansion and future urban-growth
assumptions directly affect water-for-water exchange requirements and consumptive-use
allocations under Division 509. If OWRD has provided any coordination, memoranda, or review
comments, please include them in the public record to ensure consistency with Goal 12
(Transportation) and Goal 5 (Water Resources).

For the record, | will be attending the October 16 Planning Commission meeting and would like the
opportunity to review the complete TSP record, including Volume Il, before the Commission
makes any recommendation for adoption. Transparency and full technical disclosure are
essential for meaningful public participation.
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The link below now goes to a webpage but is still missing the above listed items and
methodology.

Thank you for confirming receipt of this letter and advising when the missing materials and any
OWRD coordination documents will be available while adding this email to the record and keep it
open for 7 days to clarify the record.

Sincerely,

Jonathan Tallman

Link:

https://zanassoc.mysocialpinpoint.com/boardman-transportation-system-plan

On Mon, Oct 13, 2025 at 4:55 AM Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com> wrote:

Dear Planning Commissioners and Ms. McLane,

After reviewing it in is entirety this weekend and spending time on this all day Sunday. Below is a
link that still does not open up for the information.

Please add this message to the official record for the October 16, 2025 Planning Commission
hearing on the Boardman Transportation System Plan (TSP). This is a supplement to my
previously submitted Request to Continue the hearing as a follow up of more information | have
gleaned.

After reviewing the October 16 Planning Packet, | have identified additional procedural and
evidentiary deficiencies that independently warrant a continuance:

1. Public Access Failure (ORS 197.763(2)(b); Goal 1):

The City’s posted TSP portal has been inaccessible, while the public notice promised
materials “on or before October 9.” The public has not had the required 7-day access to
“all relevant materials and staff reports.”

2. Missing Technical Record — Volume Il “Under Separate Cover” (ORS 197.610-650; ORS
197.835(7)):

Volume Il (Appendices D-J, including Methodology, Existing/Future Conditions, Proposed
Solutions, Implementing Ordinances, Public Outreach Summary) is referenced but not
included in the packet or portal. The draft relies on these materials; proceeding without
them leaves the decision unsupported by substantial evidence.
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10.

11.

12.

No Signed/Dated Staff Report (ORS 197.763(4)(a)):

The packet lacks a signed, dated staff report presenting findings and analysis by the
responsible official. A placeholder is not a staff report.

No Transportation Financing Program (OAR 660-012-0040(4)):

There is no cost/funding plan (projects x probable funding sources x timing). Thisis a
required component of a compliant TSP.

Unclear/Missing Functional Classification Details:

Collector/arterial designations (e.g., Oregon Trail Blvd, Laurel Lane) are not accompanied
by a clear Functional Classification Map, termini, or cross-sections consistent with ODOT
criteria.

No Goal 5/ Environmental Constraints Integration (Goal 5; OAR 660-012-0045(2)(e)):

Proposed corridors (roadway/trail) intersect BPA easements and potential resource areas,
but no constraints mapping or mitigation analysis is provided.

Mapping Inconsistencies / Version Control (ORS 197.835(7)):

The corridor east of the Dog Park appears re-labeled/blurred across versions (e.g., “New
RV Site” vs. trail/BPA park block) with no version history, author, or rationale disclosed.

No Demonstrated Link to Current BLI/EOA (OAR 660-024):

Growth/land-need assumptions are used, yet no current BLI/EOA documentation is
included or incorporated. The City calendar shows PACs on Comp Plan/EQA after the PC
hearing (10/13; 10/28), indicating piecemealing and an incomplete record.

No DLCD/ODOT Technical Coordination Memos (Goal 12 Coordination):

The packet contains no agency review letters indicating state technical coordination prior
to the first evidentiary hearing.

No Draft Adopting Ordinance/Resolution Text (ORS 197.610(1)):

The packet lacks the exact adoption language (text/map exhibits) the Commission is being
asked to recommend.

Outdated/Uncoordinated Base Data (OAR 660-012-0045(2)(a)):

Tables reference older counts/forecasts without tying to the County’s coordinated
projections used for current BLI/EOA work.

Inter-Jurisdictional Coordination Is Unresolved (Goals 1 & 12):
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The Morrow County Planning Commission tabled the Columbia River Heritage Trail item.
The City cannot claim regional coordination for a facility the County has not adopted.

Requested Actions (Reiterated and Expanded):

A. Continue the Oct 16 hearing until:

1. The fullrecord (including Volume Il D-J) and a signed staff report are posted and publicly
accessible for at least 7 days; and

2. Morrow County acts on the Heritage Trail corridor (or the City removes/defers
uncoordinated elements).

B. Publish an Indexed Record:

Provide a document index listing all TSP materials (title, author, date, version, checksum/hash),
including:

e Volume Il Appendices D-J (final PDFs),

e Staffreport and any consultant technical memoranda,
o Dated GIS layers and every map/exhibit version, with who/when/what changed.

C. Provide Required Program Elements:

e Transportation financing program (costs x revenue sources x timing) per OAR 660-012-
0040(4).

e Functional classification map & cross-sections, consistent with ODOT criteria.

e Goal 5/resource constraints mapping and mitigation strategy for proposed corridors.

D. If the Commission Declines to Continue:

Please keep the record open for 7 days under ORS 197.763(6)(c) so | may submit additional
evidence, including date-stamped drone photos of existing conditions and a parcel comparison
memo (e.g., Good Shepherd, County Parcel 3211) demonstrating inconsistent treatment.

These defects collectively show that the public record is incomplete, Goal 1 access has not been

satisfied, and Goal 12 coordination is lacking. Proceeding on October 16 would create
appealable error; a continuance is the proper remedy.

Public Record Questions Requiring Response specifically:
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1. OWRD Coordination and Permitting

o Hasthe City of Boardman formally notified or coordinated with the Oregon Water
Resources Department (OWRD) regarding the TSP and UGB expansion?

o Whatis the City’s current certificated water right quantity (in acre-feet per year),
and how much of that right is presently in use?

o Has OWRD approved any pending transfer, modification, or “water-for-water”
exchange authorizing the City to expand municipal service to new development
areas shown in the TSP or Parks Plan?

o Ifnot, under what authority is the City assuming future water capacity in this plan?

2. Water-for-Water Exchange Oversight

o Hasthe City documented where offsetting conservation or exchange credits will
come from to support new development allocations?

o Arethese credits verified through OWRD’s Water Rights Division or based on
consultant projections?

o Ifthe City intends to rely on Umatilla Electric Cooperative (UEC) or Amazon-funded
infrastructure, have those transfers been approved or filed with OWRD as required
under OAR 690-4107?

3. Goal11 and Goal 5 Compliance

o How has the City demonstrated compliance with Statewide Planning Goal 11
(Public Facilities and Services), which requires verification of water and wastewater
capacity prior to plan adoption?

o Hasthe City submitted a water availability analysis or adopted a coordinated
facilities plan reviewed by OWRD or DEQ?

o Ifnot, why is the Planning Commission proceeding with a TSP adoption that
depends on unverified municipal water capacity?

4. Transparency and Public Access

o Willthe City commit to publishing all communications, memoranda, and
consultant reports concerning water capacity and UWRD review before the
October 16 hearing?

o Has any portion of this process been withheld under a Non-Disclosure Agreement
(NDA) involving Amazon, UEC, or a related party?

o If so, how can the public meaningfully comment on water, wastewater, or growth
assumptions that are being developed outside of the public record?

| am requesting that these specific questions be entered for the October 16 Planning
Commission hearing and that written responses from the City, the planning commission and
OWRD be provided prior to any recommendation or adoption vote.
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Thank you for confirming by reply that this email has been entered into the record for the October
16 hearing.

Respectfully,
Jonathan Tallman
Property Owner,
Boardman, Oregon

Link broken.
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On Sun, Oct 12, 2025 at 8:39 AM Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com> wrote:

Formal Request to Continue October 16 TSP
Hearing - Incomplete Public Access,
Uncoordinated County Elements, and Missing
Technical Record

To: City of Boardman Planning Commission
Attn: Carla McLane, Planning Official — mclanec@cityofboardman.com

Cc: Boardman City Council; Dawn Hert (DLCD) — Dawn.Hert@dlcd.oregon.gov; Morrow
County Planning Commission

From: Jonathan Tallman, Property Owner (1st John 2:17 LLC)
Date: October 12, 2025

Subject: Request to Continue 10/16/2025 Hearing on Draft Transportation System Plan
(TSP)

Dear Planning Commissioners and Staff,

I respectfully request that the October 16, 2025 hearing on the Draft Transportation System
Plan (TSP) be continued. Multiple defects prevent lawful public review and required inter-
jurisdictional coordination.

1) Failure of Public Access (ORS 197.763(2)(b); Goal 1 -
Citizen Involvement)
o The City’s official TSP engagement portal

(https://zanassoc.mysocialpinpoint.com/boardman-transportation-system-plan)
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has been inaccessible. The Planning Commission public notice states: “Copies of
the staff report and all relevant documents will be available on or before October 9,
2025,” and directs the public to obtain the materials before the hearing. With the
portal down and key items missing, the City has not made the relevant materials
available at least 7 days prior as required by ORS 197.763(2)(b) and Goal 1.

2) Incomplete Technical Record (ORS 197.610-650; ORS
197.835(7))

The TSP is expressly two volumes. The packet’s TSP Organization page states
“Volume Il Technical Appendices (Under Separate Cover)”, listing Appendix D (Code
Assessment), Appendix E (Methodology), Appendix F (Existing Conditions), Appendix
G (Future Conditions), Appendix H (Proposed Solutions), Appendix | (Implementing
Ordinances), Appendix J (Public Outreach Summary). These are the technical basis
for the TSP’s findings but are not attached in the packet and were not posted for
public access.

The packet’s Preliminary Findings of Fact page also lists “ATTACHMENTS: e DRAFT
TSP Volume | e DRAFT TSP Volume II,” yet Volume Il is not provided in the packet
posted to the public. Proceeding without Volume Il leaves the decision unsupported
by substantial evidence under ORS 197.835(7).

3) Lack of Coordination with Morrow County (Goals 1 & 12)

The Draft TSP and City Parks mapping rely on the Columbia River Heritage Trail
corridor extending into Morrow County/BPA easement. At the September 30, 2025
meeting, the Morrow County Planning Commission tabled discussion on that trail
(no adoption). Without County action, the City cannot show Goal 12 coordination or
consistency. Adoption now would be premature and uncoordinated.

4) Procedural Defect — Notice/Timeline vs. Record
Availability

The public notice promises the full materials “on or before October 9, 2025.” As of
October 10-12, Volume Il and other critical appendices remain unavailable; the City
portal is/was inaccessible. Proceeding on October 16 deprives affected landowners
of meaningful review/rebuttal, contrary to ORS 197.763(6)(a) (opportunity to present
and rebut evidence).
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5) Piecemealing / Inconsistent Sequencing (TPR & Goal 14
context)

City calendars show PACs still meeting after the Planning Commission date (Comp
Plan/Dev Code PAC 10/13; EOA PAC 10/28). Those BLI/EOA products inform TSP
priorities and any future UGB actions. Scheduling the TSP hearing before related
technical work is completed indicates piecemealing and supports that the record is
incomplete.

6) Conflicting/Withheld Mapping Record

Prior exhibits show inconsistent labeling of the corridor east of the Dog Park (e.g.,
“New RV Site” vs. BPA park/trail corridor; later blurred/re-labeled), with no version
history or GIS provenance disclosed. These inconsistencies must be cured by
producing the dated GIS layers, map versions, and who/when/why of edits.

7) DLCD Clarifications in the Record

DLCD (email from Dawn Hert, 10/9/2025) confirms DLCD’s PAPA site has Volume |
and that the City is the official record-keeper; DLCD expects appendices/staff report
to be provided by the City, and DLCD cannot upload materials from private parties.
This reinforces that the City must publish Volume Il and the full record before the
local hearing.

Legal Consequences if the Hearing Proceeds

If the City proceeds on October 16 without curing these defects, there will be grounds to
appeal to LUBA for:

Goal 1/ ORS 197.763 - Inadequate public involvement/access;

Goal 12 - Failure to coordinate with Morrow County on inter-jurisdictional facilities;
ORS 197.835(7) - Adoption unsupported by substantial evidence (missing Volume
II/methodology);

ORS 197.610-650 - Incomplete submittal/record deficiencies.

A LUBA remand would be likely and will delay acknowledgment.

23



Requested Actions

1. Continue the October 16 hearing until:

o The TSP website and all documents (including Volume Il D-J) are fully
accessible to the public; and

o The Morrow County Planning Commission has taken action on the Heritage
Trail corridor (or the City removes uncoordinated references).

2. Publish the full technical record:

o Volume ll Appendices D-J (final PDFs),

o Allreferenced tech memos, staff reports, and TPAU/ODOT inputs,

o Dated GIS layers and PDF exhibits with version history for all maps
(who/when/what changed).

3. Provide an indexed record list (document titles, dates, authors, checksum/hashes)
to prevent silent edits.

4. Keep the record open 7 days once the full record is posted (ORS 197.763(6)(c)).

5. If significant new materials are posted within 7 days of any re-scheduled hearing, re-
notice the hearing to preserve due process.

Reservation of Rights

If the Commission does not continue the matter, | formally request on the record that the
hearing body keep the record open for 7 days after the hearing under ORS 197.763(6)(c) so |
may submit additional evidence (including drone photos documenting existing
undeveloped conditions and a comparative memo addressing Good Shepherd, County
parcel 3211, and similarly situated parcels).

Conclusion

Until the full Volume Il and supporting record are publicly accessible and County
coordination is achieved (or uncoordinated elements removed), any recommendation or
adoption would be procedurally defective and contrary to Oregon’s statewide planning
goals. Please continue the hearing and acknowledge this objection in the record.
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Sincerely,

Jonathan Tallman

Property Owner, 1st John 2:17 LLC — Boardman, Oregon
Link to attachment it is to big to send over email.

https://mccmeetings.blob.core.usgovcloudapi.net/boardmanor-pubu/MEET-Packet-
1b3ae3757166455aba0a98d22317a64c.pdf

On Thu, Oct 9, 2025 at 3:29 PM HERT Dawn * DLCD <Dawn.Hert@dlcd.oregon.gov> wrote:
Hello Jonathan,

Thank you for reaching out and for your patience in my response. I have been on the road for work

An

and have some much needed few days at my home office to catch up on all my emails. &

Currently the City of Boardman has been working to update several of their master planning
documents: Transportation System Plan(TSP), Parks Master Plan(PMP), Economic Opportunities
Analysis(EOA), Buildable Lands Inventory(BLI, as well as Comprehensive Plan Updates possibly
through the Periodic Review process. Some of these projects have started, some have not. Some are
just now getting to the public hearings processes that my agency requires the Proposed Acknowledge
Plan Amendment(PAPA) notification due to the modifications to the local Comprehensive Plan,
whether it be recommended text amendments, updated maps, or ancillary guidance documents being
added. (State law requires local governments to notify the public when a Comprehensive Plan is
under review or when changes are proposed or adopted. Part of the process includes noticing to
DLCD regarding these changes.)

Prior to these proposed amendments making their way to my agency’s PAPA notification, they have
been through Public Advisory Committees(PACs) or Technical Advisory Committees(TACs) and
possibly workshops with the Planning Commission and City Council so that they are aware of
upcoming recommendations coming from these projects.

Our PAPA notification requires the following:

1. Except under certain circumstances,' proposed amendments must be submitted to DLCD’s
Salem office at least 35 days before the first evidentiary hearing on the proposal.

2. A Notice of a Proposed Change must be submitted by a local government (city, county, or
metropolitan service district). DLCD will not accept a Notice of a Proposed Change
submitted by an individual or private firm or organization.
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10.

3. Hard-copy submittals are permitted and require a separate process.
4. Electronic submittals are encouraged via DLCD’s PAPA Online process.
5. File format: detailed on our webpage.

Text: Submittal of a Notice of a Proposed Change for a comprehensive plan or land use
regulation text amendment must include the text of the amendment and any other information
necessary to advise DLCD of the effect of the proposal. “Text” means the specific language
proposed to be amended, added to, or deleted from the currently acknowledged plan or land
use regulation. A general description of the proposal is not adequate. The notice may be
deemed incomplete without this documentation.

Staff report: Attach any staff report on the proposed change or information that describes
when the staff report will be available and how a copy may be obtained.

Local hearing notice: Attach the notice or a draft of the notice required under ORS 197.763
regarding a quasi-judicial land use hearing, if applicable.

Maps: Submittal of a proposed map amendment must include a map of the affected area
showing existing and proposed plan and zone designations. Include text regarding
background, justification for the change, and the application if there was one accepted by the
local government. A map by itself is not a complete notice.

Goal exceptions: Submittal of proposed amendments that involve a goal exception must
include the proposed language of the exception.
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In response to your specific questions/requests:

e As detailed above, these materials are necessary for our PAPA team to post on our online
system. Materials are required to be submitted by the local government and sometimes come
in stages as they are prepared and available. The minimum requirements are detailed
above. My team here at DLCD cannot add materials provided by someone other than the
local jurisdiction to their PAPA.

e TSP documents submitted to our PAPA include the Volume I at this time, which meets the
minimum for our notification requirement. I anticipate the Volume II to be downloaded in
the prior to their first evidentiary hearing as well as their staff report. There are a number of
appendices that you mention on Boardman’s TSP webpage: Transportation System Plan |
Boardman OR. Look through the PAC meeting documents and you should find what you are
looking for. The city is the official record; we only have copies of what they have
submitted.

o [ am not sure what exactly was requested in your public records request, but I did notice that
you refer to “UGB Amendment Package”....which is entirely different than a TSP. Currently,
Boardman has not completed their EOA or BLI to move forward with the appropriate
documents to request a UGB Amendment. I do anticipate that may come after the EOA/BLI
has been completed identifying a need for industrial land supply. But at this time, no
application has been started.

o I reviewed the maps that you attached to this email, and they appear to be from the Parks
Master Plan, and not the TSP. The Parks Master Plan is a completely different document,
that may be why you are seeing discrepancies from the TSP maps.

o The first evidentiary meeting is scheduled before the Planning Commission on October
16", The public hearing notice that was downloaded to our PAPA system states “Copies of
the staff report, and all relevant documents will be available on or before October 9, 2025.
For more information, contact Carla McLane, Planning Official, at (541) 481-9252 or by
email at mclanec(@cityofboardman.com.” I anticipate that the staff report will be
downloaded to our system today. I would suggest that you reach out to Carla and ask for a
copy. My agency has been involved in the PAC and had access to review the supporting
documents both submitted online as well as on Boardman’s website. I plan to review the
staff report and will work with my agency transportation planners to see if the report warrants
a comment from our agency.

e Your request: For these reasons, I respectfully ask that DLCD:

o Add this letter and my prior correspondence with the city to the official record for the
Boardman TSP/UGB amendment.

= Response: As stated earlier in my email, Boardman keeps the official
record. You should provide your comments and concerns to the Planning
Commission and/or City Council at their public hearings. We do not facilitate
public comments on local applications.

o Require the City to provide the full Volume II appendices (D-J) and the unaltered
mapping record before any DLCD review proceeds.

= Response: Boardman keeps the official record. If you are unable to locate the
appendices of the TSP on their website, you should reach out to them to ask
them to identify where these documents are located.
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o Clarify whether DLCD has actually received a complete submittal, or whether the
City has provided only the policy document without its technical record while
representing it as final.

= Response: DLCD received the required documents for the PAPA submittal,
which allowed the notice to be posted to our website. I anticipate the staff
report and Appendices will be provided as detailed in their public notice. I
will reach out to their Planning Director to verify.

Thank you for reaching out and I agree that transparency is vital to trust. You should reach out to
staff to ask for the location of the documents. You also have public hearings where you can submit
these comments and concerns directly to Boardman. My PAPA system is not where public
comments are received for local decisions. I hope my explanations help answer your questions and
help you to move forward with comments to the city.

Take care,
Dawn

Dawn Marie Hert

Eastern Oregon Regional Representative | Community
Services Division

Pronouns: She/Her/Hers

-A Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development
v , Eastern Oregon University, One University Blvd, Badgely Hall,
Room 233A | LaGrande, OR 97850-2807

D L C D Cell: 503-956-8163 | Main: 503-373-0050

dawn.hert@dlcd.oregon.gov | www.oregon.gov/LCD

Regional Representative for the ten most eastern Counties and 59 Cities.
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From: Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, October 2, 2025 7:32 AM

To: HERT Dawn * DLCD <Dawn.Hert@dlcd.oregon.gov>; derrin@tallman.cx
Subject: Fwd: Public Records Request — Boardman TSP/UGB Amendment Package

Dear Dawn,

I am writing to request that the following concerns and documentation be added to the DLCD
record regarding the City of Boardman’s Transportation System Plan (TSP) and Urban Growth
Boundary (UGB) process.

| submitted a public records request to the City of Boardman seeking the supporting materials
referenced in the Draft TSP (dated September 10, 2025). In response, the City Clerk denied
that such records exist and told me that “all supporting calculations, inventories,
spreadsheets, and maps used to classify properties” could be found on the PAC Meeting
7/29/25 Economic Opportunity Page, Appendix B — Buildable Lands Inventory.

However, the Draft TSP itself makes clear that it is presented in two volumes:

e Volume I -the policy document
¢ Volume Il (under separate cover) — containing the technical appendices, including:

Appendix D: Code Assessment

Appendix E: Methodology

Appendix F: Existing Conditions Inventory and Analysis
Appendix G: Future Conditions Analysis

Appendix H: Proposed Solutions

Appendix I: Implementing Ordinances

Appendix J: Public Outreach Summary

o O O O O O O

The plan repeatedly cites these appendices as the technical basis for its findings (traffic
forecasts, land classifications, project prioritization, etc.). If the appendices exist, the City is
withholding them. If they do not exist, then the Draft TSP is misleading the Planning
Commission, DLCD, and the public. Referring me to a PAC meeting packet is not the same as
producing the official, final appendices that the plan says were prepared “under separate
cover.”

In addition, the TSP maps and related exhibits show serious inconsistencies. For example:

e Inoneversion, the corridor east of the Dog Park is labeled as a “New RV Site.”

e |n earlier exhibits, the same corridor is shown as a BPA easement or trail connection to
Laurel Lane.

e Later maps appear blurred or re-labeled, with no record of who changed them, when, or
why.
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These inconsistencies have not been explained in open meetings or in response to records
requests, despite requirements under ORS 192.610-192.690 (Oregon’s open meetings laws)
that materials considered in a legislative land use process be made available to the public.

The Planning Commission is scheduled to vote on this package on October 16, 2025, and |
understand that a draft has already been submitted to DLCD without these appendices or the
complete supporting record. That raises a serious procedural problem: DLCD cannot
meaningfully review or acknowledge the submittal without the very technical appendices and
mapping record the plan itself relies upon.

For these reasons, | respectfully ask that DLCD:

1. Add this letter and my prior correspondence with the City to the official record for the
Boardman TSP/UGB amendment.

2. Require the City to provide the full Volume Il appendices (D-J) and the unaltered
mapping record before any DLCD review proceeds.

3. Clarify whether DLCD has actually received a complete submittal, or whether the City
has provided only the policy document without its technical record while representing it
as final.

Please also note: | will be sending supporting exhibits and documentation in piecemeal form
because the files are too large to transmit all at once. Thank you for your understanding. | have
drone photos that are big.

Transparency is the backbone of government trust. Without the missing appendices and
consistent mapping record, the public cannot evaluate the City’s findings, and any approval
risks being procedurally defective. Those documents are needed and | am asking to see them.

Thank you for ensuring these concerns are documented and addressed in DLCD’s review.
Sincerely,

Jonathan Tallman

—————————— Forwarded message ---------

From: Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com>

Date: Thu, Oct 2, 2025 at 7:12 AM

Subject: Re: Public Records Request — Boardman TSP/UGB Amendment Package
To: Amanda Mickles <micklesa@cityofboardman.com>
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CC: Brandon Hammond <HammondB@cityofboardman.com>, Carla McLane
<mclanec@cityofboardman.com>, Derrin Tallman <derrin@tallman.cx>

Amanda,

Thank you for your response. However, there is a direct contradiction between your email and
the City’s own Draft Transportation System Plan (TSP) dated September 10, 2025.

The draft TSP itself states the plan is presented in two volumes, with Volume Il (Under
Separate Cover) containing the technical appendices (Code Assessment, Methodology,
Existing Conditions, Future Conditions, Proposed Solutions, Implementing Ordinances, Public
Outreach Summary) and it repeatedly cites those appendices for the technical basis of the
plan . Given that, | have the following questions that require clear answers before any hearing
or vote:

1. Does the City acknowledge that the draft TSP references a Volume Il with technical
appendices? If yes, where are those appendices? Were they prepared, and if so, why
were they not produced in response to my request?

2. Ifthe appendices do not exist, why does the draft TSP represent that they do and cite
them as the basis for analyses (traffic volumes, operations, forecasts, project
evaluation, etc.) ?

3. How does the City intend to proceed with DLCD under ORS 197.610-650 without
submitting the supporting methodology, inventories, analyses, proposed solutions,
implementing ordinances, and outreach record that the plan itself says exist?

4. Why are these foundational materials being withheld behind public-records denials
when they should be available under open meetings laws (ORS 192.610-192.690) as
part of the public process?

5. Mappinginconsistencies: City exhibits and plan graphics show the corridor east of the
Dog Park differently across versions—an identified “New RV Site” in one, versus a BPA
park block/easement corridor and trail connection in others; later versions appear
blurred or re-labeled with no explanation.

o Whatis the official, current depiction for this corridor (including the Laurel Lane
connection)?

o Who changed it, when, and where is the documented rationale and version
history?

o Please provide the underlying GIS layers and dated map files used to produce
these exhibits.

6. Buildable Lands/EOA materials: Your email directed me to an “Economic Opportunity”
page/Appendix B for the Buildable Lands Inventory. Please confirm the full, indexed list
of all supporting calculations, spreadsheets, and map layers used to classify parcels as
vacant/partially vacant/constrained, and produce those records.

These are not minor details; they go to the integrity of the record. The Planning Commission is
scheduled to vote on this package on October 16, 2025, and | understand that a draft has
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already been submitted to DLCD without the very appendices and supporting documentation
that the draft plan itself cites. If that is correct, it raises serious questions about the adequacy
and legality of the submission.

Before the Planning Commission is asked to vote, and before DLCD proceeds any further, the
public is entitled to review the complete basis for the TSP including the appendices the draft
references and the unaltered mapping record.

Please provide clarification on items (1)—(6) above and explain how the City intends to resolve
this conflict between what the TSP says and what has actually been submitted.

Respectfully,

Jonathan Tallman
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Mon, Oct 13 2025, 3
Add to your calendar =~

Back to Calendar




On Wed, Oct 1, 2025 at 4:39 PM Amanda Mickles <micklesa@cityofboardman.com> wrote:

Good afternoon, Jonathan,

| have received your request for records and have information to provide in response (in blue) to the
specific requested information.

1. All staff reports, technical memoranda, and appendices included in or referenced by the City
of Boardman's Transportation System Plan/Urban Growth Boundary amendment packages (no
such document was submitted, the City submitted a Transportation System Plan) submitted
under ORS 197.610-197.650, including but not limited to Volume Il, Appendices D-J (the
Appendices package was not submitted) (Code Assessment (not submitted), Methodology
(not submitted), Existing Conditions Inventory and Analysis (not submitted, TSP Page PAC
1/29/25), Future Conditions Analysis (not submitted, TSP Page PAC 1/29/25), Proposed
Solutions (not submitted, TSP Page PAC 5/13/25), Implementing Ordinances (no such
document), Public Outreach Summary (no such document)).

2. All supporting calculations, inventories, spreadsheets, and maps used to classify
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TALLMAN EMAIL #14

Carla McLane

From: Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, October 17, 2025 3:29 AM

To: Carla McLane

Cc: HERT Dawn * DLCD; Brandon Hammond; Amanda Mickles; Tamra Mabbott;
derrin@tallman.cx

Subject: Re: Public Records Request — Boardman TSP/UGB Amendment Package

Carla,

This is an addendum to my October 12-16 submittals.
1) Record status for City Council:

Because the Planning Commission only made a recommendation on 10/16 (no final decision), please
confirm in writing that the evidentiary record remains open for the City Council hearing under ORS
197.763(6) and Goal 1. If the City intends to treat the record as closed before Council adoption, please
identify (a) the person making that decision, (b) the date/time of closure, and (c) the specific legal
authority relied upon.

2) Proffer of exhibits:

I am submitting additional evidence (drone imagery; BPA/Heritage Trail and “New RV Site” mapping set;
Imes access-permit email; April 15 PAC video timestamp and notes; OWRD coordination requests). If
staff declines to accept any item, please log it as “Proffered Exhibit” and note the refusal in the record
index with date/time.

3) Council hearing logistics:

Please confirm the Council hearing date/time, and the exact open-record period(s) the Council will
provide:

o atleast 7 days for additional evidence (ORS 197.763(6)(c));
o followed by 7 days for rebuttal (ORS 197.763(6)(d)); and, if the evidentiary record is closed, 7 days
for final written argument (ORS 197.763(6)(e)).

If any new staff/consultant material is posted within 7 days of the hearing, please re-notice to
preserve due process.

For transparency, please ensure this email and all attached exhibits are added to the administrative
record and forwarded to the City Council.

Respectfully,

Jonathan Tallman


Carla McLane 
TALLMAN EMAIL #14


On Thu, Oct 16, 2025 at 8:46 PM Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com> wrote:
Dear Carla and Members of the Planning Commission,

| am submitting this written objection (as | did at the meeting and as my mother Cheryl Tallman did)
for the record regarding the October 16, 2025 Planning Commission hearing on the Transportation
System Plan (TSP).

As stated during my testimony, the supporting TSP materials — including the methodology and
appendices — were not made publicly available until October 15, one day before the hearing. Under
ORS 197.763(3)(a), all staff materials relied upon must be available to the public at least seven (7)
days before the first evidentiary hearing, which would have been October 9. Please see email chain
below.

Proceeding with a vote “as amended” without meeting this statutory deadline constitutes a
procedural violation of ORS 197.763(3)(a) and Goal 2 (Land Use Planning). | am therefore formally
requesting:

1. Thatthe record remain open for at least 21 days;

2. Thatthe City Council hearing be delayed until this error is corrected; and

3. That all materials relied upon by staff or consultants after October 9 be identified and entered

into the record with their release dates.

Please include this email in the official record for the October 16, 2025 hearing.

Sincerely,

Jonathan Tallman

On Thu, Oct 16, 2025 at 8:29 AM Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com> wrote:

Subject: Request to Add Goal Compliance Report to City and County Records and Postpone Vote
Pending OWRD.

Date: October 16, 2025

Dear Brandon, Dawn, and Carla,

| am submitting the attached document, City of Boardman — Goal Compliance and Coordination
Summary, forinclusion in both the City of Boardman and Morrow County official records. This material
directly relates to the Transportation System Plan (TSP), Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) amendment,
and the Columbia River Heritage Trail corridor—all of which affect City and County jurisdiction.



Based on my review, 11 of the 12 applicable Oregon Statewide Planning Goals contain deficiencies or
incomplete findings. In particular, Goals 11 and 14—covering public facilities, water supply, and
orderly urbanization remain unverified because there is no documented coordination with the Oregon
Water Resources Department (OWRD) confirming municipal water-right capacity.

OWRD Coordination Request

Please provide the correspondence or coordination record between the City of Boardman and the
Oregon Water Resources Department verifying that adequate municipal water rights and capacity exist
to support the proposed Transportation System Plan and UGB amendment.

If this has not occurred, | respectfully request that OWRD’s North Central Region Watermaster be
formally consulted before any recommendation or adoption.

Citizen Involvement - Goal 1

Goal 1 requires that citizens have a meaningful opportunity to participate in all stages of the planning
process. Several essential materials—such as TSP Volume Il (technical appendices) and trail-related
documentation—have not been available for public review before hearings, and public testimony has
been limited. These omissions create compliance concerns under ORS 197.763(5)—(6) and ORS
192.630(4). | respectfully request that the record remain open to allow full public participation and
agency review.

Summary of Statewide Planning Goals and Status

Goal Topic Status Summary

1 Citizen Involvement Public access incomplete; record must remain open
2 Land-Use Planning / Coordination No OWRD coordination record; DLCD review incomplete
5 Open Spaces & Natural Resources Trail alignmentinconsistencies unresolved

6 Air, Water & Land Resources Quality Pending OWRD/DEQ confirmation

9 Economic Development City’s land-supply data requires verification

10 Housing Transient workforce distorts vacancy data

11 Public Facilities & Services OWRD verification of water rights missing

12 Transportation TSP Volume Il appendices absent

13 Energy Conservation No efficiency analysis provided

14 Urbanization Depends on Goal 11 data — not met

16-19 Farm & Forest Lands No mitigation for lost farm deferral



Out of these twelve goals, only two show substantial support in the current record, while the remainder
are incomplete or deficient pending further agency coordination.

| am open to negotiating fair market value asking the same price other people have been paid for their
land for right of ways for the trail and the road to be built up to code. Carla said it could be done in 18
months from April 15,2025 let’s make that happen.

Requested Actions
1. Add this correspondence and the attached report to both the City’s and Morrow County’s
official records, given the shared jurisdiction over the TSP and Heritage Trail.
2. Postpone or continue tonight’s hearing and keep the record open until written confirmation from
OWRD is received.

3. Ensure future coordination between City, County, DLCD, and OWRD staff to resolve these
issues transparently and cooperatively.

My goal is to work together toward a fair, transparent, and coordinated resolution that protects all
parties from procedural or legal challenges while supporting sustainable growth for Boardman and
Morrow County.

Thank you for your attention and for ensuring that this correspondence and the attached report are
entered into both records.

Respectfully,
Jonathan Tallman
1stJohn 2:17 LLC
Boardman, Oregon

Attachment: Boardman_Goal_Compliance_Report_WRAPPED.pdf

On Wed, Oct 15, 2025 at 7:02 PM Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com> wrote:

Subject: Request to Continue Hearing and Keep
Record Open - Missed October 9 Deadline,



Pending LUBA Remand, Access Permit
Limitations, and BLI Acreage Analysis

Dear Carla,

Thank you for your reply and for confirming that the Transportation System Plan appendices were
posted today (10/15/2025 at 1:58 p.m. Pacific). Today is the first day | have been able to fully review
and process that information.

After comparing the newly released appendices with prior case materials, | have identified continuing
procedural and evidentiary deficiencies under ORS 197.763(2)(b) and (6)(c) that require either (a) a
continuance of the October 16 hearing, or (b) that the record remain open for at least seven (7) days
following the hearing to ensure due process and a complete evidentiary record.

1. Record Availability - Missed October 9 Posting Deadline

The City’s public hearing notice stated that all relevant materials would be available “on or before
October 9, 2025.” The appendices and technical data were posted after that date, depriving the public
of the required seven-day pre-hearing review window under ORS 197.763(2)(b) and Statewide Planning
Goal 1. A continuance is nhecessary to correct this procedural defect.

2. Unresolved LUBA Remand (2022-062)

In 1stJohn 2:17 LLC v. City of Boardman (2022-062), LUBA remanded for failure to adopt findings on
(a) the functional classification of the Laurel/ Yates (Loop Road) corridor and (b) required lateral
improvements under BDC 3.4.100. Those findings have not been re-adopted, yet the same corridor is
relied upon in the current TSP/BLI. Proceeding without curing the remand conflicts with ORS
197.625(2)(b) and Goal 1 due-process standards.

3. Access Permit and IAMP Limitation — Confirmation from
Morrow County

Morrow County Public Works (Eric Imes, 6/2/2025) confirmed development did not advance because
“the county never obtained an access permit. The IAMP does not allow for a commercial access
where our easement is—only farm/residential.” This conflicts with the TSP’s commercial/industrial

circulation assumptions. Until that restriction is resolved with ODOT and documented in the record,
adoption would lack substantial evidence under ORS 197.835(7).

4. Quantitative Analysis Needed - Buildable Land and Acreage
Comparison



These parcel-by-parcel calculations will establish how much developable employment land already
exists within the current UGB, eliminating any need to justify expansion at this time. Because the
analysis necessarily relies on Appendix E (Methodology) and the City’s parcel-acreage tables, the
evidentiary record must remain open long enough to submit the verified math, worksheets, and
exhibits. | will also submit date-stamped drone imagery documenting current on-the-ground
conditions showing that areas labeled “constrained” or “non-employment” are, in fact, open and
serviceable. In addition, because development capacity is tied to municipal water availability and any
OWRD-administered “water-for-water” exchanges, related OWRD materials should be included inthe
record before any recommendation.

5. Procedural Requirement to Keep Record Open

Under ORS 197.763(6)(c), when new evidence is submitted, the hearing body must leave the record
open at least seven (7) days. After that, a seven-day rebuttal period under ORS 197.763(6)(d) applies
before any final vote. Failing to honor these periods would be procedural error subject to appeal.

6. Process Safeguard if the Record Is Not Left Open

To ensure the process is handled correctly and to avoid prejudice to any party:

e Primaryrequest: Continue the October 16 hearing so all materials (including appendices) are
publicly available for at least seven (7) days before testimony.
e Alternative: If the Commission declines to continue, please confirm in writing that:

1. The evidentiary record will remain open for at least seven (7) days after the hearing
under ORS 197.763(6)(c) for additional evidence (including my drone imagery and BLI
parcel math); and

2. Ifthe Commission elects to close the record to new evidence, it will still provide no less
than seven (7) days for final written argument under ORS 197.763(6)(e), with the City
specifying the exact date and time the evidentiary record closes and the argument
period begins and ends.

e Re-notice if needed: If significant materials are posted within seven (7) days of any decision
date, please re-notice to preserve due process and avoid prejudice to participants.

7. Water Rights / “Water-for-Water” Coordination (Goal 11;
OWRD Oversight)

Because TSP growth assumptions imply future service capacity, please include in the record any
coordination with the Oregon Water Resources Department (OWRD)—specifically the Water Rights
Division—regarding municipal water availability and any contemplated “water-for-water” exchanges
or transfers. In Oregon, exchanges and transfers are reviewed and administered by OWRD to ensure
no injury to other rights and to document the lawful source and quantity of water. For transparency:

o Identify current certificated municipal water rights (annual AF), current use, and surplus/deficit
assumptions tied to the TSP.

o ldentify whether any exchanges or transfers are proposed, filed, or approved with OWRD to
support the growth scenario, and include related correspondence in the record.
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This ensures consistency with Goal 11 (Public Facilities and Services) and prevents adoption based on
unverified capacity assumptions.

Given the missed October 9 posting deadline, the outstanding LUBA remand, the IAMP access
limitation, the pending acreage verification and imagery, and the need to document OWRD
coordination on water assumptions, | respectfully request that the Planning Commission continue the
October 16 hearing.

If the Commission declines to continue, please confirm in writing that the record will remain open for
at least seven (7) days under ORS 197.763(6)(c); and if the evidentiary record is closed, that a seven-
day final-argument period will be provided under ORS 197.763(6)(e), with exact close/open
timestamps stated on the record.

Please ensure this correspondence is included in the official record and circulated to the Planning
Commission and City Council, together with the original, unaltered documentation | have submitted
(including the attached Eric Imes email and the LUBA Case No. 2022-062 materials). Also with the
video and time stamp of the April 15th PAC meeting mentioning Amazon is paying for an RV site. If
any redactions are made, please log them with the legal basis.

Respectfully,
Jonathan Tallman
Please note: Because these matters directly affect Morrow County’s trail corridor and County-owned

parcel 3211, please also include this correspondence and attachments in the County’s official record
for the Heritage Trail and TSP coordination process. Michaela Rimerez thank you and Clint Shoemake.

On Wed, Oct 15, 2025 at 1:58 PM Carla McLane <mclanec@cityofboardman.com> wrote:

Mr. Tallman,

AU TSP draft appendices have been posted to the city’s website since last week and are still available
here. Information concerning the Parks Master Plan can be found here. All other requested
documents do not exist. Future requests for public records that do not utilize the city’s standard
public request form will be denied for failing to abide by the procedures set forth in city policy.

Cordially,

Carla McLane

From: Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com>




Sent: Wednesday, October 15, 2025 7:08 AM

To: HERT Dawn * DLCD <Dawn.Hert@dlcd.oregon.gov>; Carla McLane <mclanec@cityofboardman.com>; Brandon
Hammond <HammondB@cityofboardman.com>; Amanda Mickles <Amanda@cityofboardman.com>; Amanda
Mickles <micklesa@cityofboardman.com>; Tamra Mabbott <tmabbott@morrowcountyor.gov>; Clint Shoemake
<cshoemake @morrowcountyor.gov>

Cc: derrin@tallman.cx

Subject: Re: Public Records Request — Boardman TSP/UGB Amendment Package

Subject: Clarification and Record Update — BPA Easement, RV Site Mapping, Morrow County
trail Missing Documentation, and Incomplete TSP Appendices update 10/15/2025

Dear Carla & Tamra,
A couple of important items | want to address and have entered into the record:

The images | sent previously are not displaying correctly in the materials or packets, and several
visual references are missing or only partially shown. This includes the series of maps and exhibits
illustrating the BPA Easement East corridor and the area labeled as “New RV Site” in the City’s Parks
and Master Plan documents.

| also request that the attached images be included in full in the official record. They show the
progression of mapping—from the City’s plan where the RV site was clearly marked, to later versions
where the same area appears blurred out or replaced by a generic BPA trail alignment that does not
accurately represent the site’s full context.

For the record, this RV site location is my private property, and | have repeatedly submitted public-
records requests asking for the underlying documentation explaining why and when these changes
were made. To date, no explanatory notes, staff memoranda, or change logs have been provided. The
absence of this documentation raises procedural concerns and prevents the public from
understanding the basis for the City’s map revisions.

Additionally, during the April 15, 2025 Parks Master Plan PAC meeting (timestamp 1:52:51 - 1:53:04
on the City’s official YouTube recording), it was stated on record that Amazon was potentially funding
development of an RV park, with the City indicating it could be completed within approximately 18
months. This further underscores the importance of transparency regarding how this area—my
property—has been referenced, modified, and represented in subsequent City planning materials
which also effects the county’s trail.

Itis also important to note that the October 16, 2025 Planning Commission packet references both
TSP Volume | and Volume Il (Technical Appendices). Specifically, the “Acknowledgements & TSP
Organization” section states that “Volume Il Technical Appendices (Under Separate Cover) includes
Appendix A through J—Methodology Memorandum, Existing Conditions Inventory and Analysis,
Future Conditions Analysis, Proposed Solutions, Implementing Ordinances, and Public Outreach
Summary.” However, the packet released for public review includes only Volume |; none of the
technical appendices are attached or made available for review before the October 16 hearing.
Without these appendices—particularly the Methodology Memorandum (Appendix E)—the public
cannot verify the assumptions, modeling, or data that support the plan.
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Because these technical materials are missing, | am preparing to provide drone imagery and
supplemental analysis to demonstrate discrepancies between mapped data and on-the-ground
conditions. However, without the methodology and data appendices, | cannot “show my math” or
quantify how vacant and developable properties—including my own—are being undercounted or
misclassified in the City’s inventory. That methodological transparency is required for meaningful
review and for compliance with Statewide Planning Goals 1 (Public Involvement), 9 (Economic
Development), and 10 (Housing).

These inconsistencies, whether by omission or error, materially affect the accuracy of the public
record and the representation of my property within the City’s adopted plans. Transparency and
accuracy are essential, particularly in the context of public hearings and decisions that affect
landowner rights.

Please ensure that all the referenced images and this correspondence are added to the public record
for both the TSP and Parks Master Plan proceedings, and that they are included in the packet and
visibly presented before the October 16 Planning Commission vote and in the County’s records as
well.

Finally, | want to reiterate that under ORS 192.630(4), public meetings must allow equal access and
participation, and Statewide Planning Goal 1 (OAR 660-015-0000(1)) requires meaningful public
involvement at all stages of the planning process. Omitting or altering key site information without
documentation—and withholding the full technical appendices—conflicts with both the letter and
the spirit of those requirements.

Thank you for your attention to this matter and for ensuring the complete and transparent inclusion of
these materials before the October 16 vote.

Respectfully,
Jonathan Tallman

Please note integrity is at stake. Will you stand up and do the right thing and show the truth?

On Tue, Oct 14, 2025 at 8:34 PM Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com> wrote:

Subject: Clarification Needed: TSP Volume Il, Staff Report, and OWRD Coordination for 10/16
Hi Carla,

Thanks for confirming my emails will be provided to the Planning Commission and included in the
record. Like you have said there is a lotto unpack since you are pushing so much through at once
unlike what is normally done. So | am glad you understand the complexities that need to be sorted

out.
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To avoid procedural errors on 10/16/2025 could you please confirm the following by reply email and
provide direct links (not general webpages):

1.

TSP Volume Il (Appendices D-J)

Is the full Volume II—Appendix D (Code Assessment), E (Methodology), F (Existing
Conditions), G (Future Conditions), H (Proposed Solutions), | (Implementing Ordinances), J
(Public Outreach Summary)—posted as final PDFs and accessible to the public? If so, please
share the direct URLs. PAC slide decks are not a substitute for the official technical
appendices referenced “under separate cover” in the draft.

Signed, dated staff report

Has the signed and dated staff report for the 10/16 Planning Commission hearing been
posted? If so, please provide the direct link.

OWRD coordination and water-capacity materials

Has the City coordinated with the Oregon Water Resources Department (OWRD) regarding
assumed water capacity, water-for-water exchanges, or related consumptive-use questions
tied to TSP growth assumptions? If any OWRD communications, memoranda, or analyses
exist, please post them and share the links so the public can review before the hearing.

Seven-day availability

The public notice states that all relevant materials would be available “on or before October
9.” Please confirm that all of the above items were available by that date. If any were not,
please confirm the City will either continue the hearing or keep the record open for 7 days
under ORS 197.763(6)(c) to preserve due process.

For clarity: | am not asking the City to create new records. | am requesting the specific existing
documents the draft TSP cites and relies upon. If these are already online, please provide the direct
URLs so | can review them priorto 10/16. Please make this email part of the record.

Thank you for your attention to these points and for ensuring the record is complete and accessible.

Respectfully,

Jonathan Tallman

Mr. Tallman,
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Your multiple emails have been received and will be made available to the Planning Commission
prior to this Thursday’s (10/16) Planning Commission meeting, which will make them part of the
decision maker’s record. The materials for Thursday’s meeting have been posted on the City’s
website since last Thursday afternoon, as is standard practice at the City, and are available at

this link. The meeting packet for the October 13 Comprehensive Plan/Development Code PAC
meeting has been posted online since before the meeting, and is still available at this link. The EOA
PAC meeting agenda will be posted to the project page closer to the actual meeting date of 10/28.

We will continue to review your input, but if you are requesting a copy of a specific document that
hasn’t otherwise been posted to the respective committee’s website, then you will need to make a
formal public records request for that specific document using the City’s standard form,

available here. Please note that the City is not required to create new public records; itis only
required to make available records that are actually in the public body’s custody at the time the
requestis made.

Cordially,
Carla MclLane

Planning Official

On Tue, Oct 14, 2025 at 10:48 AM Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com> wrote:

Subject: Follow-Up - Public Advisory Committee Packet and Policy Transparency
Dear Carla and Brandon,
This is to glaring not to speak on and make it as comments.

During the October 13, 2025 Public Advisory Committee Meeting, City staff stated that “policy
making does not happen in a vacuum” and that all Comprehensive Plan updates are being rooted
in factual data and coordinated with other City plans (TSP, EOA, HPS, Parks Plan, etc.). Please see
attached time stamp that shows that below.

However, | have repeatedly requested access to the meeting packet, data, and technical materials
underlying those discussions and have not received any information. Without access to the same
factual basis that staff refer to, the public cannot meaningfully participate or verify that these plans
are aligned in good faith. Please see attached pdf file documenting that as well at the October 7th
city council meeting.
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This lack of transparency effectively creates the very “vacuum” the City and its paid contracting
partners doing the work that says does not exist at the meeting | can’t speak at that doesn’t have
public comments in the agenda. Please provide the October 13 PAC #4 packet and supporting
data, and ensure that these materials are published in accordance with ORS 192.630(1) (meetings
of governing bodies to be open to the public) and ORS 192.640(2) (requiring public notice and
materials reasonably calculated to give notice of the matters to be considered).

| ask that this correspondence be made part of the official record for the Comprehensive Plan
Update. Once | receive the packet, | will review it and follow up with additional comments once |
receive the full packet. Please note legally under ORS 192.610-192.690, the October 13, 2025
Public Advisory Committee meeting is an open meeting, and all materials reviewed or relied upon—
such as the meeting packet—must be made available to the public under ORS 192.630(1) and
192.640(2) before any related action or recommendation proceeds to the Planning Commission for
consideration or vote.

Respectfully,

Jonathan

YouTube video of the meeting:

https://youtu.be/M5xq-1W2h-U?si=3922ndtqyViPpdXM

On Tue, Oct 14, 2025 at 9:28 AM Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com> wrote:

Subject: Request for Public Advisory Committee Packet — Comprehensive Plan Update (October
13, 2025)

Dear Carla and Brandon,

| am requesting a copy of the Public Advisory Committee Meeting #4 packet for the Boardman
Comprehensive Plan Update held on October 13, 2025. | see that things are moving forward but
have not received any responses to my past inquires.

The YouTube recording is posted, but the meeting packet and materials are not available on the

City’s website. | have previously requested to be kept informed on this topic and to receive related
materials but have not received any updates or documentation.
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Please consider this a formal public records request under ORS 192.311-192.355 and ensure this
communication is made part of the official record for the Comprehensive Plan update process.

Once the packet is provided, | will review the contents and follow up with additional questions or
comments as needed once | receive the packet.

Thank you for your attention to this matter and for including this request in the official project file
to the record.

Respectfully,

Jonathan Tallman

https://youtu.be/M5xq-1W2h-U?si=pRzYdaFMau50adc3
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On Tue, Oct 14, 2025 at 5:10 AM Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com> wrote:

Subject: Request for Full Record — Missing TSP Volume Il (Methodology & Appendices) and OWRD
Coordination follow up

Dear Carla, Dawn, and Tamra,

I am writing regarding the City of Boardman Transportation System Plan (TSP) scheduled for
public hearing before the Planning Commission on October 16, 2025. The meeting packet
currently posted references a second document—Volume Il (Technical Appendices, Under
Separate Cover)—which includes:

e Appendix E - Methodology Memorandum

e Appendix F - Existing Conditions Inventory and Analysis
e Appendix G - Future Conditions Analysis

e Appendix H-Proposed Solutions

e Appendix | -Implementing Ordinances

e AppendixJ-Public Outreach Summary

These materials are essential to the City’s compliance with OAR 660-012 (Transportation
Planning Rule) and OAR 660-018 (Post-Acknowledgment Plan Amendments). However, the
public link now directs only to a simplified engagement webpage that does not include the
methodology or technical appendices referenced in the draft findings.

| respectfully request that the complete Volume I, including Appendix E (Methodology
Memorandum), be made available for public review before adoption. Under OAR 660-018-0020,
all supporting documents used to evaluate or justify a plan amendment must be accessible to
the public prior to a legislative hearing.

Additionally, please confirm whether the Oregon Water Resources Department (OWRD) has been
consulted as part of this TSP update. Transportation expansion and future urban-growth
assumptions directly affect water-for-water exchange requirements and consumptive-use
allocations under Division 509. If OWRD has provided any coordination, memoranda, or review
comments, please include them in the public record to ensure consistency with Goal 12
(Transportation) and Goal 5 (Water Resources).

For the record, | will be attending the October 16 Planning Commission meeting and would like
the opportunity to review the complete TSP record, including Volume Il, before the Commission
makes any recommendation for adoption. Transparency and full technical disclosure are
essential for meaningful public participation.
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The link below now goes to a webpage but is still missing the above listed items and
methodology.

Thank you for confirming receipt of this letter and advising when the missing materials and any
OWRD coordination documents will be available while adding this email to the record and keep it
open for 7 days to clarify the record.

Sincerely,

Jonathan Tallman

Link:

https://zanassoc.mysocialpinpoint.com/boardman-transportation-system-plan

On Mon, Oct 13, 2025 at 4:55 AM Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com> wrote:

Dear Planning Commissioners and Ms. McLane,

After reviewing it in is entirety this weekend and spending time on this all day Sunday. Below is a
link that still does not open up for the information.

Please add this message to the official record for the October 16, 2025 Planning Commission
hearing on the Boardman Transportation System Plan (TSP). This is a supplement to my
previously submitted Request to Continue the hearing as a follow up of more information | have
gleaned.

After reviewing the October 16 Planning Packet, | have identified additional procedural and
evidentiary deficiencies that independently warrant a continuance:

1. Public Access Failure (ORS 197.763(2)(b); Goal 1):

The City’s posted TSP portal has been inaccessible, while the public notice promised
materials “on or before October 9.” The public has not had the required 7-day access to
“all relevant materials and staff reports.”

2. Missing Technical Record — Volume Il “Under Separate Cover” (ORS 197.610-650; ORS
197.835(7)):

Volume Il (Appendices D-J, including Methodology, Existing/Future Conditions, Proposed
Solutions, Implementing Ordinances, Public Outreach Summary) is referenced but not
included in the packet or portal. The draft relies on these materials; proceeding without
them leaves the decision unsupported by substantial evidence.
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10.

11.

12.

No Signed/Dated Staff Report (ORS 197.763(4)(a)):

The packet lacks a signed, dated staff report presenting findings and analysis by the
responsible official. A placeholder is not a staff report.

No Transportation Financing Program (OAR 660-012-0040(4)):

There is no cost/funding plan (projects x probable funding sources x timing). Thisis a
required component of a compliant TSP.

Unclear/Missing Functional Classification Details:

Collector/arterial designations (e.g., Oregon Trail Blvd, Laurel Lane) are not accompanied
by a clear Functional Classification Map, termini, or cross-sections consistent with ODOT
criteria.

No Goal 5/ Environmental Constraints Integration (Goal 5; OAR 660-012-0045(2)(e)):

Proposed corridors (roadway/trail) intersect BPA easements and potential resource
areas, but no constraints mapping or mitigation analysis is provided.

Mapping Inconsistencies / Version Control (ORS 197.835(7)):

The corridor east of the Dog Park appears re-labeled/blurred across versions (e.g., “New
RV Site” vs. trail/BPA park block) with no version history, author, or rationale disclosed.

No Demonstrated Link to Current BLI/EOA (OAR 660-024):

Growth/land-need assumptions are used, yet no current BLI/EOA documentation is
included or incorporated. The City calendar shows PACs on Comp Plan/EQOA after the PC
hearing (10/13; 10/28), indicating piecemealing and an incomplete record.

No DLCD/ODOT Technical Coordination Memos (Goal 12 Coordination):

The packet contains no agency review letters indicating state technical coordination prior
to the first evidentiary hearing.

No Draft Adopting Ordinance/Resolution Text (ORS 197.610(1)):

The packet lacks the exact adoption language (text/map exhibits) the Commission is
being asked to recommend.

Outdated/Uncoordinated Base Data (OAR 660-012-0045(2)(a)):

Tables reference older counts/forecasts without tying to the County’s coordinated
projections used for current BLI/EOA work.

Inter-Jurisdictional Coordination Is Unresolved (Goals 1 & 12):
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The Morrow County Planning Commission tabled the Columbia River Heritage Trail item.
The City cannot claim regional coordination for a facility the County has not adopted.

Requested Actions (Reiterated and Expanded):

A. Continue the Oct 16 hearing until:

1. The fullrecord (including Volume Il D-J) and a signed staff report are posted and publicly
accessible for at least 7 days; and

2. Morrow County acts on the Heritage Trail corridor (or the City removes/defers
uncoordinated elements).

B. Publish an Indexed Record:

Provide a document index listing all TSP materials (title, author, date, version, checksum/hash),
including:

e Volume Il Appendices D-J (final PDFs),

o Staffreport and any consultant technical memoranda,
o Dated GIS layers and every map/exhibit version, with who/when/what changed.

C. Provide Required Program Elements:

e Transportation financing program (costs x revenue sources x timing) per OAR 660-012-
0040(4).

¢ Functional classification map & cross-sections, consistent with ODOT criteria.

e Goal 5/resource constraints mapping and mitigation strategy for proposed corridors.

D. If the Commission Declines to Continue:

Please keep the record open for 7 days under ORS 197.763(6)(c) so | may submit additional
evidence, including date-stamped drone photos of existing conditions and a parcel comparison
memo (e.g., Good Shepherd, County Parcel 3211) demonstrating inconsistent treatment.
These defects collectively show that the public record is incomplete, Goal 1 access has not

been satisfied, and Goal 12 coordination is lacking. Proceeding on October 16 would create
appealable error; a continuance is the proper remedy.

Public Record Questions Requiring Response specifically:
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1. OWRD Coordination and Permitting

o Hasthe City of Boardman formally notified or coordinated with the Oregon Water
Resources Department (OWRD) regarding the TSP and UGB expansion?

o Whatis the City’s current certificated water right quantity (in acre-feet per year),
and how much of that right is presently in use?

o Has OWRD approved any pending transfer, modification, or “water-for-water”
exchange authorizing the City to expand municipal service to new development
areas shown in the TSP or Parks Plan?

o Ifnot, under what authority is the City assuming future water capacity in this plan?

2. Water-for-Water Exchange Oversight

o Hasthe City documented where offsetting conservation or exchange credits will
come from to support new development allocations?

o Arethese credits verified through OWRD’s Water Rights Division or based on
consultant projections?

o Ifthe Cityintends to rely on Umatilla Electric Cooperative (UEC) or Amazon-
funded infrastructure, have those transfers been approved or filed with OWRD as
required under OAR 690-4107?

3. Goal11 and Goal 5 Compliance

o How has the City demonstrated compliance with Statewide Planning Goal 11
(Public Facilities and Services), which requires verification of water and
wastewater capacity prior to plan adoption?

o Hasthe City submitted a water availability analysis or adopted a coordinated
facilities plan reviewed by OWRD or DEQ?

o Ifnot, why is the Planning Commission proceeding with a TSP adoption that
depends on unverified municipal water capacity?

4. Transparency and Public Access

o Willthe City commit to publishing all communications, memoranda, and
consultant reports concerning water capacity and UWRD review before the
October 16 hearing?

o Has any portion of this process been withheld under a Non-Disclosure Agreement
(NDA) involving Amazon, UEC, or a related party?

o If so, how can the public meaningfully comment on water, wastewater, or growth
assumptions that are being developed outside of the public record?

| am requesting that these specific questions be entered for the October 16 Planning
Commission hearing and that written responses from the City, the planning commission and
OWRD be provided prior to any recommendation or adoption vote.
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Thank you for confirming by reply that this email has been entered into the record for the
October 16 hearing.

Respectfully,
Jonathan Tallman
Property Owner,
Boardman, Oregon

Link broken.
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On Sun, Oct 12, 2025 at 8:39 AM Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com> wrote:

Formal Request to Continue October 16 TSP
Hearing - Incomplete Public Access,
Uncoordinated County Elements, and
Missing Technical Record

To: City of Boardman Planning Commission
Attn: Carla McLane, Planning Official — mclanec@cityofboardman.com

Cc: Boardman City Council; Dawn Hert (DLCD) — Dawn.Hert@dlcd.oregon.gov; Morrow
County Planning Commission

From: Jonathan Tallman, Property Owner (1st John 2:17 LLC)
Date: October 12, 2025

Subject: Request to Continue 10/16/2025 Hearing on Draft Transportation System Plan
(TSP)

Dear Planning Commissioners and Staff,

I respectfully request that the October 16, 2025 hearing on the Draft Transportation
System Plan (TSP) be continued. Multiple defects prevent lawful public review and
required inter-jurisdictional coordination.

1) Failure of Public Access (ORS 197.763(2)(b); Goal 1 -
Citizen Involvement)
e The City’s official TSP engagement portal

(https://zanassoc.mysocialpinpoint.com/boardman-transportation-system-plan)
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has been inaccessible. The Planning Commission public notice states: “Copies of
the staff report and all relevant documents will be available on or before October 9,
2025,” and directs the public to obtain the materials before the hearing. With the
portal down and key items missing, the City has not made the relevant materials
available at least 7 days prior as required by ORS 197.763(2)(b) and Goal 1.

2) Incomplete Technical Record (ORS 197.610-650; ORS
197.835(7))

e The TSP is expressly two volumes. The packet’s TSP Organization page states
“Volume Il Technical Appendices (Under Separate Cover)”, listing Appendix D (Code
Assessment), Appendix E (Methodology), Appendix F (Existing Conditions),
Appendix G (Future Conditions), Appendix H (Proposed Solutions), Appendix |
(Implementing Ordinances), Appendix J (Public Outreach Summary). These are the
technical basis for the TSP’s findings but are not attached in the packet and were
not posted for public access.

e The packet’s Preliminary Findings of Fact page also lists “ATTACHMENTS: e DRAFT
TSP Volume | e DRAFT TSP Volume II,” yet Volume Il is not provided in the packet
posted to the public. Proceeding without Volume Il leaves the decision unsupported
by substantial evidence under ORS 197.835(7).

3) Lack of Coordination with Morrow County (Goals 1 & 12)

e The Draft TSP and City Parks mapping rely on the Columbia River Heritage Trail
corridor extending into Morrow County/BPA easement. At the September 30, 2025
meeting, the Morrow County Planning Commission tabled discussion on that trail
(no adoption). Without County action, the City cannot show Goal 12 coordination or
consistency. Adoption now would be premature and uncoordinated.

4) Procedural Defect — Notice/Timeline vs. Record
Availability

« The public notice promises the full materials “on or before October 9, 2025.” As of
October 10-12, Volume Il and other critical appendices remain unavailable; the City
portal is/was inaccessible. Proceeding on October 16 deprives affected landowners

of meaningful review/rebuttal, contrary to ORS 197.763(6)(a) (opportunity to present
and rebut evidence).

23



5) Piecemealing / Inconsistent Sequencing (TPR & Goal 14
context)

City calendars show PACs still meeting after the Planning Commission date (Comp
Plan/Dev Code PAC 10/13; EOA PAC 10/28). Those BLI/EOA products inform TSP
priorities and any future UGB actions. Scheduling the TSP hearing before related
technical work is completed indicates piecemealing and supports that the record is
incomplete.

6) Conflicting/Withheld Mapping Record

Prior exhibits show inconsistent labeling of the corridor east of the Dog Park (e.g.,
“New RV Site” vs. BPA park/trail corridor; later blurred/re-labeled), with no version
history or GIS provenance disclosed. These inconsistencies must be cured by
producing the dated GIS layers, map versions, and who/when/why of edits.

7) DLCD Clarifications in the Record

DLCD (email from Dawn Hert, 10/9/2025) confirms DLCD’s PAPA site has Volume |
and that the City is the official record-keeper; DLCD expects appendices/staff
report to be provided by the City, and DLCD cannot upload materials from private
parties. This reinforces that the City must publish Volume Il and the full record
before the local hearing.

Legal Consequences if the Hearing Proceeds

If the City proceeds on October 16 without curing these defects, there will be grounds to
appeal to LUBA for:

Goal 1/ ORS 197.763 - Inadequate public involvement/access;

Goal 12 - Failure to coordinate with Morrow County on inter-jurisdictional facilities;
ORS 197.835(7) — Adoption unsupported by substantial evidence (missing Volume
II/methodology);

ORS 197.610-650 - Incomplete submittal/record deficiencies.

A LUBA remand would be likely and will delay acknowledgment.
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Requested Actions

1. Continue the October 16 hearing until:

o The TSP website and all documents (including Volume Il D-J) are fully
accessible to the public; and

o The Morrow County Planning Commission has taken action on the Heritage
Trail corridor (or the City removes uncoordinated references).

2. Publish the full technical record:

Volume Il Appendices D-J (final PDFs),

All referenced tech memos, staff reports, and TPAU/ODOT inputs,
Dated GIS layers and PDF exhibits with version history for all maps
(who/when/what changed).

3. Provide an indexed record list (document titles, dates, authors, checksum/hashes)
to prevent silent edits.

4. Keep the record open 7 days once the full record is posted (ORS 197.763(6)(c)).

5. If significant new materials are posted within 7 days of any re-scheduled hearing,
re-notice the hearing to preserve due process.

Reservation of Rights

If the Commission does not continue the matter, | formally request on the record that the
hearing body keep the record open for 7 days after the hearing under ORS 197.763(6)(c) so |
may submit additional evidence (including drone photos documenting existing
undeveloped conditions and a comparative memo addressing Good Shepherd, County
parcel 3211, and similarly situated parcels).

Conclusion

Until the full Volume Il and supporting record are publicly accessible and County
coordination is achieved (or uncoordinated elements removed), any recommendation or
adoption would be procedurally defective and contrary to Oregon’s statewide planning
goals. Please continue the hearing and acknowledge this objection in the record.
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Sincerely,

Jonathan Tallman

Property Owner, 1st John 2:17 LLC — Boardman, Oregon
Link to attachment it is to big to send over email.

https://mccmeetings.blob.core.usgovcloudapi.net/boardmanor-pubu/MEET-Packet-
1b3ae3757166455aba0a98d22317a64c.pdf

On Thu, Oct 9, 2025 at 3:29 PM HERT Dawn * DLCD <Dawn.Hert@dlcd.oregon.gov> wrote:
Hello Jonathan,

Thank you for reaching out and for your patience in my response. I have been on the road for work

~

and have some much needed few days at my home office to catch up on all my emails. &

Currently the City of Boardman has been working to update several of their master planning
documents: Transportation System Plan(TSP), Parks Master Plan(PMP), Economic Opportunities
Analysis(EOA), Buildable Lands Inventory(BLI, as well as Comprehensive Plan Updates possibly
through the Periodic Review process. Some of these projects have started, some have not. Some
are just now getting to the public hearings processes that my agency requires the Proposed
Acknowledge Plan Amendment(PAPA) notification due to the modifications to the local
Comprehensive Plan, whether it be recommended text amendments, updated maps, or ancillary
guidance documents being added. (State law requires local governments to notify the public when a
Comprehensive Plan is under review or when changes are proposed or adopted. Part of the process
includes noticing to DLCD regarding these changes.)

Prior to these proposed amendments making their way to my agency’s PAPA notification, they have
been through Public Advisory Committees(PACs) or Technical Advisory Committees(TACs) and
possibly workshops with the Planning Commission and City Council so that they are aware of
upcoming recommendations coming from these projects.

Our PAPA notification requires the following:

1. Except under certain circumstances,' proposed amendments must be submitted to DLCD’s
Salem office at least 35 days before the first evidentiary hearing on the proposal.

2. A Notice of a Proposed Change must be submitted by a local government (city, county, or
metropolitan service district). DLCD will not accept a Notice of a Proposed Change
submitted by an individual or private firm or organization.
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10.

3. Hard-copy submittals are permitted and require a separate process.
4. Electronic submittals are encouraged via DLCD’s PAPA Online process.
5. File format: detailed on our webpage.

Text: Submittal of a Notice of a Proposed Change for a comprehensive plan or land use
regulation text amendment must include the text of the amendment and any other
information necessary to advise DLCD of the effect of the proposal. “Text” means the
specific language proposed to be amended, added to, or deleted from the currently
acknowledged plan or land use regulation. A general description of the proposal is not
adequate. The notice may be deemed incomplete without this documentation.

Staff report: Attach any staff report on the proposed change or information that describes
when the staff report will be available and how a copy may be obtained.

Local hearing notice: Attach the notice or a draft of the notice required under ORS 197.763
regarding a quasi-judicial land use hearing, if applicable.

Maps: Submittal of a proposed map amendment must include a map of the affected area
showing existing and proposed plan and zone designations. Include text regarding
background, justification for the change, and the application if there was one accepted by the
local government. A map by itself is not a complete notice.

Goal exceptions: Submittal of proposed amendments that involve a goal exception must
include the proposed language of the exception.
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In response to your specific questions/requests:

e As detailed above, these materials are necessary for our PAPA team to post on our online
system. Materials are required to be submitted by the local government and sometimes
come in stages as they are prepared and available. The minimum requirements are detailed
above. My team here at DLCD cannot add materials provided by someone other than the
local jurisdiction to their PAPA.

e TSP documents submitted to our PAPA include the Volume I at this time, which meets the
minimum for our notification requirement. I anticipate the Volume II to be downloaded in
the prior to their first evidentiary hearing as well as their staff report. There are a number of
appendices that you mention on Boardman’s TSP webpage: Transportation System Plan |
Boardman OR. Look through the PAC meeting documents and you should find what you
are looking for. The city is the official record; we only have copies of what they have
submitted.

o [ am not sure what exactly was requested in your public records request, but I did notice that
you refer to “UGB Amendment Package”....which is entirely different than a TSP.
Currently, Boardman has not completed their EOA or BLI to move forward with the
appropriate documents to request a UGB Amendment. I do anticipate that may come after
the EOA/BLI has been completed identifying a need for industrial land supply. But at this
time, no application has been started.

o I reviewed the maps that you attached to this email, and they appear to be from the Parks
Master Plan, and not the TSP. The Parks Master Plan is a completely different document,
that may be why you are seeing discrepancies from the TSP maps.

o The first evidentiary meeting is scheduled before the Planning Commission on October
16", The public hearing notice that was downloaded to our PAPA system states “Copies of
the staff report, and all relevant documents will be available on or before October 9, 2025.
For more information, contact Carla McLane, Planning Official, at (541) 481-9252 or by
email at mclanec(@cityofboardman.com.” I anticipate that the staff report will be
downloaded to our system today. I would suggest that you reach out to Carla and ask for a
copy. My agency has been involved in the PAC and had access to review the supporting
documents both submitted online as well as on Boardman’s website. I plan to review the
staff report and will work with my agency transportation planners to see if the report
warrants a comment from our agency.

e Your request: For these reasons, I respectfully ask that DLCD:

o Add this letter and my prior correspondence with the city to the official record for
the Boardman TSP/UGB amendment.

= Response: As stated earlier in my email, Boardman keeps the official
record. You should provide your comments and concerns to the Planning
Commission and/or City Council at their public hearings. We do not facilitate
public comments on local applications.

o Require the City to provide the full Volume II appendices (D-J) and the unaltered
mapping record before any DLCD review proceeds.

= Response: Boardman keeps the official record. If you are unable to locate the
appendices of the TSP on their website, you should reach out to them to ask
them to identify where these documents are located.
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o Clarify whether DLCD has actually received a complete submittal, or whether the
City has provided only the policy document without its technical record while
representing it as final.

= Response: DLCD received the required documents for the PAPA submittal,
which allowed the notice to be posted to our website. I anticipate the staff
report and Appendices will be provided as detailed in their public notice. I
will reach out to their Planning Director to verify.

Thank you for reaching out and I agree that transparency is vital to trust. You should reach out to
staff to ask for the location of the documents. You also have public hearings where you can submit
these comments and concerns directly to Boardman. My PAPA system is not where public
comments are received for local decisions. I hope my explanations help answer your questions and
help you to move forward with comments to the city.

Take care,
Dawn

Dawn Marie Hert

Eastern Oregon Regional Representative | Community
Services Division

Pronouns: She/Her/Hers

-A Oregon Department of Land Conservation and Development
v , Eastern Oregon University, One University Blvd, Badgely Hall,
Room 233A | LaGrande, OR 97850-2807

D L C D Cell: 503-956-8163 | Main: 503-373-0050

dawn.hert@dlcd.oregon.gov | www.oregon.gov/LCD

Regional Representative for the ten most eastern Counties and 59 Cities.
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From: Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com>

Sent: Thursday, October 2, 2025 7:32 AM

To: HERT Dawn * DLCD <Dawn.Hert@dlcd.oregon.gov>; derrin@tallman.cx
Subject: Fwd: Public Records Request — Boardman TSP/UGB Amendment Package

Dear Dawn,

I am writing to request that the following concerns and documentation be added to the DLCD
record regarding the City of Boardman’s Transportation System Plan (TSP) and Urban Growth
Boundary (UGB) process.

| submitted a public records request to the City of Boardman seeking the supporting materials
referenced in the Draft TSP (dated September 10, 2025). In response, the City Clerk denied
that such records exist and told me that “all supporting calculations, inventories,
spreadsheets, and maps used to classify properties” could be found on the PAC Meeting
7/29/25 Economic Opportunity Page, Appendix B — Buildable Lands Inventory.

However, the Draft TSP itself makes clear that it is presented in two volumes:

e Volume I -the policy document
¢ Volume Il (under separate cover) — containing the technical appendices, including:

Appendix D: Code Assessment

Appendix E: Methodology

Appendix F: Existing Conditions Inventory and Analysis
Appendix G: Future Conditions Analysis

Appendix H: Proposed Solutions

Appendix I: Implementing Ordinances

Appendix J: Public Outreach Summary

o O O O O O O

The plan repeatedly cites these appendices as the technical basis for its findings (traffic
forecasts, land classifications, project prioritization, etc.). If the appendices exist, the City is
withholding them. If they do not exist, then the Draft TSP is misleading the Planning
Commission, DLCD, and the public. Referring me to a PAC meeting packet is not the same as
producing the official, final appendices that the plan says were prepared “under separate
cover.”

In addition, the TSP maps and related exhibits show serious inconsistencies. For example:

e Inoneversion, the corridor east of the Dog Park is labeled as a “New RV Site.”

e |n earlier exhibits, the same corridor is shown as a BPA easement or trail connection to
Laurel Lane.

e Later maps appear blurred or re-labeled, with no record of who changed them, when,
or why.
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These inconsistencies have not been explained in open meetings or in response to records
requests, despite requirements under ORS 192.610-192.690 (Oregon’s open meetings laws)
that materials considered in a legislative land use process be made available to the public.

The Planning Commission is scheduled to vote on this package on October 16, 2025, and |
understand that a draft has already been submitted to DLCD without these appendices or the
complete supporting record. That raises a serious procedural problem: DLCD cannot
meaningfully review or acknowledge the submittal without the very technical appendices and
mapping record the plan itself relies upon.

For these reasons, | respectfully ask that DLCD:

1. Add this letter and my prior correspondence with the City to the official record for the
Boardman TSP/UGB amendment.

2. Require the City to provide the full Volume Il appendices (D-J) and the unaltered
mapping record before any DLCD review proceeds.

3. Clarify whether DLCD has actually received a complete submittal, or whether the City
has provided only the policy document without its technical record while representing
it as final.

Please also note: | will be sending supporting exhibits and documentation in piecemeal form
because the files are too large to transmit all at once. Thank you for your understanding. |
have drone photos that are big.

Transparency is the backbone of government trust. Without the missing appendices and
consistent mapping record, the public cannot evaluate the City’s findings, and any approval
risks being procedurally defective. Those documents are needed and | am asking to see them.

Thank you for ensuring these concerns are documented and addressed in DLCD’s review.
Sincerely,

Jonathan Tallman

—————————— Forwarded message ---------

From: Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com>

Date: Thu, Oct 2, 2025 at 7:12 AM

Subject: Re: Public Records Request — Boardman TSP/UGB Amendment Package
To: Amanda Mickles <micklesa@cityofboardman.com>
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CC: Brandon Hammond <HammondB@cityofboardman.com>, Carla McLane
<mclanec@cityofboardman.com>, Derrin Tallman <derrin@tallman.cx>

Amanda,

Thank you for your response. However, there is a direct contradiction between your email and
the City’s own Draft Transportation System Plan (TSP) dated September 10, 2025.

The draft TSP itself states the plan is presented in two volumes, with Volume Il (Under
Separate Cover) containing the technical appendices (Code Assessment, Methodology,
Existing Conditions, Future Conditions, Proposed Solutions, Implementing Ordinances,
Public Outreach Summary) and it repeatedly cites those appendices for the technical basis of
the plan . Given that, | have the following questions that require clear answers before any
hearing or vote:

1. Does the City acknowledge that the draft TSP references a Volume Il with technical
appendices? If yes, where are those appendices? Were they prepared, and if so, why
were they not produced in response to my request?

2. Ifthe appendices do not exist, why does the draft TSP represent that they do and cite
them as the basis for analyses (traffic volumes, operations, forecasts, project
evaluation, etc.) ?

3. How does the City intend to proceed with DLCD under ORS 197.610-650 without
submitting the supporting methodology, inventories, analyses, proposed solutions,
implementing ordinances, and outreach record that the plan itself says exist?

4. Why are these foundational materials being withheld behind public-records denials
when they should be available under open meetings laws (ORS 192.610-192.690) as
part of the public process?

5. Mappinginconsistencies: City exhibits and plan graphics show the corridor east of the
Dog Park differently across versions—an identified “New RV Site” in one, versus a BPA
park block/easement corridor and trail connection in others; later versions appear
blurred or re-labeled with no explanation.

o Whatis the official, current depiction for this corridor (including the Laurel Lane
connection)?

o Who changed it, when, and where is the documented rationale and version
history?

o Please provide the underlying GIS layers and dated map files used to produce
these exhibits.

6. Buildable Lands/EOA materials: Your email directed me to an “Economic Opportunity”
page/Appendix B for the Buildable Lands Inventory. Please confirm the full, indexed list
of all supporting calculations, spreadsheets, and map layers used to classify parcels
as vacant/partially vacant/constrained, and produce those records.

These are not minor details; they go to the integrity of the record. The Planning Commission is
scheduled to vote on this package on October 16, 2025, and | understand that a draft has
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already been submitted to DLCD without the very appendices and supporting documentation
that the draft plan itself cites. If that is correct, it raises serious questions about the adequacy
and legality of the submission.

Before the Planning Commission is asked to vote, and before DLCD proceeds any further, the
public is entitled to review the complete basis for the TSP including the appendices the draft
references and the unaltered mapping record.

Please provide clarification on items (1)—(6) above and explain how the City intends to resolve
this conflict between what the TSP says and what has actually been submitted.

Respectfully,

Jonathan Tallman
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On Wed, Oct 1, 2025 at 4:39 PM Amanda Mickles <micklesa@cityofboardman.com> wrote:

Good afternoon, Jonathan,

| have received your request for records and have information to provide in response (in blue) to the
specific requested information.

1. All staff reports, technical memoranda, and appendices included in or referenced by the City
of Boardman's Transportation System Plan/Urban Growth Boundary amendment packages
(no such document was submitted, the City submitted a Transportation System
Plan) submitted under ORS 197.610-197.650, including but not limited to Volume I,
Appendices D-J (the Appendices package was not submitted) (Code Assessment (not
submitted), Methodology (not submitted), Existing Conditions Inventory and Analysis (not
submitted, TSP Page PAC 1/29/25), Future Conditions Analysis (not submitted, TSP Page PAC
1/29/25), Proposed Solutions (not submitted, TSP Page PAC 5/13/25), Implementing
Ordinances (no such document), Public Outreach Summary (no such document)).

2. All supporting calculations, inventories, spreadsheets, and maps used to classify
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On Wed, Oct 8, 2025 at 6:19 AM Jonathan Tallman wrote:
Dear Mayor Keefer,

| am forwarding the attached email correspondence with City Manager Brandon Hammond, as it
illustrates the ongoing transparency issues that were raised with me directly at the recent Council
meeting last night October 7th 2025.

You stated to me in person that | should attend City meetings and participate (which | am glad you
mentioned). | have done so in good faith in the past. Yet, when | attempt to speak at advisory or
committee meetings, | am told | do not have the right to talk. This directly contradicts Brandon’s earlier
written encouragement that | “continue to attend the various meetings (Planning Commission, City
Council, advisory committees, etc.) to share your insights and thoughts.” His later email, however,
walks this back by saying advisory committees and workshops do not call for public comment
opportunities.

This is at the heart of the transparency issue. On paper or out loud, the City tells me my input is
welcome at the city council meeting. In practice, when | show up and try to participate, | am shut down.
The result is confusion, unnecessary confrontation (which | don’t want), and an appearance at public
meetings that questions are being acknowledged, when in reality they are being deflected or silenced
on purpose like | stated in all my examples last night.

| am not seeking special treatment only clarity and consistency. If the City intends for certain meetings
to be closed to public comment, then that should be clearly stated in advance and on the agenda, not
left to the discretion of staff during the meeting. Conversely, if the City’s leadership is going to

encourage landowners and business owners to participate, then that commitment should be honored.

Transparency is not achieved when words in writing or in public forums differ from the actions that
follow. To restore public trust, | respectfully ask that this matter be clarified in writing and reflected in
future agendas. | also ask that the City ensure all landowners and residents are given equal and fair
opportunities to participate in the processes that directly impact their property and livelihoods.

Thank you for your attention to this matter.
Sincerely,

Jonathan Tallman

From: Jonathan Tallman

Date: Tue, Jul 29, 2025 at 4:55 PM

Subject: Re: Public Comment Regarding July 29th EOA Meeting & Request for Fair Dialogue
To: Brandon Hammond

CC: Derrin Tallman , Amanda Mickles

Brandon,

You wrote, and | quote:

“Thank you for your thoughts and insights. | agree, there needs to be an open and transparent process.
| would encourage you to continue to attend the various meetings (Planning Commission, City Council,
advisory committees, etc.) to share your insights and thoughts.”

Your inclusion of “advisory committees” led me to believe that | was welcome to speak and share my
insights at those meetings. | participated based on that good faith understanding.

To prevent any future confusion or unintended confrontation, | respectfully ask for clarification. The
disconnect between what is stated in writing and how participation is handled during meetings creates



uncertainty and undermines transparency and accountability. This kind of inconsistency discourages
meaningful public engagement.

Could you ensure that this matter is clearly addressed and reflected in future agendas? | simply want to
avoid any unnecessary conflict (especially with Carla because she has called cops in the past on me)
that stems from written words not aligning with how policies are applied in practice by the city of
Boardman.

| am not asking for to much here am I? Thank you for your time and attention to this matter.
Jonathan Tallman

On Tue, Jul 29, 2025 at 4:31 PM Brandon Hammond wrote:

Johnathan,

During our planning commission and city council meetings there are specified public comment times, as
these are governing bodies, which allows any public input. The advisory committee’s and workshops do
not call for the same public comment opportunities.

From: Jonathan Tallman

Sent: Tuesday, July 29, 2025 3:21 PM

To: Brandon Hammond

Cc: Derrin Tallman

Subject: Re: Public Comment Regarding July 29th EOA Meeting & Request for Fair Dialogue
Hi Brandon,

Thank you for allowing me to speak during today’s meeting and for your prior message encouraging
continued engagement. | appreciate your acknowledgment that an open and transparent process is
essential. As both a business owner and a landowner in the City of Boardman, I've made a genuine
effort to participate constructively and provide insights that | believe are important for the community.

However, I'm confused by the inconsistency between your written encouragement and what occurred
at the meeting. When | raised my hand to speak, Carla stated that | was not a PAC member and would
decide whether | could speak or not. This seemed to contradict the inclusive message you had
expressed in writing, and frankly, it felt dismissive of my efforts to engage in good faith in the future.

This kind of disconnect is exactly what causes meetings to become confrontational—it's when the
words don’t align with the actions. | would have asked you for clarification during the meeting, but |
wasn't sure if you were present, and | didn’t want to escalate the situation in that setting.

To prevent future confusion or tension, I'd appreciate your clarification: moving forward, as a business
and land owner in Boardman, am | permitted to speak during Planning Commission, City Council, and
advisory committee meetings when | attend? This issue needs to be addressed clearly so that | and
others can participate without conflict or second-guessing whether our voices will be heard.

Thank you again for your time and for addressing this matter directly and in writing.
Sincerely,

Jonathan Tallman

On Mon, Jul 28, 2025 at 4:50 PM Brandon Hammond wrote:

Jonathan,

Thank you for your thoughts and insights. | agree, there needs to be an open and transparent process.
| would encourage you to continue to attend the various meetings (planning Commission, City Council,
advisory committees, etc.) to share your insights and thoughts.



From: Jonathan Tallman

Sent: Sunday, July 27, 2025 1:33 PM

To: Derrin Tallman ; Brandon Hammond

Subject: Public Comment Regarding July 29th EOA Meeting & Request for Fair Dialogue
Dear Brandon,

As | continue reviewing the July 2025 Economic Opportunities Analysis (EOA) prepared for the City of
Boardman, | feel compelled to submit this letter in advance of the July 29th meeting to formally express
my concerns, outline considerations, and request a good faith dialogue moving forward.

Although | have NOT received previous communications related to economic development on record
requests, | have been removed from past meetings after raising legitimate questions—despite having
written documentation supporting involvement and requests for meeting notes and related materials.

| must again note the troubling pattern of repeated code inspections and what | believe to be retaliatory
enforcement actions against my property. These actions have occurred while the value of my land has
been significantly diminished due to Amazon-driven expansion and infrastructure plans. A primary
driver of this expansion—the 230kV powerline—has directly harmed my land while increasing revenue
for the City. From 2019 to 2026, the Boardman city budget has grown from $21 million to over $90
million, largely funded through corporate projects and specifically UEC excise fee taxes tied to this
infrastructure buildout.

| do not wish to dwell on past grievances, but | am committed to avoiding the same entanglements that
have already harmed this community. The Windwave complaint filed by the Oregon Department of
Justice illustrates the real consequences when public officials suppress financial transparency,
manipulate valuations, and prioritize private corporate gain over the public good. | bring this up not to
cast accusations, but to express clear concern: Boardman’'s UGB expansion and future development
must not follow the same closed-door patterns and selective dealings.

My Recommendation

As a lifelong resident, business owner, and developer in Boardman, | want to see this community
grow—-but it must happen responsibly. | would like to either develop or sell my property, but not under
conditions where | am excluded, undervalued, or unfairly treated.

| am open to a fair and reasonable offer—one that reflects what other people have been paid for on
their property. However, | cannot accept a process that proceeds while impacted landowners like
myself are sidelined. | intend to participate more actively going forward and will present documentation
that challenges any misrepresentation of my property’s value or role in the city’s development plans.

If the City Proceeds Without Expanding the UGB:

Boardman may face constraints under Oregon’s land use laws, such as Statewide Planning Goal 14,
which limits urban-style development on rural lands. This could restrict Amazon-related infrastructure,
residential growth, and commercial zoning changes—potentially exposing the City to legal risk or
development delays.

If the City Expands the UGB Without a Good Faith Process:

Under ORS 197.298, ORS 197.626, and LCDC rules, the UGB amendment must be supported by a
transparent, data-driven process, public involvement, and clear alignment with statewide planning
goals. Failure to do so could result in legal challenges before the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA),
especially if favoritism or exclusion is evident. Oregon Rural Action has this same concern.

Given the Windwave Precedent in Morrow County:



The Windwave case shows the consequences of insider manipulation, lack of transparency, and the
suppression of public input. If similar behavior emerges in Boardman’'s UGB process—such as
selective treatment or undisclosed arrangements with Amazon or other developers—it could invite
further scrutiny from the Oregon DOJ or other regulatory bodies. The community is already burdened
by the fallout, including rising property taxes. Boardman must not compound that damage.

| am formally requesting a transparent, written dialogue regarding the EOA, the proposed UGB
expansion, and a fair path forward for my property. | will also be submitting a formal response to the
EOA report. All | ask is for equity, transparency, and the same respect afforded to others and emails on
all future meetings times going forward as | have asked before.

| am still awaiting responses to my public records, open meetings requests, including meeting
documents, notes, audio, and video. | can show you on meetings that show the redlining specifically
referenced. The continued advancement of meetings without addressing these concerns is deeply
troubling. If this pattern continues, | will have no choice but to show these matters further, but that is not
my intent. It is to get this resolved.

Thank you for your time and attention. | welcome your written response.
Sincerely,

Jonathan Tallman
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Boardman
STRATEGIC PLAN

CONNECTING COMMUNITIES
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About the plan

The City of Boardman completed and adopted a Transportation
System Plan (TSP) in 2001. Since the adoption of the 2001 TSP,
the City of Boardman has seen significant levels of population
growth, new residential and commercial development, and
continues to see the adjacent Port of Morrow grow as a major
regional employment center. In recognition of this, the City of
Boardman is undertaking a major update to its TSP.

To ensure the City has a modern multimodal transportation
system for the next 20 years, the TSP will focus on:

Incorporating the needs and desires of all current

and future residents and businesses.

Developing modern, safe, comfortable, and inclusive
multimodal facilities that accommodate users

of all ages, incomes, and abilities.

Identifying projects that will address gaps and improve
connections between key destinations such as schools,
shopping centers, parks, and employment centers.
Making walking, rolling, biking, and taking the

bus safer and easier.

Supporting regional transit options.

The draft TSP is in development and will be ready for public
comments by October 9, 2025. You can find more information
and documents about the project on the website.

Stay informed:

Project contacts

Boardman
Transportation
System Plan

September 2025 Update

Schedule

Completed items are available
on the project website

Plans and Policy Review
and Project Framework
Complete

Transportation System Inventory and
Existing and Future Conditions
Complete

Public Involvement and Outreach
Complete

Solution Development and Evaluation
Complete

Draft TSP

In development - Ready for comment by
October 9. 2025

Adoption
Boardman Planning Commission
- October 16, 2025

Boardman City Council
- November 18, 2025

B City of | @

zanassoc.mysocialpinpoint.com/boardman-transportation-system-plan

Carla McLane | Planning Official | 541-481-9252 | mclanec@cityofboardman.com
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Boardman
STRATEGIC PLAN

MANAGING DEVELOPMENIT

Project Page:
https://www.cityofboardman.com/community
-development/page/parks-master-plan

Public Comment: Oregon's Public
Meetings Law generally requires that
meetings of public bodies be open to the
public and that the public be given notice of
those meetings. While the law guarantees
the public’s right to attend, it does not
automatically guarantee the right to speak or
participate in public comment. Governing
bodies set their own rules for public
participation, including the length and format
of public comment periods. Agendas posted
will indicate whether or not the meeting
allows for public comment.

Join Zoom Meeting:

https://usO6web.zoom.us/}/88028808804 7
NWA=3AP7a3tanAmMNODO2MyPDayNOORKQnevl 2

cityofboardman.com
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COMPREHENSIVE
PLAN/DEVELOPMENT

CODE PAC

Mon, Oct 13 2025, 3 - 5pm

Add to your calendar ==
Back to Calendar

Boardman
STRATEGIC PLAN

MANAGING DEVELOPMENT

w
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Project Page:
https://www.cityofboardman.com/community
-development/page/parks-master-plan
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October 2025

October 7, 2025 Tuesday

6:00pm ® Joint City
Council/Planning
Commission Workshop

7:00pm & City Council Meeting w/
Executive Session

October 13, 2025 Monday
3:00pm- e Comprehensive
5:00pm Plan/Development Code
PAC

October 14, 2025 Tuesday
6:00pm- e Morrow County Clean
3:00pm Water Consortium
October 16, 2025 Thursday
6:00pm ® Planning_ Commission
Meeting

October 28, 2025 Tuesday

9:00am- e Economics Opportunities
11:00am Analysis PAC



“City of Boar

Identify key policy considerations

e Engage this PAC with other stakeholders (agencies, service providers and
community leaders)

e Align various City planning efforts with the Comprehensive Plan Update,
including:

3 TSP

EOA

HPS

Parks Master Plan

And others!

e Drive implementation (Zoning Map, Development Code updates) through a
new Comprehensive Plan policy framework

O

O Q) L

Boardman Comprehensive Plan and Development Code Update 2025-10-13 16:26:44

X

{  Transcript :

1:22:37 okay, it's almost redundant to say in a more
comprehensive way. Is there an acronym or IS
there a synonym for that

1:22:43 word? It it's going to take some of these things
that are already related and further interrelate
them so that

1:22:50 when we're talking about natural resources, that's
kind of goal six, but it's kind of goal 11 and it's goal
five.

1:22:56 And it's going to kind of pull all of those parts and
pleces together. So, | think 1t's going to be an
Interesting

1:23:01 outcome when we get to policy around how we
make policy and then how It fits into

1:23:06 What our future comprehensive plan will look like. |
probably said way too much, but | | think it's
Important for people

1:23:13 to understand what is a comprehensive plan. Um
maybe what ours has been historically and kind of
where we're our

1:23:20 focus is moving us to. So, thank you for letting me

use a little of your time.
e ]
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'City of Boardman

Identify key policy considerations
e Engage this PAC with other stakeholders (agencies, service providers and
community leaders)
e Align various City planning efforts with the Comprehensive Plan Update,
including:
3 TSP
EOA
HPS
Parks Master Plan
o And others!
e Drive implementation (Zoning Map, Development Code updates) through a
new Comprehensive Plan policy framework

&

0 L

Boardman Comprehensive Plan and Development Code Update Next Steps

2025-10-13 16:26:49

{  Transcript X

1:23:28 That was a great recap, Carla. Thank you. Um and
yeah at the next the next time this group convenes
um maybe we can

1:23:36 spend some time looking at examples of comp
plan and then also take a look at your existing
comp plan so everyone Is

1:23:41 coming from the same level of understanding for
what you know we're currently working with. Um
and there are

1:23:49 as Carla said many ways to organize information.
Um | will also just say you

1:23:55 know policy making does not happen in a vacuum.
Um they must you know language

1:24:01 policy language needs to be rooted In factual
basis. Um so all of these updated factual basises
that the city iIs

1:24:08 currently undertaking are really important efforts
for making sure that our policies are also up to
date um and

1:24:16 are reflective of of what's currently on the ground
and and what we're forecasted to um to
experience in the future.



Tallman Email #16
Carla MclLane

From: Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, November 10, 2025 2:42 PM

To: Amanda Mickles; Amanda Mickles

Cc: Brandon Hammond; Derrin Tallman; Carla McLane; HERT Dawn * DLCD;
dlcd.info@dlcd.oregon.gov; Tamra Mabbott; Michaela Ramirez; Clint Shoemake

Subject: Request for Notice of Final Decision — Ordinance 10-2025 (Transportation System Plan
Adoption)

Attachments: 2840364713308872431.png; 2840364713308872431.png

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Ms. Mickles & others,

| am writing as a participating property owner and interested party regarding the City of Boardman’s
proposed adoption of Ordinance 10-2025, the Transportation System Plan (TSP) update.

Please notify me in writing when Ordinance 10-2025 becomes final and when the official Notice of
Decision is mailed, pursuant to ORS 197.830(3). This request ensures | receive proper notice for any
potential review or appeal deadlines before the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA).

Because this TSP directly affects inter-jurisdictional coordination and public-facility planning under Goal
2 (Land Use Planning) and Goal 11 (Public Facilities and Services), | am copying this correspondence to
the Department of Land Conservation and Development (DLCD) and the Morrow County Planning
Department so they are aware of the timing and coordination requirements between jurisdictions.

| also request written confirmation of the exact date when the City transmits the final adopted TSP and
Ordinance 10-2025 to DLCD under ORS 197.615 and OAR 660-018-0040. This transmittal date is
essential for calculating the 21-day appeal period and maintaining a clear record of the City’s
compliance with state notice and coordination procedures.

Additional Context for Record and Coordination

My brother (Derrin Tallman) recently contacted the City and was informed directly by City Manager
Brandon Hammond during a phone call that the offer previously discussed for November 18, 2025 will
now be delayed even though we were told it would be talked about at November 18th 2025 meeting. See
below the call made to him today November 10th 2025.

1stJohn 2:17 LLC understands that despite this change, the City still intends to proceed with adoption of
the Transportation System Plan at the same meeting.

1stJohn 2:17 LLC reserves allrights related to any potential impacts or encumbrances that could
constitute an inverse-condemnation effect on our property.



Given this development, 1stJohn 2:17 LLC respectfully requests written acknowledgment of when the
adopted plan is transmitted to DLCD, and that a copy of this acknowledgment also be provided to
Morrow County for their records on December 2nd 2025 meeting.

This will help ensure transparent coordination among all affected agencies, particularly in light of the
Heritage Trail, roadway access, and public-facility planning matters that remain pending.

Please include this correspondence in the official record for the November 18, 2025 hearing.

This request does not waive any rights under ORS 35 or affect any pending or future negotiations with the
City, County, or other entities.

Thank you for your attention to this request and for confirming receipt.
Sincerely,

Jonathan Tallman

1stJohn 2:17 LLC

706 Mt Hood Ave

Boardman, Oregon 97818

1stJohn217llc@gmail.com

(208) 570-7589
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Tallman Email #17
Carla MclLane

From: Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com>

Sent: Tuesday, November 11, 2025 7:09 AM

To: Brandon Hammond

Cc: Derrin Tallman; Carla McLane; Amanda Mickles; HERT Dawn * DLCD; Tamra Mabbott;
Amanda Mickles; Clint Shoemake; Justin Nelson; director@dlcd.oregon.gov; Michaela
Ramirez

Subject: November 18th 2025 Request to Keep Record Open, Defer TSP Adoption & ROW
Actions, and Notify DLCD/County of Procedural Flaws

Attachments: 4281848296191888395.png; 4993042932318612847.png; 9035991945834686473.png;

6525810444024661037.png; IMG_3657.png; IMG_3566.jpeg; IMG_3520.jpeg; IMG_
2684.jpeg; IMG_3568.jpeg; IMG_1585.jpeg; IMG_4137 jpeg; Boardman_PRR_9262025
_Filled.pdf; Transparency_lssue_Letter October 7.pdf; 2022 collectors.pdf; Amazon NDA -
Profitt 5.2.23 Redacted.pdf; Amazon NDA - Orellana 9.5.23 Redacted.pdf; Amazon NDA
- MclLane 5.3.23 Redacted.pdf; Amazon NDA - Baumgartner 5.2.23 Redacted.pdf;
Amazon NDA - Hammond 8.1.23 Redacted.pdf; Amazon NDA - Rockwell 5.2.23
Redacted.pdf; Amazon NDA - Cambero, A. 10.4.24 Redacted.pdf; Amazon NDA - Keefer
5.2.23 Redacted.pdf; Amazon NDA - Pettigrew 5.2.23 Redacted.pdf; Amazon NDA -
Cuevas 5.2.23 Redacted.pdf

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Dear City of Boardman Officials and others listed above,

I am writing as the owner of 1st John 2:17 LLC and the affected property under the proposed
Transportation System Plan (TSP), Columbia River Heritage Trail alignment, and related right-of-way
(ROW) proposals.

Please enter this email into the official record for:

e The City of Boardman TSP adoption proceedings, including the November 18 2025 city council
and November 20 2025 planning commission meetings; and

e The Morrow County Planning Commission and Board of Commissioners hearings on the
Columbia River Heritage Trail and related code or plan amendments (including the December 2
2025 meeting).

| am also deliberately copying DLCD and Morrow County to ensure they are aware of the coordination
and procedural issues outlined below.

1. Request to Keep the Record Open (7-7-7)

| formally request that the record remain open under the seven-seven-seven schedule described in ORS
197.763(6)(c)-(d) on the the city November 18th 2025 and City Planning commission meeting on
November 20th 2025:



1. Seven days for additional testimony after the initial hearing,

2. Seven days for written responses, and

3. Seven days for final rebuttal.
This is essential so citizens can submit coordinated testimony after Morrow County’s December 2 2025
hearing on the Heritage Trail and so that all agencies (City, County, DLCD, ODOT, and OWRD) are

working from the same, complete record. Please send to this email address as well as add them to the
records.

2. Procedural and Legal Flaws in the City’s Current TSP Process

Below is a detailed list of procedural flaws that make it premature and legally risky for the City to adopt or
transmit the TSP to DLCD at this time (with more documentation coming and waiting on a city Of
Boardman documented records requests) | am reserving all my rights as well once they are produced:

A. Lack of City-County Coordination

The Heritage Trail and related collector system changes are still before Morrow County and have been
continued to December 2, 2025.

Under Goal 2 and ORS 197.175(2)(b), the City cannot lawfully adopt a TSP and transmit it to DLCD while
coordinated components remain unresolved.

B. Closing the Record Before County Action

If the City closes the record around November 18 2025 while the County will not act until December 2,
2025 the public is denied a fair opportunity to comment on a coordinated plan package.

This violates Goal 1 (Citizen Involvement) and ORS 197.763(6)(c), which require an open and responsive
record process.

C. Adopting a Draft or Incomplete Plan During DLCD PAPA Review
The TSP, Volume Il Appendices, and supporting data are stillunder DLCD PAPA review.

Adopting an incomplete draft during an active review window violates ORS 197.610-650 and risks
remand for adopting a plan not yet acknowledged.

D. Implementing Dependent Projects Before Plan Acknowledgment

The City is moving forward with dependent actions—the Heritage Trail alignment, related CIP projects,
and IAMP-related right-of-way work—before the underlying TSP is finalized.

Under OAR 660-012-0020, implementing measures cannot lawfully proceed until the plan itself is
adopted and acknowledged.



E. Failure to Incorporate LUBA No. 2022-062 Remand Standards

LUBA remanded the City’s collector road standards in Case No. 2022-062, requiring updated standards
and findings through a coordinated process.

The current draft does not fully incorporate or address that remand, leaving the plan vulnerable.
F. Missing Goal 12 Mobility and Safety Findings

The City claims compliance with Goal 12 and the ODOT Interchange Area Management Plan (IAMP), yet
the record lacks final traffic modeling, spacing analysis, and access-management findings.

Without those, the plan fails Goal 12 consistency requirements.

G. Lack of OWRD Water-Rights Coordination (Goal 11)

There is no documentation of coordination with the Oregon Water Resources Department (OWRD)
verifying adequate municipal water rights and capacity to serve the growth projected in the TSP and CIP.

This omission violates Goal 11 (Public Facilities & Services) and undermines infrastructure planning.

H. Conflicts of Interest and Funding Bias

Significant portions of the TSP, Heritage Trail, and IAMP appear funded or advanced by entities—such as,
the Port of Morrow, and Amazon-related developments—with direct financial stakes in outcomes. Please
see attached signed NDA’s of Boardman city officials below.

That raises ORS 244 Government Ethics concerns and undermines the impartiality required by Goal

2. Please see April 15, 2025 meeting Transcript where Carla McClane admits Amazon (with a map which
is blurred out later) is funding an RV park with that map it is at 1st John 2:17 llc owned property.

3. Problems With the Land Offer and IAMP-Related Actions

1. Verbal Offer Without Agenda Authority

City Manager Brandon Hammond verbally communicated that the City would be sending me a
written offer for my property. See Attached call log below that has not come to fruition and now
the email from November 10th, 2025 delaying it.

However, the November 18 City Council agenda lists no item authorizing or discussing any land
transaction.

This raises questions about transparency and public authorization, since property negotiations or
offers should appear on a noticed agenda and be approved by Council motion.

2. Landtransaction Offer Before TSP Acknowledgment
3



Any land transaction offer for a transportation project should occur only after the TSP and
alignment are fully adopted and acknowledged. Acting before acknowledgment effectively
initiates condemnation without plan justification.

3. Lack of ORS 35 Good-Faith Offer and Certified Appraisal

If the offer concerns a public project, the City must follow ORS Chapter 35—a written good-faith
offer backed by a certified appraisal. | have received neither. 1stJohn 2:17 llc needs proper time
to review any agreement before signing and if/when that a new offer is ever presented in writing.

From the DLCD’s standpoint, Umatilla Electric Cooperative v. 1st John 2:17, LLC (CA No.
A184850) highlights that any city, county, or utility acquiring land for a public project must first
comply with ORS 35.346(1) by making a certified, a 40 day good-faith offer supported by an
appraisal, ensuring the owner’s due-process rights before filing suit or incorporating the property
into a plan. The case reinforces DLCD’s expectation that such acquisitions be lawful, transparent,
and coordinated under Goals 1, 2, and 11, meaning a jurisdiction cannot rely on an invalid or
premature condemnation offer as the basis for an acknowledged transportation or public-facility
plan.

Furthermore, once a related appeal or condemnation issue like this is pending, the TSP or any
amendment involving that property cannot move forward through the PAPA process until DLCD
formally acknowledges that all coordination and statutory requirements have been met, meaning
the City must pause action until the appellate and coordination issues are resolved and
acknowledged on the record.

Under ORS 197.175(2)(b) and ORS 197.610-197.625, a city may not adopt or forward a plan
amendment for DLCD acknowledgment unless it demonstrates full coordination with affected
jurisdictions and compliance with all applicable statutes, including ORS 35.346(1) governing
lawful right-of-way offers. In addition, OAR 660-018-0020(1) requires that any Post-
Acknowledgment Plan Amendment (PAPA) be “based on an acknowledged plan” and “supported
by adequate factual findings,” meaning a plan relying on an unacknowledged or disputed
condemnation cannot proceed until DLCD issues an acknowledgment or determines the record is
complete.

4. Alignment Not Final and Subject to Change

The corridor depends on alignments still under County review and possible LUBA appeal,
exposing the City and or the County to future risk. Please see offer below that shows this as well.

5. Potential Violation of the 2022-062 LUBA Remand

Any ROW tied to the remanded collector-road network may contravene the pending remand order
if pursued prematurely.

4. Oregon Water-Rights Verification and Goal 11



Oregon’s “water-for-water” exchanges and municipal water-supply capacity are regulated by OWRD,
typically through the North Central Region Watermaster.

Because the TSP and CIP assume substantial growth and increased water use, the City must document
coordination showing that adequate legal and physical water rights exist.

| therefore request:

Please provide the correspondence or coordination record between the City of Boardman and OWRD
verifying that adequate municipal water rights and capacity exist to support the proposed TSP, related
CIP projects, and the Columbia River Heritage Trail concept.

If this has not occurred, | request that OWRD’s North Central Region Watermaster be formally
consulted before any recommendation or adoption.

5. Requests and Remedies

Given these issues, | respectfully ask the City to:

1. Keep the record open under the seven-seven-seven schedule and publicly announce the
deadlines.
2. Defer any final TSP adoption vote until after:
o Morrow County completes its December 2 hearing;
o TheTSP,Volume ll, and appendices are complete; and
o Agency coordination letters (OWRD, ODOT, DLCD, Morrow County) are in the record.
3. Defer any ROW/land acquisition or IAMP-based commitments until the TSP is acknowledged and
all procedures under ORS Chapter 35 are met, with explicit Council agenda authorization.
4. Obtain and disclose OWRD coordination documenting municipal water rights and any water-for-
water exchanges.
5. Provide written explanations showing how the City will satisfy Goals 1, 2, 11, and 12 and comply
with LUBA 2022-062 before proceeding.

6. Notice of Future Review

If the City or the planning commission’s proceeds with adoption of the Transportation System
Plan while these coordination and procedural issues remain unresolved, | will forward the
matter to the appropriate state agency for review and oversight under Oregon law.

7. Request for Complete Written Record under ORS 197.615(3)

In addition, | formally request that when the City of Boardman transmits the adopted
Transportation System Plan (Ordinance 10-2025) to DLCD, it also provide to me and all
parties of record a complete written copy of the transmitted record, including all findings,
exhibits, appendices, maps, correspondence, and hearing materials. This requestis made
pursuant to ORS 197.615(3) and OAR 661-010-0025(1) to ensure full transparency,



coordination with Morrow County, and preservation of the official record for any potential
review.

8.1 would also like to add this offer from April 5th, 2021 to the record because it seems to
be overlooked by the city in my public records requests.

Supporting Evidence and Transparency Concerns

Attached Exhibit Blanc below (April 5, 2021 Blanc Firm letter) confirms that the City of
Boardman, through its own attorney, initiated a right-of-way offer for the Laurel Lane/Loop
Road corridor years before the Transportation System Plan was acknowledged. This
action demonstrates that the City began implementing a transportation project without an
adopted or coordinated plan, directly implicating Goal 1 (Citizen Involvement), Goal 2
(Planning Coordination), and OAR 660-012-0020(1) prohibiting premature implementation.
Exhibit B (September 26 2025 Public Records Request) shows | was never notified of this
prior offer nor provided related NDA or Amazon coordination records, despite requesting
them under ORS 192.311-478. Exhibit C (October 7 2025 Transparency Issue Letter)
further documents that City officials encouraged public participation in writing but then
restricted my ability to speak or receive full information. Together these records show a
consistent lack of transparency and coordination that DLCD and the City must address
before any acknowledgment or adoption of the TSP on November 18, 2025.

I reserve all rights under ORS 35, ORS 197, ORS 244, and any other applicable laws to participate,
comment, and, if necessary, appeal. | would highly recommend a way to resolve this with a
Memorandum of Understanding (MOU) to resolve this the quickest once negotiations in good faith take
place.

Thank you for your attention to these concerns and for ensuring that DLCD and Morrow County are fully
informed as you move forward.

Sincerely,
Jonathan Tallman
1stJohn 2:17 LLC

1stjohn217llc@gmail.com

Blanc Firm ROW offer representing the city of Boardman. We are still waiting for the public records
request of this file too which is being delayed since 9/26/2025.
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Tallman (Cheryl) Email #18

Carla McLane

From: The Farmers Cup <thefarmerscup@gmail.com>

Sent: Wednesday, November 12, 2025 4:27 PM

To: brandon.hammond@cityofboardman.co; Amanda Mickles; Carla McLane; Amanda
Mickles

Cc: derrin@tallman.cx; 1stjohn217llc@gmail.com

Subject: Request for Written Good-Faith Offer and Agenda Inclusion — Laurel Lane Property /

The Farmer's Cup The Farmer's Cup — Request for Good-Faith Offer Process

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

You don't often get email from thefarmerscup@gmail.com. Learn why this is important

Hi Brandon,
This is Cheryl Tallman with The Farmer’s Cup on Laurel Lane. | am the owner of the coffee shop.

I’'ve been reviewing the City’s Transportation System Plan and wanted to reach out after my sons let me
know that no written offer has ever been made by the City regarding the property where my business
operates, even though we were told verbally that one would be.

Since The Farmer’s Cup is a tenant on that site, | just want to make sure everything is handled properly
and in good faith before the City moves forward. Would you please confirm whether the City intends to
start the good-faith-offer process meaning a written offer and appraisal for any affected areas so this can
be resolved fairly?

Because the November 18 agenda lists adoption of the Transportation System Plan immediately before
an executive session for real-property negotiations, | respectfully request that any discussion or action
involving the Laurel Lane / Loop Road property be deferred until a written good-faith offer and certified
appraisal have been completed under ORS 35.346. That way everyone knows the process is transparent
and by-the-book.

I’d also like to ask that this matter be added as an agenda item at or following the November 18 2025
meeting, so there’s a clear public record that the City is working toward a fair resolution for both the
property owner (1st John 2:17 LLC) and my business.

For clarity, The Farmer’s Cup is only a tenant and not the landowner, so any good-faith payment or offer
would need to be directed to 1st John 2:17 LLC. I’'m simply asking to be included and kept informed so
everything is handled transparently and respectfully for everyone involved.

I’m also concerned that, if the City moves forward without completing the required good-faith offer and
certified appraisal, it may affect other actions that are scheduled for the November 20 2025 Planning
Commission meeting. Several of the items on that agenda relate to future road connections, walking
paths, and land-use modifications that depend on clear coordination and an accurate understanding of
whatis happening on the Laurel Lane and Loop Road property. For that reason, | hope the City will make
sure the proper good-faith steps are completed before any decisions that involve this area move forward.

1



Please add this email to the official record for the November 18, 2025 City Council hearing on Ordinance
10-2025 (Transportation System Plan).

Thank you for your time and for the work that goes into these projects. Please let me know by email what
the City’s intentions are. | plan to make a short statement at the November 18 2025 meeting just to ask
the City Council to resolve this matter properly.

Best regards,

Cheryl Tallman

Owner, The Farmer’s Cup

Laurel Lane, Boardman OR 97818

thefarmerscup@gmail.com
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Tallman Email #19

Carla McLane

From: Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, November 14, 2025 5:16 AM

To: Brandon Hammond; Carla McLane; Amanda Mickles; Tamra Mabbott; Clint Shoemake;
HERT Dawn * DLCD; Michaela Ramirez; August Peterson

Cc: Derrin Tallman; timesjournal1886@gmail.com; mrogoway@oregonian.com

Subject: Re: Request to Move Public Comment to Beginning of Meeting & Notice of Pending

Planning Commission Issues Request to Move Public Comment to the Beginning of the
Agenda & Reservation of Rights

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Subject: Request for Complete Record Alignment, Production of Missing Documents, and Scheduled
Appointment for Written Copies — Add to Official Record

Dear City of Boardman Officials,

Please add this letter to the official record for Ordinance 10-2025 (Transportation System Plan), the
Heritage Trail coordination process, and all related land-use, transportation, or right-of-way matters
affecting the Laurel Lane property.

Over the last seven years, | have submitted extensive documentation to the City, including emails,
photographs, attachments, maps, and printed materials related to the TSP, Heritage Trail alignment,
County coordination, and potential land-acquisition impacts. | have retained printed copies of nearly
everything | submitted.

However, after reviewing the recent City packets and publicly available materials online (1,065 pages), |
have identified significant discrepancies between my files and the City’s files, including:

¢ Many of my previously submitted documents do not appearin the public record.

o Several materials appearincomplete, missing attachments, or reformatted.

e Certain PDF drafts, maps, and NDA-referenced files contained in City materials do not match the
versions provided to me.

e Myretained copies do not align with the City’s published TSP or Planning Commission packets.

Because City Hall was closed on November 13-14 for “Record Retention,” and because DLCD and the
County rely on the City’s version of the legislative record, | am concerned that DLCD may not receive the
full history of materials | have previously submitted. Missing documents could affect Goal 1
participation, Goal 2 coordination, and Goal 11 public-facility compliance.

Accordingly, | respectfully request the following:



1. A scheduled time to come into City Hall and obtain a complete printed set of all
documents.

Please provide a date and time when | may come in and receive:

e alldocuments, emails, draft PDFs, attachments, maps, and NDA-related materials associated
with my past submissions; and

e aprinted list of records reviewed or organized during the November 13-14 “Record Retention”
closure (not privileged content—only what was reviewed or retained).

| want to compare the City’s printed records directly with my retained documents to identify
discrepancies and ensure a complete and accurate process going forward.

2. Confirmation that all emails, photographs, documents, and attachments | previously
sent have been preserved and included in the record.

This includes all materials submitted since 2018.

3. Assurance that DLCD and the County will receive the complete, accurate record,
including every document previously submitted by me.

Given the interconnected nature of the TSP, Heritage Trail, BPA corridor, and County transportation
planning, itis important that the full record is transmitted.

4. A parallel request for the County record when the County initiates its land-use
adoption of the TSP draft.

When the Morrow County Planning Commission and Board of Commissioners initiate their formal land-
use adoption of the TSP draft, | will likewise request:

e adate and time to review the County’s printed record;

e acomplete printed set of County-held materials; and

o the ability to compare the County’s version of the record to both my documents and the City’s
version.

This ensures accurate Goal 2 coordination and prevents discrepancies between City and County
records.

5. Preservation of all previously submitted materials and all rights.

2



All of my past emails, photographs, statements, and documentation remain preserved, and all rights
remain reserved.

My intent is simple:
To ensure transparency, accuracy, and a fair process.
To avoid misunderstandings.

And to ensure the City, County, DLCD, and myself are all working from the same complete set of
documents.

Thank you for confirming that this letter has been added to the official record and for providing a time
when | may come in to receive the printed copies requested above. | welcome to find a path a legal
forward together that is fair.

Sincerely,

Jonathan Tallman

1stJohn 2:17 LLC
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On Thu, Nov 13, 2025 at 7:27 AM Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com> wrote:
Brandon,

| am writing to request one procedural adjustment for the November 18, 2025 City Council meeting. In
the interest of clarity, transparency, and proper public participation or agenda item, | respectfully ask
that Public Comment be moved to the beginning of the meeting as well too before the Council considers
Ordinance 10-2025 or any Transportation System Plan (TSP) actions.

This request will help ensure a clear and complete record under Goal 1, Goal 2, and ORS 197.763, and it
will allow relevant testimony to be presented before the Council takes action.

| also request that my mother, Cheryl Tallman, be allowed to speak during Public Commentor please
have an agenda item for both of us at the beginning of the meeting. As the business owner of The
Farmer’s Cup and a tenant affected by proposed land acquisitions, she will provide a brief statement for
the record too.

Notice of Issues With Records, Documentation,
and Coordination

I want the City Council to be aware that | have identified severalissues in recent Planning Commission
records, including documentation gaps, missing materials, and concerns regarding how TSP-related
information has been presented, transmitted, and preserved.

I intend to formally raise these concerns during the November 20, 2025 Planning Commission meeting,
where the NEW TSP draft is again listed for discussion even though it has not been reviewed,
coordinated, or approved by the Morrow County Planning Commission or Board of Commissioners.

Additionally, the County Planning Commission is scheduled to consider matters related to the Heritage
Trail on December 2, 2025, yet the City’s proposed TSP and other materials appear to rely on portions of
the trail alignment that lack County approval and are not yet adopted as part of any coordinated
Comprehensive Plan framework.

These issues affect:

e the completeness of the legislative record

o the City’s Goal 2 coordination obligations

e the accuracy of both City and County processes

o the legality of adopting the TSP before County action is complete

e and the good-faith offer process required for any land acquisitions affecting my property



Because the City and County records are inter-connected, | am notifying both bodies that | will be
raising these procedural concerns formally and placing them into the record at the City meeting on
November 18, the City Planning Commission meeting on November 20, and the County Planning
Commission meeting on December 2.

Preservation of Rights

All previously reserved rights including objections, requests to keep the record open under the 7-7-7
rule, procedural concerns, City—-County coordination issues, and required good-faith negotiations for
potential land acquisitions remain fully preserved.

My goal is to work together to ensure the process complies with Oregon law, avoids unnecessary
conflict, and protects all parties involved.

Thank you,
Jonathan Tallman

1stJohn 2:17 LLC
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City planning commission meeting more documents and pictures to come.
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Tallman Email #20
Carla MclLane

From: Jonathan Tallman <1stjohn217llc@gmail.com>

Sent: Monday, November 17, 2025 4:36 PM

To: Brandon Hammond; Carla McLane; Amanda Mickles; Tamra Mabbott; Clint Shoemake;
Michaela Ramirez; August Peterson; HERT Dawn * DLCD

Cc: Derrin Tallman; timesjournal1886@gmail.com; mrogoway@oregonian.com

Subject: Re: Request to Move Public Comment to Beginning of Meeting & Notice of Pending

Planning Commission Issues Request to Move Public Comment to the Beginning of the
Agenda & Reservation of Rights

Attachments: Karen PUC authority letter.pdf; IMG_7495.jpeg; IMG_2969.jpeg
Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Completed

Dear Brandon, Carla, and all copied recipients,

I am writing in advance of the November 18, 2025 City Council meeting to provide formal notice that | will
be submitting the attached February 18, 2020 letter from former City Manager Karen Pettigrew as a
stand-alone exhibit for inclusion in the official record for Ordinance 10-2025 (Transportation System
Plan), the Heritage Trail coordination process, and all related right-of-way matters affecting the Laurel
Lane property.

I am providing this notice ahead of time so the City, County, and DLCD have an opportunity to review the
document prior to the meeting and to avoid any surprise during the legislative process.

The Pettigrew letter is significant because it asserts that the 230 kV transmission line is a permitted
outright use and that the City “does not directly regulate this use.” Subsequent City actions—including
both the previous and current TSP drafts—treat that same corridor as a City-regulated facility subject to
transportation alignment control and public-facility planning. It is important that the legislative record
accurately reflect this discrepancy so that the City, County, DLCD, and the public are all working from
the same complete information.

My intent is the same as it has been throughout this process:
to ensure the record is complete, coordinated, accurate, and legally consistent not to create conflict.

| still hope the City will address these issues in a good-faith manner before moving toward adoption of
the TSP.

Good-Faith Offer and Negotiation

As you know, the outstanding requirement for a written good-faith offer and appraisal for any potential
right-of-way or access impacts remains unresolved. After seven years of attempting to work through
these issues informally, | welcome the opportunity for the City to take a formal, written step toward
resolution.



If the City is willing to engage in that process, | am ready to participate. If agreeable terms cannot be
reached, 1stJohn 2:17 LLC intends to continue holding the property, and all rights are expressly
reserved.

If the City Proceeds With TSP Adoption

If the City chooses to move forward with TSP adoption on November 18 without addressing these issues
or completing negotiations, then it would indicate that there is still a significant misunderstanding or
irregularity in the legislative process. | do not believe the City intends to move forward on anincomplete
or inconsistent record, but if that occurs, | will have no choice but to preserve all remedies available
under Oregon law, including seeking review before the Land Use Board of Appeals (LUBA).

| am not threatening litigation—I am simply acknowledging the procedural steps that the law requires
when inconsistencies remain unresolved.

Formal Request for Inclusion in the Record
If negotiations do not occur prior to the November 18 agenda item on TSP adoption, please treat this
correspondence and the attached Pettigrew letter as a formal request to include the document in the
legislative record for Ordinance 10-2025 and all related proceedings, including:

e The TSP adoption

e The Heritage Trail coordination process

e Anyright-of-way or public-facility matters involving the Laurel Lane property
Ongoing Cooperation

Despite the difficulties of the last seven years, my sentiment remains the same:

| prefer to work collaboratively with the City, County, and DLCD to resolve these matters properly and
fairly.

A good-faith offer would be an important first step.

Please confirm that this letter and the attached exhibit will be placed in the official record.
Sincerely,

Jonathan Tallman

1stJohn 2:17 LLC

Boardman, Oregon

Please have written copy of packet tomorrow for us to pickup before the meeting. Thank you.
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April 5, 2021

Mr. and Mrs. Terry Tallman
706 SE Mt. Hood Ave.
Boardman, OR 97818

RE: City of Boardman
Loop Road Right-of-Way

Dear Mr. and Mrs. Terry Tallman:

[ represent the City of Boardman, who has asked that I write to you about obtaining the
necessary right-of-way to construct a loop road on the west and east sides of Laurel Lane.

First, enclosed you will find a letter to Karen Pettigrew from Matt Scrivner, Morrow
County Public Works Director, dated March 25, 2021. Please be advised Morrow County has
provided notice that it will be closing and removing the unpermitted access within 30 days of
March 25, 2021 if an approved approach permit and safety concerns have not been met. To comply
and prevent closure, the City is required to finalize its plans to construct the loop road as shown
on the map provided by the City to you with the letter dated March 1, 2021.

Second, the City has asked that I respond to your letter to Karen Pettigrew, dated March
17, 2021. In your letter you asked if the City had any objections to using the west 10 acres for
residential housing. The property is zoned Service Center. The property must be used as allowed
for that zone pursuant to the Boardman Development Code, unless a zone change is requested. The
City cannot advise you on whether you should retain a lawyer or have your son, Jonathan, handle
negotiations. If you choose to retain a lawyer, this letter should be delivered to that individual.

Third, with the deadline of the County to close the unpermitted access, action needs to be
taken as soon as possible to resolve this issue. As an offer of compromise, the City is offering to
pay the sum of $30.000 for the necessary right-of-way. I need to hear from you on or before April
16, 2021. In the event this offer is not accepted by April 16, 2021, the City will have no choice but
to proceed to the next step.
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CITY OF BOARDMAN
REQUEST FOR PUBLIC RECORD

Date of Request: 9/26/2025

[, Jonathan Tallman, pursuant to ORS 192.311-192.478, am requesting the following public record(s)
from the City of Boardman:

1. Any and all Non-Disclosure Agreements (NDAs), confidentiality agreements, or similar contracts
signed by the Mayor, City Councilors, the City Manager, City Recorder, Planning Staff, or consultants
from January 1, 2018 to present, including agreements with Amazon, Umatilla Electric Cooperative
(UEC), Bonneville Power Administration (BPA), or any data center—related entities.

2. All emails, text messages, meeting notes, or correspondence between City officials/staff/consultants
and Amazon, UEC, BPA, or their representatives concerning: * The Laurel Lane / Loop Road corridor; ¢
The 'New RV Site' near the BPA Park Blocks (including records of its later blurring/removal from maps);
» Road access classifications under the IAMP; ¢« Development of Parcels 3302, 3207, and 3205.

3. All maps, exhibits, or draft planning materials that depict or reference park and RV site siting south of
[-84, including Zuzu Park, Hillview Park, BPA Park Blocks, Tuscany/River Ridge subdivision parks, and
the 'New RV Site' — provide both pre-blurred and post-blurred/removed versions.

4. All staff reports, findings, technical memoranda, and supporting documentation included in or relied
upon for the City’s September 15, 2025 Transportation System Plan (TSP) and Urban Growth
Boundary (UGB) amendment submission to DLCD, especially those referencing my property (28.11
acres, Laurel Lane).

5. All agendas, minutes, recordings, and transcripts of the April 15, 2025 City/Planning meeting, in
which Amazon’s potential funding of an RV park was discussed.

Fee Waiver Request: This request should be fulfilled without charge because these records are
already required to be part of the City’s public record and included in the DLCD draft submission under
ORS 197.610-197.650. They directly affect the public interest and my ability to participate in TSP/UGB
planning proceedings.

Signature of Requester: Jonathan Tallman

Email Address: [Insert Email]

Mailing Address: 706 Mt Hood Ave, Boardman, OR 97818
Phone Number: 208-570-7589
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MONDISCLOSURE AGREEMENT (AGEMNCY)
AGENCY: Complete BOX below and provide signed copy o pour Astazen conback

Apency Mame

By (signature]

Presed Hm.J_.:M
Title: d i Hr!

s Signed

ac ke ((

Frﬂ-l' _i:f

Address 200 Cibw Censer Ciicle, PO Bos 22 Boandmen, Oreson 97818

Fax Mo :_[id1) 481.3044

Email Address Ml[t@ﬂsq&mm

This Mosdizclosure Agreement (ihis “Agreement™) is entered imo by
Agemcy for the benefin of Amaroncom. Ine. and iz Affilimes
"Amaron”l In conmesction with Amazon’s evaluaton of varises siies
for operations and businesses, Agency may receive information on
Amacon’s operations and businesses. In considerntion of the receipt of
such information, Agency agroes as follows:

L. Confidential Information, “Affiliate” means, with respect 1o
any endity, any other entity ihat dirccily or isdirecily concrols, i
contralled by or & under common contrel with that ey, and
“Confidential Information™ mearns ol nospublic infemation relsing o
Amazon or disclosed by Amazon to the abovesreferenced ngercy, s
Afliliales or agents of any of the foregaing (collectively, "Agemcy™) thal
15 diesignated s confidential or that, given the nature of the infisrmaotson
or lhe corcumstances surrounding its disclosure, reasonably should be
considered as confidential,

1. Exclusisns. Coafidentinl Information exchudes information
thal (i3 or becomes publicly available withosi hreach of ihis
Agneemonl. {ii} cam be shown by dooumeniation 1o hove been known 1o
Agency ol the 1ime of its receipl from Amacon, (iid) is disclosed o
Apency From any third party who did not acquire or discloze such
information by o wrongful or dortioss act, or (ivh can be shown by
doecumentatson 1o have been indepemsdently developed by Agency
wilheuil neference 1o any Conlidential Informagion,

b 8 Lse of Confidentinl Imformatbom. Agency may s
Confidential Information only in purssance of its business relalionship
wilh Amaxon. Except ax provided in this Agreement. Apency will mot
dhisciose Confidenizsal Information 80 anyone withow! Amaron's prior
willen consenl. Agency will take all reasonable measures o avoid
dhschasure, dissemmalzon or  unmilhorized wse of Coalidential
Infoemalsan, inchudmg, af & minsmem, those measunes it nkes 1o pralect
f1s own conlidential information of o similar mature,

4 £ Agesey will resirict the possessban,
kmowledpe and use of Confidentiol lnformation 1e eoch of ils ﬂnpiu}n:-.::
who () ks o need o know the Coaldential Information, and {u
kegally ohlepaied 16 prosect the Uenifidential Infrmmalion 1o the same u-r
greater degres & required umder this Agreement, Apeney will ersure that
fis employees comply with this Agreemeni,

& Berminied Disclosurgs. Agency may discloss Confidemial
Infonmation as required o comply with applicable public disclosure or
open records laws (eolleclively, "Laws™), Prior to making any such
disclosure, however, Agency shall (i) give Ammron prior writlen notice
sufficient 1o aflow Amozon to scek o profective order or other remedy
{exeept 1o the extenl that Agency s compliznce woukld cause it to violate
amy Laws), asdl (i) disclose only swch information as s required usder
those Laws

Meondisclosre Apreemest (3516)

fr. Onmership of Confdential Information. A6l Confidemtial

Information will remsin the exclisive property of Ammon. Amoeon's
dizclosure of Corfidential Informsation will nod constibmle an express ar
implied graml o Agency of any righls 1o or ender Amoecon’s palenls,
coparights, trade secrels, irademarks or other intellectual property rights
Apemey will vl use any Irade name, trademark, logo of any other
peopriciary righls of Amason I any mansse withol pesar writies
authorization of such wse by & Viee President of Amagon,com, [ne. dor
is applicuble AMEmne)

- Muolice of Agency willl notify Amazon
immediately wpon discovery of any unawthorieed wse or dischosse of
Canfidential Information or any other breach of this Agrecment, Agency
will cooperate with Amanon m overy reasonabile way o help Amazon
regain posscssjon of such Confldeniial Information and prevend s
furiber unnuthorzed use and disclosuse,

B Beturn of Copfidential Informatisn. Ageney will revam or
dizsgroy all tanpible malerials einbodving Conlidential lnformestbon (in
any form and inchuding, withow limilation, all summasics, coples and
experpls of Confidential Infommation) promptly fallowing Amazon's
wrillen reguesl

9. Injumctive Beliel Agency acknowledges that a breach of its
obligations ender this Agreement could cause imreparnble barm o
Ammron a5 o which monetory damages may be difficull & ascertain ar
on inadequale remody. Agenoy agnees thal Adaeon will have the nghl
in addition 1o s sther rights and remedies, 1 seck injunctive relied far
any vialalsan ol thas Agreemend.

[, & " iom. This Agreement oovers Confidential
Infoemaiion recgived by Agency prior amd sishsequent to the date henoll
Thiz Agresment iz effective ox of the dste Confidential Informaation is
first received and will continge For 3 years, afier which it sutomatically
renews unless either panty termuinates this Agreement by providing at
beast 0 days price written nolice o the other party. provided, (kat
Agency's obligations with respeet 1o Confidenikal laformation will
srvive Tor & vess following serminaifon of this Apgrecment, and
Secions 5, 6, 9 100 snd 11 will survive imdefindicly =nd the
conflidentinlity chligations of this Agreement will continue %o apply to
the Confidenlial Information for oz leng as the infomation continoees 1
comslilste a trade secrel or docs mol otherwise fall within an exclission
deseribed in Seatbon L

in. Miseellamenms. This Apreensenl corstilsies b endire
pgreement between the parfics relating 1o the matiers discussed berein
ond may be amended, modified, or waived only with the musual wrilken
corsent of the panies. Agency may not asspn this Aprecment withii
Amaron’s writlen consenl. |7 a provision of this Agreement is hebd
mvald ander applicabde law, such invalidiny will not affeet any odher
provision of this Agreement that cam be given effecl. This Agroemend


Amanda Mickles
Rectangle

Amanda Mickles
Rectangle


will be governed by internal laws of the State of Washington, without
reference to its choice of law rules. Exclusive jurisdiction over and venue
of any suit arising out of or relating to this Agreement will be in the state
and federal courts in King County, Washington, and each of the parties
hereto consents to the personal jurisdiction of, and venue in, those courts.
All rotices hereunder will be in writing and will be sent by overnight
courier, confirmed facsimile transmission, or certified mail. Notices 1o
Agency will be delivered to the address set forth above. Notices to
Amazon will be delivered, Attn, General Counsel, to: 410 Terry Avenue
North, Seattte, WA 98109-5210; Fax No. 2(6/266.7010,

Nondisclosure Agreement (10/13)

CC NDA 00090719 2023 TR

Page 2 of 2
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NONDISCLOSURE AGREEMENT (AGENCY)
AGENCY: Complete BOX below and provide signed copy to your Amazon contact.

Agency Name: City of Bogrdman

Printed Name: §. . .}

Title:_é‘éW/ff‘
DateSigneé: 2%2&;% 92 éﬁd,ﬁ

Address: 200 City Center Cjrcle, PO Box 229 Beardman, Oregon 97818

Fax No,_{547} 4513244

Etnail Address: {_ .}

Ly

This Nondisclosure Agreement (this “Agreement”) is entered into by
Agency for the benefit of Amazon.com, Inc. and its Affiliares
(“Amazon™}, In connection with Amazon’s evaluation of various sites
for operations and businesses, Agency may receive information on
Amazon’s operations and businesses. In consideration of the receipt of
such information, Agency agrees as follows:

L Confidential Information, “Affiliate” means, with respect to
any eatity, any other entity that directly or indirectly controls, is
controlled by or is under common control with that entity, and
“Confidential Information™ means all nonpublic information relating to
Amazon or disclosed by Amazon to the above-referenced agency, its
Affiliates or agents of any of the foregoing (collectively, “Agency”™) that
is designated as confidential or that, given the nature of the information
or the circumstances surrounding its disclosure, reasonably should be
considered as confidential,

2. Exclusions. Confidential Information excludes information
that (i)is or becomes publicly available without breach of this
Agreement, (ii} can be shown by documentation to have been known to
Apency at the time of its receipt from Amazon, (iif) is disclosed 1o
Agency from any third party who did not acquire or disclose such
information by a wrongful or tortious act, or (iv) can be shown by
documentation to. have been independently developed by Agency
without reference to any Confidential Information.

3. Use of Confidential Information. Agency may use
Confidential Information only in pursuance of its business relationship
with Amazon. Except as provided in this Agreement, Agency wilf not

disclose Confidential Information to anyone without Amazon's prior

written consent. Agency will take all reasonable measures to avoid
disclosure, dissemination or unauthorized use of Confidential
Information, including, at a minimum, those measures it takes to protect
its own conftdential information of a similar nature.

4. Agency Personnel. Agency will restrict the possession,
knowiedge and use of Confidential Information to each of its employees

who (i) has a need to know the Confidential Information, and (i} is

legally obligated to protect the Confidential Information to the same or
greater degree as required under this Agreement. Agency will ensure that
its employees comply with this Agreement.

3. Permitted Disclosures. Agency may disclose Confidential
Information as required to comply with epplicable public disctosure or

open records laws {collectively, “Laws™). Prior to making any such
disclosure, however, Agency shall (i) give Amazon prior written notice
sufficient to allow Amazon to seek a protective order or other remedy
{except to the extent that Agency’s compliance would cause it to violate
any Laws), and (i) disclose only such information as is required under
those Laws.

Nondisclosure Agreement (3/16)

6, Ownership of Confidential Information, All Confidential
Information will remain the exclusive property of Amazon. Amazon’s

disclosure of Confidentia! Information witl not constifute an express or
implied grant to Agency of any rights to or under Amazon’s patents,
copyrights, trade secrets, trademarks or other intellectual property rights.
Agency will not use any trade name, trademark, loge or any other
proprietary rights of Amazon in any manner without prior written
authorization of such use by a Vice President of Amazon.com, Inc. (or
its applicable Affiliate).

7. Notice of Unauthorized Use. Agency will notify Amazon
immediately upon discovery of any unauthorized use or disclosure of
Confidential Information or any other breach of this Agreement. Agency
will cooperate with Amazon in every reasonable way to help Amazon
regain possession of such Confidential Information and prevent its
further unauthorized use and disclosure.

8. Return of Confidential Infermation. Agency will return or
destroy all tangible materiais embodying Confidential Information (in
any form and including, without limitation, all summaries, copies and
excerpts of Confidential Information) promptly following Amazon's
written request.

9. Injunctive Relief. Agency ackrowledges that a breach of its
obligations under this Agreement could cause irreparable harm to
Amazon as to which monetary damages may be difficult to ascertain or
an inadequate remedy. Agency agrees that Amazon will have the right,
in addition to its other rights and remedies, to seek injunctive relief for
any violation of this Agreement.

10. Scope; Termination. This Agreement covers Confidential
Information received by Agency prior and subsequent to the date hereof.
This Agreement is effective as of the date Confidential Information is
first received and will continue for 3 years, after which it automatically
renews uniess either party terminates this Agreement by providing at
least 90 days prior written notice to the other parly, provided, ihat
Agency's obligations with respect to Confidential Information will
survive for 5 years following termination of this Agreement, and
Sections 5, 6, 9, 10, and 11 will survive indefinitely and the
confidentiality obligations of this Agreement will continue to apply to
the Confidential Information for as long as the information continues to
constitute a trade secret or does not otherwise fall within an exclusion
described in Section 2.

11. Miscellaneons, This Agreement constitutes the entire
apreement between the parties relating to the matters discussed herein
and may be amended, modified, or waived only with the mutual written
consent of the parties. Agency may not assign this Agreement without
Amazon’s writien consemt. If a provision of this Agreement is held
invalid under applicable law, such invalidity will not affect any other
provision of this Agreement that can be given effect. This Agreement
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will be governed by internal laws of the State of Washingion, without
reference to its choice of law rules. Exclusive jurisdiction over and venue
of any suit arising out of or relating to this Agreement will be in the state
and federal courts in King County, Washington, and each of the parties
hereto consents to the personal jurisdiction of, and venue in, those courts.
All notices hereunder will be in writing and will be sent by overnight
courier, confirmed facsimile transmission, or certified mail. Notices to
Agency will be delivered to the address set forth above. Notices to
Amazon will be delivered, Attn. General Counsel, t0: 410 Terry Avenue
North, Seaitle, WA 98109-5210; Fax No. 206/266.7010.

Nondisclosure Agreement (10/13)
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NOMDISCLOSURE AGREEMENT (AGENCY)
AGENCY: Complete BOX below and provide sigued copy te your Amazon confact,

Ageniy Mamme (it of Boasdman

PincdMame: L1 KA e ?E-Tf'_:ugj i
Tl __C0u wig fgi®

Dute Signed:____ YAy A, J o 13

Faeg N, - [ ) 8515084

Fmail Address L} perblger el i @l cidy af bocrdd

This Mondiscbosare Agreement {this “Agreement™) is entered into by
Agepsy lor 1be benofit of Amaronecom, Inc. and iz Aflilsles
{CAmares kL 1o conmection with Amaeon’s evaluason ol varoas siles
for eperations and businesses, Agency meay receive infbrmalion on
Amaren s operalions ard businesses. In consideralion of the receipl of
such information, Apency agrocs as follows:

1. Confidential Informatian. “Affiliate” means, with respect in
amy enkity, any other entity that direcily or indirecily conbrols, iz

contralled by or i ender commoen conirel wilh thel emiity, and
“Confidential Information™ mears all nospublic infiemaison relaling o
Amaron or disclosed by Amazon 1o the obove-referenced ogency, s
Alfilinles ar agenls of any of the foregoing {colbectively, “Agency™) thal
i designated as confidential or that, given the nature of the infonmalson
of the circumstancss surmounding iis disclosure, reasonably shoukl be
consllered as condldeniial,

1. Exclugions. Coaldential Informestion excludes infarmubion
that {1} i or becomes puoblicly avadloble withowd breach of s
Apgreemaenl, (11} <an be shown by decumemation 1o have been keaown i
Apesey al the tmme of ils neceipl From Amazon, (iin) s dasclosed 1
Apescy fram any thind party whe did ni aequine of discloss such
imformation by a wrongful ar lomiows act, or (W) can be showm by
doswimemtation 1o have boon indepesdently developed by Ageney
withowl reference 1o amy Conlidential 1nformation,

3 Lse of Confidential Information. Agency may use
Canfdential fnformation only in pursmnce of its business relalianship
wilh Amacon. Except as provided m this Agreement. Agency wall ot
disclose Conflldential lnfamation o anyone withoil Amdeon's prios
writlen conseal. Agency will ake all reasonable measmes 0 avald
disclosure, disseminuion or wnaulborized wse of Confidential
Enformatban, incbuding. al & minsmism, those measunes i ke 1o prolect
izs cowen coalldemial Information of o simdlar masure,

4. Agency Persommel. Apemcy will nesinet the possession,
kmaledpe and wse of Conldestial |lnformation 1o cach al i3 emplosvees
wha (1) has a peed o know the Coalidential Information, and {ii) is
kegally obligmied 1o protect the Confldeniial Infarmation 1o the same or
greater degree s reguired umder this Agreemend. Agency will emsure that
its employees comply with this Agreemen,

L I Apensy may disclose Confidaniis]
Information os required o comply with applicable public disclosure or
open records lews (collectively, “laws"™). Prior 1o making amy ssch
dizclasmre, however, Agency shall (i} give Amaxon prioe wriflen notice
sulficiend 1o allow Amazon io seck o prodoctive order or other remedy
fexeept 1o the extent thal Agency’s complianes would cause 1 1o vielse
any Lawva), snd (i) disclose only sach infoseanson as is requinsd usder
thizse Laws,

Peondc lovEe Agreement ( 3716)

i, Onngrship of Confidemtial lnformation. All Confidential
Informmbon will remain the exelusive propemy of Amazon. Amazon's
disglosure of Comnildential Inforenatian will nog constituie &n express or
implied grani 1o Apency of any righis (o or under Amaron's pasents,
eopyrights, trade seorets, imdeimprks of other imellectunl propenty rights,
Agency will not use any tmde pame, trademark, loge or sy other
propriciory righis of Amazon in any maonper wiithout prior wrilken
muthorizotion of sech sse by 8 Vice Pressdent of Amaron.com, Inc. {or
its upplicable Affilialel,

7. Dotige of Unamthorized Usg Agency will potify Amaeon
immediately apos discovery of any umalhorized wse o disclosure of
Confbdential Infosmaion og any otber breach ol this Agreemeni, Agency
will cooperste with Amuean in every ressomshle way o help Amaeon
regain possession of such Confideniisl |nformation and prevent its
further unoushosired s amd diselosuare.

‘il 1 Ageney will reburn or
dr:u_m:, all eampible materials embodlving Confideniial Infeamation (in
any lorm and including. withoai Hmiation, all summaries, copics and
gxcerpis of Cosfidential Information) prompily following Amazon’s
WTitlen request,

'S Injungtive Relief. Apency acknoadedpes thal a breach of s
chligations under this Agreoment couhl cause imcpamable harm w
Amaeon as b0 which monctary damages may be diificull 10 ascenaln of
ai iadequate remedy. Agency sgrees that Amazon will have the righa,
n addivion o §15 sher rights and remedics, o seck injunctive reliel for
any vialaton of ikls Agreement.

(18 Sgope; Termination. This Agreement eovers Confidential
Infermatson received by Agency prior and subseguent to the date hereof,
This Agreement iz effective as of ibe date Confidentlal Infermation is
ferst meceived and will contimoe for 3 vears, after which it ausomstically
rencws umless elher pary ermninases this Agreement by providing m
keasi W0 days prior writien eolice io the oiher party, provided, thal
Agency s obligations with respect s0 Confidentinl Infermation will
survine for 5 years fodlowing fermination of this Agroement. and
Seciionz 5, & 9, 10, and 11 wall swreive sndefiniely  amd 1he
comfidentiality abligations of this Agroement will comtinue o apply 1o
the Comlidential laformation for as long & the information coatinues 1o
cometilmie & trade secret ar does mot odherwise [l whilkin an exchusson
described in Section 2,

1. Miscellangous, This Agreement  constiniies the  entine
agreemenl between the pamics relating (o the malters discussed hersin
ard may be amended. modified or waived only with ke muiual writien
consei of the pansss, Agency may ral assign this Agreemeni without
Amazon's writien comsent. [ o provision of this Agreement is held
invadid under applicable baw, sech imvalidity will ot affec any other
provisbon of this Apgrecisenl thal can be given effect. This Agrecment
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will be governed by intemal laws of the State of Washington, without
reference to its choice of law rules. Exclusive jurisdiction over and venue
of any suit arising out of or relating to this Agreement will be in the state
and federal courts in King County, Washington, and each of the parties
hereto consents to the personal jurisdiction of, and venue in, those courts.
All notices hereunder will be in writing and will be sent by overnight
courier, confirmed facsimile transmission, or certified mail. Notices to
Agency will be delivered to the address set forth above. Notices to
Amazon will be delivered, Attm. General Counsel, to: 410 Terry Avenue
North, Seattle, WA 98109-5210; Fax No. 206/266.7010.

Nondisclosure Agreement { 10413}
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NONDISCLOSURE AGREEMENT (AGENCY)
AGENCY: Complete BOX below and provide signed copy to your Amazon contact.

Agency Name: City of Boaedman
By (signature): Address: 200 Ci ircle, PO Box 22 7818
ameariune:2. INONY M OrellANa recnosss EM] - 4B~ 3244
nue._PNANN{ NG 455}3!1‘6”’7’]' Email Address: . . na iy of d
Date Sigued: M 0§ 20275

This Nondisclosure Agreement (this “Agreement”) is eatered fnto by o Ownership of Confidential Information. All Confidential

Agency for the benefit of Amazon.com, [nc. and its Affiliates
(“Amazon™}. In connection with Amazon's evaluation of various sites
for operations and businesses, Agency may receive information on
Amazon’s operations and businesses. [n consideration of the receipt of
such information, Agency agrees as follows:

L Confidential Information, “Affiliate” means, with respect to
any entity, any other entity that direcly or mdirectly controls, is
confrolled by or is under common control with that entity, apd
“Confidential Information™ means all nonpublic information relating to
Amazon or disclosed by Amazon to the above-referenced agency, its
Affiliates or agents of any of the foregoing (collectively, “Agency”) that
is designated as confideatial or that, given the nature of the information
or the circumstances swrrounding its disclosure, reasonably should be
considered as confidential.

2. Exclusions. Confidential Information excludes information
that {i)is or becomes publicly available without breach of this
Agreement, (ii) can be shown by documentation to have been known to
Agency at the time of its receipt from Amazon, (iif) is disclosed to
Agency from apy third party who did oot acquire or disclose such
information by a wrongfil or tortious act, or (iv) can be shown by
documentation to have been independently developed by Agency
without reference to any Confidential Information.

3. Use of Confidential Information. Agency may use
Confidential Information only in pursuance of its business relationship
with Amazon. Except as provided in this Agreement, Agency will not
disclose Confidential Information to anyose without Amazon’s prior
written consent. Agency will take all reasonable measures to avoid
disclosure, dissemination or unauthorized use of Confidential
Information, including, at a minimum, those measures it takes to protect
its own confidential information of a similar nature,

4. Agency Personnel. Agency will restrict the possession,
knowledge and use of Confidential Information to each of its employess
who (i) has a need to know the Confidential Information, and (ii) is
legally obligated to protect the Confidential Information to the same or
greater degree as required under this Agreement. Agency will ensure that
its employees comply with this Agreement.

5, Permitted Disclosures. Agency may disclose Confidential
Information as required to comply with applicabie public disclosure or
open records laws {collectively, “Laws™). Prior to making any such
disclosure, however, Agency shall (i) give Amazon prior written notice
sufficient to allow Amazon to seek a protective order or other remedy
(except to the extent that Agency’s compliance would cause it to violate
any Laws), and (ii) disclose only such information as is required under
those Laws.

Nondisclosure Agresment (3/16)

Information will remain the exclusive property of Amazon. Amazon's
disclosure of Confidential information will not constitute an express or
implied grant to Agency of any rights to or under Amazon's patents,
copytights, trade secrets, trademarks or other intellectual property rights.
Agency will not use any trade name, trademark, logo or any other
proprietary rights of Amazon in any manner without prior written
authorization of such use by a Vice President of Amazon.com, Inc. (or
its applicable Affiliate).

7. Natice of Unauthorized Use. Agency will notify Amazon
immediately upon discovery of any unauthorized use or disclosure of
Cenfidential Information or any other breach of this Agreement. Agency
will cooperate with Amazon in every reasonable way to help Amazon
regain possession of such Confidential [nformation and prevent its
further unauthorized use and disclosure.

8. Return of Confidential Information. Agency will retum or
destroy all tangible materials embodying Confidential Infermation (in
any form and including, without limitation, all summaries, copies and
excerpis of Confidential Information} promptly following Amazon’s
written request.

9. Enjunctive Relief. Agency acknowledges that a breach of its
obligations under this Agreement could cause irreparable hann to
Amazon as to which monetary damages may be difficult to ascertain or
an inadequate remedy. Agency agrees that Amazon will have the right,
in addition to its other rights and remedies, to seek injunctive relief for
any violation of this Agreement.

10. Scope: Terminafion. This Agreement covers Confidential
Information received by Agency prior and subsequent to the date hereof,
This Agreement is effective as of the date Confidential Information is
first received and will continue for 3 years, after which it automatically
renews unless either party terminates this Agreement by providing at
least 90 days prior written potice to the other party, provided, that
Ageacy’s obligations with respect to Confidential Information will
survive for 5 years following termination of this Agreement, and
Sections 5, 6, 9, 10, and 11 will survive indefinitely and the
confidentiality obligations of this Agreement will continue to apply to
the Confidential Information for as long as the information continues to
constitute a trade secret or does not otherwise fall within an exclusion
described in Section 2.

11 Miscellaneous, This Agreement constitutes the entire
agreernent between the parties relating to the matters discussed herein
and may be amended, modified, or waived only with the mutual written
consent of the pariies. Agency may not assign this Agreement without
Amazon’s writien consent. If a provision of this Agreement is held
invalid under applicable law, such invalidity will not affect any other
provision of this Agreement that can be given effect. This Agreement

/)
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will be governed by intemnal laws of the State of Washington, without
reference to its choice of law rules. Exclusive jurisdiction over and venue
of any suit arising out of or relating to this Agreement will be in the state
and federal courts in King County, Washington, and each of the parties
hereto consents to the personal jurisdiction of, and venue in, those courts,
All notices hereunder will be in writing and will be sent by ovemnight
courier, confirmed facsimile transmission, or certified mail. Notices to
Agency will be delivered to the address set forth above. Notices to
Amazon will be delivered, Aitn. General Counsel, to: 410 Terry Avenue
North, Seattle, WA 98109-5210; Fax No. 206/266.7010.

Nondisclosure Agreement (10/13)
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NONDISCLOSURE AGREEMENT (AGENCY)
AGENCY: Complete BOX below and provide signed copy to your Amazon contact.

Agency Name:
By (signature):

Printed Name: f.

Title: P!M’lﬂfﬂﬂ @@:{CJ X, (
Date Signed: Ma.c/; ‘15; FOIH

Address: 200 City Center Circle, PO Box 229 Boardman, Oregon 97818

Fax No,;_{t541} 481-3204

avwlangd p/_) (’AJA/\@J\
bcnrdmaﬂ Lo

Email Address: {

This Nondisclosure Agreement (this “Agreement™} is entered into by
Agency for the benefit of Amazon.com, Inc. and its Affiliales
(*Amazon™). In connection with Amazon®s evaluation of various sites
for operations and businesses, Agency may receive information on
Amazon’s operations and businesses. In consideration of the receipt of
such information, Agency agrees as follows:

1. Confidential Information, “AfTiliate” means, with respect to
any entity, any other entity that directly or indirectly controls, is
controlled by or is under common control with that entity, and
“Confidential Information™ means afl nonpublic information relating to
Amazon or disclosed by Amazon to the above-referenced agency, its
Alffiliates or agents of any of the foregoing {collectively, “Apency™) that
is designated as confidential or that, given the nature of the information
or the circumstances surrounding its disclosure, reasonably should be
cansidered as confidential,

A Exclusions. Confidential Information excludes information
that (i}is or becomes publicly available without breach of this
Agresment, (ii) can be shown by documentation to have been known (o
Agency at the time of its receipt from Amazon, (iii) is disclosed to
Apency from any third party who did not acquire or disclose such
information by a wrengful or tortious act, or (iv) can be shown by
documentation to have been independently developed by Apency
without reference to any Confidential Information.

3. Use of Confidential Information. Agency may wuse
Confidential Information only in pursuance of its business relationship
with Amazon. Except as provided in this Agreement, Agency will not
disclose Confidential Information to anyone without Amazon's prior
written consent. Agency will take all reasonable measures to avoid
disclosure, dissemination or unauthorized use of Confidential
Information, including, at a minimum, those measures it takes 1o protect
its own confidential information of a similar nature.

4. Agency Personnel, Agency will restrict the possession,
knowledge end use of Confidential Information to each of its employees
who (i) has a need to know the Confidential Information, and (i) is
legally obligated to protect the Confidential Information to the same or
greater degree as required under this Agreement. Agency will ensure that
its employees comply with this Agreement.

5. Permitted Disclosures. Agency may disclose Confidential
Information as required to comply with applicable public disclosure or
open records laws (collectively, “Laws™). Prior 10 making any such
disclosure, however, Agency shall (i) give Amazon prior written notice
sufficient to allow Amazon to seek a protective order or other remedy
{except to the extent that Agency’s compliance would cause it to violate
any Laws), and (ii) disclose only such information as is required under
those Laws.

Nondisclosure Agreement (3/16)

6. Ownership of Confidential Information. All Confidential
Information will remain the exclusive property of Amazon. Amazon’s
disclosure of Confidential Information will not constitute an express or
implied grant to Agency of any rights to or under Amazon's patents,
capyrights, trade secrets, trademarks or other intellectual property rights.
Agency will not use any trade name, trademark, logo or any other
proprietary rights of Amazon in any menner without prior written
authorization of such use by a Vice President of Amazon.com, Inc. (or
its applicable Affiliate).

7. Notice of Unanthorized Use. Agency will notify Amazon

immediately upon discovery of any unauthorized use or disclosure of
Confidential Information or any other breach of this Agreement. Agency
will cooperate with Amazon in every reasonable way to help Amazon
regain possession of such Confidential Information and prevent its
further unauthorized use and disclosure.

8. Return of Confidential Information. Agency will retum or
destroy all tangible materials embodying Confidential Information (in
any form and including, without Emitation, all summaries, copies and
excerpts of Confidential Information) promptly following Amazon's
written request.

9, Injunctive Reliel. Agency acknowledges that a breach of its
obligations under this Agreement could cause irreparable harm to
Amazon as to which monetary damages may be difficult to ascertain or
an ingdequate remedy. Agency agrees that Amazon will have the right,
in addition to its other rights and remedies, to seek injunctive relief for
any violation of this Agreement.

10. Scope; Termination, This Agreement covers Confidential
information received by Agency prior and subsequent to the date hereof.
This Agreement is effective as of the date Confidential Information is
first received and will continue for 3 years, after which it antomatically
renews unless either party terminates this Agreement by providing at
least 90 days prior written notice to the other party, provided, that
Agency’s obligations with respect to Confidential Information will
survive for 5 years following termination of this Agreement, and
Sections 3, 6, 9, 10, and 1! will survive indefinitely and the
confidentiality obligations of this Agreement will continue to apply to
the Confidential Information for as long as the information continues to
constitute & trade secret or does not otherwise fall within an exclusion
described in Section 2.

11. Miscelianegus. This Agreement constitutes (he entire
agreement between the parties relating to the matters discussed herein
and may be amended, modified, or waived only with the mutual written
consent of the parties, Agency may not assign this Agreement without
Amazon's written consent. If a provision of this Agreement is held
invalid under applicable law, such invalidily will not affect any other
provision of this Agreement that can be given effect. This Agreement
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will be govemed by internal laws of the State of Washington. without
reference to its choice of law rules. Exclusive jurisdiction over and venue
of any suit arising out of or relating to this Agreement will be in the state
and federal courts in King County, Washington, and each of the parties
hereto consents to the personal jurisdiction of, and venue in, those courts,
All notices hereunder will be in writing and will be sent by overnight
courier, confirmed facsimile transmission, or certified mail. Notices to
Agency will be delivered to the address set forth abave. Notices to
Amazon will be delivered, Attn. General C ounsel, tor 410 Terry Avenue
North, Seattle, WA 98109-5210: Fax No. 206/266.7010,

Nondisclosure Agreement (10713)
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NONDISCLOSURE AGREEMENT (AGENCY)
AGENCY: Cowmplede BOX bedow and provide signed copy fo pour Amezon confoct,
a)

£

Agency Name

By {sgnatse

E*’{(.ﬁ?

Printed Mame £

Tnle _‘MiaT"
B

Daate Sigeed = f-‘iri'r.;lti'—ﬁ

Address: 200 City Center Circle, PO Box 239 [osrdman, Oregon 7518

Fax Ben. | S]] bl

Emal Address | §

Phis Mondisclosun: Agreement (this “Agreemen’™) 5 emersd into by
Agengy for the beselii of Amsconcom, Ine. asd s Afilisies
" Amazon”). In eonngcison with Amazon's evalustion of vagious sites
for opembions ondd businesses, Agency may receive information on
Amaren's opernlions and businesses. In comsiderstion of the receipt of
such informalion, Agency agrees ax follows:

1 Confulential Information, “AfTilise” means, with resped
ary entity. amy other emtity thm directly or indirectly comirols, is
controlled by o & omder common control with that entity, ond
“Conlidential Information” means all ponpablic miormation relating (o
Amazon or disclosed by Amazon o the ahovesreferenced agency, its
AlTilates or agents of any of the foregoing {collectively, "Agency™) that
is dosignoled as confidentiol or thal, given the nature of the mformation
ar tho gircumstances samounding its disclosare, rasonably should be
considersd as conlidential

2, Exchusioms. Confidentinl Infommation excludes nformation
that {ifis or becomes publicly availsble without breach of this
Agroamiend, (i) can be shown by documentaion to have been known o
Ageney ol the time of W5 reecipt from Amaeon. (Ei) is dischbosed 1o
Ageney Tromn any thind pary who did mol acquire or dischose ssch
infoemnaibon by a wranglal or wrious acl ar {iv) can be shewn by
documentation o kave been independemtly developed by Apescy
without reference to any Confldeniial Infosmalzon.

* Lse of Confidential Information. Agency may wse
Confidential laformation enly in pursuance of iis business relatianship
with Ameaeon, Excepd as provided in this Agreement, Agency will nod
disclose Confidential Informmbon 1o anvane withoul Amean’™s prior
writen cossent. Apensy will ke all reasonable measures 1o avoid
disclosure, dissemination of unauthorized wse of Confideniid
Information, including, & o minimum, tkose measures il ks oo prosst
its oam canfidential informefion of a simils naiuee,

4, Amency Personnel Agency will restrscl the posscssion,
knowledge and use of Confldeniial Information w cach of its emplovees

who (i} has & need 1o know the Confldeniial Iniermation, and {13 is
legally obfigated bo protect the Confidential Information to the same or
greaser degree as required under 1his Agreensenl Agency willl enswre that
itz emplosvess comply with this Agrecienl

A i i Agency may disclose Confidentis]
Information as reqaired 1o comply with applicable public disclosure ar
apen recorls lows (eollectively. “Laws™), Priof 1o making sny suech
disclosure, however, Ageney shall {3y give Amason prior wiillen nodice
sufficient o allow Amazon o sek o preteciive onder or eiber remedy
{except bo the exlent that Agency's complinnce would cnwse it ie vielsic
amy Laws), and (i) disclose only such information as is required mnder
thoss Laws,

Bondogloswe Agreeasend (17 6)

6. Drwnership of Confidential Infermatien. All Confidential
Imformation will remaim the exclusive propery of Amason. Amaeon s

dizchomare of Confidenizl Information will nol constifule an Sxpress oF
imipled grank to Agency of any rights b or undor Amanon™s palents,
copyrights, irade secrets, trademarks or olber mnleleciual prapeny rights,
Ageney will not use any rade name. Irsdemark, bage ar any olher
propeictary rights of Amazen i any masner without prios wrikien
aaihorizsion of such use by a Viee Presidend of Amazon.com, Inc. {or
iz spplicsble AlTiliatel

L. Notice of Unauthoriped Use. Agoncy will notify Amaeon
immedistely upan discovery of any whautborieed use or disclosurg of

Conlidential lafarmation ar any other breach ol this Agreeimenl Agency
will conperate with Amason in every reasonable way 10 belp Amazon
repain posscssion of such Confidential Information and prevent s

funmher umasilorized we and disclosure,
E Return of Confidentinl Information. Agency will return o

destron all langible materials embodying Confidentzal Infommation (in
amy Form and meluding, withoul limitstion, all semmaries, coples and
exncerpts of Confidential Information) prampily folloaing Amaron’s
WilbEn redquesd,

8, Injunciive Relief. Agency acknowledges that a breach of iis
obligntions under thizs Agrecmem could couse imeperable harm to
Amazon ns i which monetary damnges may be difficalt 1o ascernin or
an imslequate remedy. Agency agrees that Amaron will have the right,
in addition do it olher rights and remedies. ba seck mjunetive reliel’ for
amy vaolation off this Agreemsnl.

I, Scope; Termination. This Agreement covers Confidential
Informative received by Agency prior and subssquent to the date hercod,
This Agreerert is elfcctive as of the dalwe Confidential Infamation is
first recoived and will contimue For 3 vears, after which it ousomatically
reies unloss cither party tefminates this Agreeencnt by peoviding i
leas W days peiar writlen fobice (o the ather pasty, provided, thai
Agency’s ohligations with respect o Conflidential Infonmation will
survive for 5 yenrs following dcrmination of ihis Agreement snd
Sectons 5, 6 % 00, ond 11 will swrvive mdefinitely ond the
sonfidemifality obligations of this Agrecment will costinue 1 apply 1w
the Coalidential Information for as lang s the mformation comimues 1o
comstitule 8 frade seeret or does sl otherwise Fall witkin an exclusion
described in Section I

11, Mizegllangous, This Agreement constimies the  enline
agreemenl between the panies relatiag (o the maiters discussed herein
amd may be amended, modifled, or waived anly it the mutual writien
conscnd of the pariies. Agency moy nol pssign this Agreemenl withoui
Amazon’s writien consent. [1 o provision of this Agreement is beld
invalid under applicable ko, swch imvalidity will not offect any oiher
provision of this Agreement thal can be given effect This Aprecmsoni
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will be governed by internal laws of the State of Washington, without
reference to its choice of law rules. Exclusive jorisdiction over and venue
of any suit arising out of or relating to this Agreement wilt be in the state
and federal courts in King County, Washington, and each of the parties
hereto consents to the personal jurisdiction of, and venue in, those courts.
All notices hereunder will be in writing and will be sent by overnight
courier, confimed facsimile transmission, or certified mail. Notices to
Agency will be delivered to the address set forth above. Notices to
Amazon will be delivered, Attn. General Counsel, to: 410 Terry Avenue
North, Seattle, WA 98109-5210; Fax No. 206/266.7010.

Nondisclosure Agreement (10/13)
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NONDISCLOSURE AGREEMENT (AGENCY)
AGENCY: Complete BOX below and provide signed copy to your Amazon contact,

Agency Name: Cj
By (si@am}:fb
Pt Name. .. “Brreundon Ay ol
Title: (‘ ,x-(\:\‘ Mc\-vux},zr{"

g{/ { I/ 2oz

Date Signed:

Address; 2 Circle, PO Box Orepon 978]8

Fax No.: {. . .}

Email Address: {, ) encllo @ eidy oHaar, N

This Nondisclosure Agreement {this “Agreement”) is entered into by
Agency for the benefit of Amazon.comn, Inc. and its Affiliates
(“Amazon™), In connection with Amazon’s evaluation of various sites
for operations and bysinesses, Agency may receive information on
Amazon's operations and businesses. In consideration of the receipt of
such information, Agency agrees as follows:

1. Confidential Information. “Affiliate™ means, with respect to
any entity, any other entity that directly or indirectly controls, is
controlied by or is under common control with that entity, and
“Confidential Information means all nonpublic information relating to
Amazon or disclosed by Amazon to the above-referenced agency, its
Affiliates or agents of any of the foregoing (collectively, “Agency™) that
is designated as confidential or that, given the nature of the information
or the circumstances surrounding its disclosure, reasonably should be
considered as confidential.

2, Exclusiong, Confidential Information excludes information
that {i)is or becomes publicly available without breach of this
Agreement, (ii} can be shown by documentation to have been known to
Agency at the time of its receipt from Amazon, (iii} is disclosed to
Agency from any third party who did not acquire or disclose such
information by a wrongful or tortious act, or (iv) can be shown by
documentation to have been independently developed by Agency
without reference to any Confidential Information.

3 Use_of Confidential Information. Agency hay use

Confidential Information only in pursuence of its business relationship
with Amazon. Except as provided in this Agreement, Agency will not
disclose Confidential Information to anyone without Amazon's prior
written consent. Agency will take all reasonsble measures to avoid
disclosure, dissemination or unauthorized use of Confidential
Information, including, at a minimum, those measures it takes to protect
its own confidential information of a similar nature.

4, Agency Personnel. Agency will restrict the possession,
knowledge and use of Confidential Information to each of its employees

who (i) has a need to know the Confidential Information, and (i) is
legally obligated to protect the Confidential Information to the same or
greater degree as required under this Agreement, Agency will ensure that
its employees comply with this Agreement,

5. Permitted Disclosures. Agency may disclose Confidential
Information as required to comply with applicable public disclosure or

open records laws {collectively, “Laws”). Prior to making any such
disclosure, however, Agency shall (i) give Amazon prior written notice
sufficient to allow Amazon to seek a protective order or other remedy
(except to the extent that Agency’s compliance would cause it to viglate
any Eaws), and (ii) disclose only such information as is required under
those Laws: -~

Nondisclosure Agreement (3/16)

6. Ownership of Confidential Information. All Confidential

Information will remain the exclusive propetty of Amazon. Amazon’s
disclosure of Confidential Information will not constitute an express or
implied grant to Agency of any rights to or under Amazon’s patents,
copyrights, trade secrets, trndemarks or other intellectual property rights.
Agency will not use any trade name, trademark, logo or any other
proprietary rights of Amazon in any manner without prior written
authorization of such use by a Vice President of Amazon,com, Inc, {or
its applicable Affiliate),

7. Notice of Unauthorized Use. Agency will notify Amazon
immediately upon discovery of any upauthorized use or disclosure of
Confidential Information or any other breach of this Agreement. Agency
will cooperate with Amazon in every reasonable way to help Amazon
regain possession of such Confidential Information and prevent its
further unauthorized use and disclosure.

8. Return of Confidential Informetion. Agency will return or

destroy all tangible materials embodying Confidential Information (in
any form and including, without limitation, all summaries, copies and
excerpts of Confidential Information) promptly following Amazon’s
written request,

9. Injunctive Relfef, Agency acknowledges that a breach of its
obligations under this Agreement could cause ireparable herm to
Amazon as to which monetary damages may be difficult to ascettain or
an inadequate remedy. Agency agrees that Amazon will have the right,
in addition to its other rights and remedies, to seek injunctive relief for
any violation of this Agreement.

10. Scope; Termination. This Agreement covers Confidential
Information received by Agency prior and subsequent to the date hereof,

This Agreement is effective as of the date Confidential Information is
first received and will continue for 3 yeats, after which it automatically
renews unless either party terminates this Agreement by providing at
least 90 deys prior written notice to the other party, provided, that
Agency’s obligations with respect to Confidential Information will
survive for 5 years following termination of this Apreement, and
Sections 5, 6, 9, 10, and 11 will survive indefinitely and the
confidentiality obligations of this Agreement will continue to apply to
the Confidential Information for as long as the information continues to
constitute a trade secret or does not otherwise fall within an exclusion
described in Section 2,

11. Miscellaneous. This Agreement constitutes the entire
agreement between the parties relating to the matters discussed herein
and may be amended, modified, or waived only with the mutual written
consent of the parties. Agency may not assign this Agreement without
Amazon’s written consent. If a provision of this Agreement is held
invalid under epplicable law, such invalidity will not affect any other
provision of this Agreement that can be given effect, This Agreement
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will be govemed by internal laws of the State of Washington, without
reference to its choice of law rules. Exclusive jurisdiction over and venue
of any suit arising out of or relating to this Agreement will be in the state
and federal courts in King County, Washington, and each of the parties
hereto consents to the personal jurisdiction of, and venue in, those courts.
All notices hereunder will be in writing and will be sent by overnight
courier, confirmed facsimile transmission, or certified mail, Notices to
Agency will be delivered to the address set forth above. Nofices to
Amazon will be delivered, Attn. General Counsel, to: 410 Terry Avenue
North, Seattle, WA 98109-5210; Fax No, 206/266.7010.

Nondisclosure Agreement {10413)
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NONDISCLOSURE AGREEMENT (AGENCY)
AGENCY: Complete BOX below and provide signed copy fe ronre Arazmr comfact,

Agency Name: Ciny of Boardman

Wy isignature)
Printod Mo 1 o v, fatend €
Tithe .fﬂ..#;. T

Dt Signed 5:1":-'._.4":-’ z

Address: 200 Ciey Conger Cipcle, PO Box 219 Bogrdman, Urggon JTKIS

Fa N _[2H1] 8873044

Emiail Address: {3 08005 £ Eg'-';ﬂlad heardatad. Lom

This Mopdizclosure Agreement {ihis “Agresment”) is entered imio by
Agency for the bencfit of Amoroncom. |nc. and itz Affilisies
CAmaron L In conmection with Amason’s evaluation of varioas siles
for aperations and businesses, Apency may receive infbemalion an
Amanon & operations and businesses. In consideratson of 1be receipt of
siach imfarmation, Apency agroes as follows:

1. Confideniial Informaiion, “Afflinie” mesns, with respect 1o
any enfity, any other entity ihat direcily or imdirecily controls, is
controllsd by or & under common control wilh thm entity, and
“Confidenizz] Infarmation”™ means all nospublic infommation relaling e
Amaron of dusclosed by Amaron to the ahove-referenced agency. s
Adfiliates ar agents of any of the fsepoing {oollectively, “Agency™) that
I= designased as confideniEal or that, given the nalure of (e infommalion
of the clrcumstanees surrounding 18 disclosure, rensonably should be
considered as confidentisl,

kN Exglusipns. Comlidential Information exchudes information
that (115 of becomes publicly available withoud breach of ihis
Apreemsal, (i) <an be shown by documentazon 1 have been known o
Agency ol the time of i3 receipl frona Amazon, (iil) i disclosed 1o
Apesey from any thied pary whe did not scquine or disclose such
information by a wronglul of lomiows &t or (ivh can be shonm by
docamentmion i have been independently developed by Agency
withoart reference to any Confidential |aformation

4 LH'_'EI'_UI.I.IHI.I:lﬁ.I.I_.LIEI:I]I.II.!l.!- Agency may  use
Confideniial Informarion anly in ptsuance of its business relstionship
with Amazan. Excepl as pravided im this Agreemsent, Agency will not
discloss Coafidential Information o asyore wilkoul Amazon’s prior
writien comsent. Apgency will take all ressonable measures o avodd
dizclosure,  disseminstion of usahorieed use of Coafidential
Informastion, incleding, ot a mEnimuin, thess measunes it akes e prolecl
its owm confidential infomambon ol 8 similar nanane,

4. Agency Personnel. Apency wall restricl lbe  possession,
kncwledge amd use of Confbdential Infosmation s cach of it employoes
whao (i} has & need io know e Confidential Information, asd (i) is
legally abligated to protect the Coafidential Informstion 1o the spms: oF
grestor degnee as requared under this Agreement. Agency will ensure thm
it engployees comply wilh this Agreement.

3 Permitted Dischosmres, Agency may disclose Cealidential
Information 2 required 1o comply with applicnble public disclosare or
open reeords laws {gallectively, "Laws™). Prior to making any such
diselosure, Bovwewer, Apeney shall (i) give Amazon prsor wrilten nolice
sufThedent o allow Amsaron o sock a prolective order or other remedy
lexcept to the extent that Agencys complianee wiould cause B 1o vialal
any Lows), and (i) dischose only such imformation as is requaired under
thstrse Laws,

Mondischomure Agreement {315

. i All Confidenikal
Informatian will remain the excbasive property of Amason. Amazos's
diselosure ol Coalidentinl Informabon will nid constitale a8 express or
inplicd grani e Agency of any rights o or under Amazea's pasenis,
copriighis, trade seerctd, irademanks os other intellectunl property rights,
Agercy will nor use any irade mame, tredemark. logo or asy ogher
propriciary rights of Amazon [m amy maness wilthoul prkor writken
nuthorization of ssch wse by 8 Vies President of Amszan.com, [ne, {or
itz applicabde AffiHaie),

(8 Dotice of Umnnthorized Use. Agency will nalily Amacon
mmstdialely wpos distovery ol any unamthorieed e or dischosare of
Confwlential Information of any olber breach of this Aprecmenl, Apeacy
will cooperste with Amason n overy ressonable way o help Amazon
regain possession of such Confldemisl laformation ond preves) its
further unauthorized use and disclosure.

& Return of Confidential Infermatien. Agency will relum or
destroy all eangeble matcrials embodyimg Confidential Infrmation {m
any foem and inchudeng. withoat Emilation, all summarics, copics and
experpts of Confidentinl Information) promptly Tollowing Amazon's
Wl feguesl

9. Injusctive Reliel Agency acknowledges that a becach of its
obligations wnder this Agreement could canse imeparable barm 1o
Amavon as o which monelary damages may be diflicult to azcertain or
an inadeguate rensedy. Agency ogrees thal Amaeon will have the righ.
im addition 1o ns other rights and remedies, w seek injunctive relief far
any vielatman ol this Agreement.

10, Scope; Termimnibon. This Apreement covers Confidemial
Information received by Agency prior and suhsequent to the date herenl
Thiz Agreement is effective os of the date Confidential [nformation is
first received and willl comiinee Tor 3 years, afier which it sulomatically
remews unbess esther panty lerminales this Agreement by providing at
least 90 davs prioe wrillen notice o the other pafy, provided, that
Agensy's obligadons with mespea 1w Conlidemial lsformation will
survive for 3 veors following termimsiion of this Apgreemeni, ond
Sectioms 5, 6, 9. 10 omd 10 will survive indefmicly and the
confidentiality obligations of this Agreement will conline: to apply 1o
the Cionffideniial Informatson far as long as the informalson conlinises Lo
conainie a irode seerel of docs oot otherwise fall within an exclusion
deseribed in Secrion 2,

11 Miscellameous. Thizs Agreemes! consiitubes fhe  entire
agrecment between the parises relating o the matters discussed herein
anil may bo amended, modified, or waived oaly with the mutaal wrilten
conscal of he partics. Agency may nod assign tsls Agreement withou
Amgron's writien consend, If & provision of this Agreememt i held
invalid under applicable low, such invalidity will sot affect anw other
provision of this Agneement that can be given offect, This Agreement
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will be governed by internal laws of the State of Washington, without
reference to its choice of law rules, Exclusive jurisdiction over and venue
of any suit arising out of or relating to this Agreement will be in the state
and federal courts in King County, Washington, and each of the parties
hereto consents to the personal jurisdiction of, and venue in, those courts.
All notices hereunder will be in writing and will be sent by overnight
courier, confirmed facsimile transmission, or certified mail. Notices to
Agency will be delivered to the address set forth above. Notices to
Amazen will be delivered, Atin. General Counsel, to: 410 Terry Avenue
North, Seattle, WA 98109-5210; Fax No. 206/266.7010.

Nondisclosure Agresment {10713}
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NONDISCLOSURE AGREEMENT (AGENCY)
AGENCY: Complete BOX below and provide signed copy fo your Amrzan confoct,

1 '::-"-.’-" '|I.r1| nﬂ’h-“?r [H»,

Tithe: Pliomme e

Duin et 10 " 0L 200 Y

Besail Addvesa: {3 CAC £ ed - COrIDEG OF11A < 8medl oon

This Nondisclosure Agrecrsent (this "Agreement™) is eniered into ]
Agency for the bemefit of Amazomcom, Ine. and its Affilistes
{“Amazon™). In conmection with Amazon's evalastion of varioos sées
for operations and businesses, Agency may receive infoemation on
Ammn‘:@qﬁuuﬂhﬁm.hmﬁdmh&ﬁcmiﬁﬂ
uch information, Agency agrees as follows:

L Confideniial Informatjoq. "Affiliate" means, with respect to
any eotity, amy other entity that direeily ar indirectly sonfrols, i
coofralled by or iz under commonm costrol with that entiny, amd
“Confidential Information™ means all nenpeblic information refating ta
Aumaton or disclosed by Amazon to the sbave-referenced agency, ite
Affilistes o7 agesits of any of the foregoing (collectively, “Agency™) that
is desigmated a3 confldential or that, given the sature of the information
of the circomsmness sarroundisg its disclosars, reasonehly should be
congidered as confidential.

3 Ezclusions. Confidential Informetion excludes information
that (f)is or becomes publicly available without beeach of this
Agreemient, (1f) can be showa by documentstion fo hive beea kmewn to
Agency af the time of ity receipt from Amazon, (5if) is disclased to
Amyﬂmmﬁﬂuwwmmmmﬂmuﬂ:mm
information by a wroogful or tortious act, or (V) can be shown by
documentation to bave been independently developed by Agency
without reference to mmy Condidestia] Information,

3 Use of Confidential Informatios. Ageocy may use
Wlmmmmmﬁmmmw
wilh Amazoo. Except a3 provided in this Agreement, Agency will not
discloes Comfidential Information to anyone without Amaron's prior
writien cossenl Agency will mie all reasonable mesures o avaid
disclopore, dissesmination or ueasibansed we of Confldestial
Information, including, at & minimum, theee measures it tales to protect
its own confidenifal infoemation of & slmilar natare,

4. Agency Pepsopnel Agency will restrict the possession,
imowledge and use of Confidential Information to esch of its employees
who (i) kas a need 1o kmow the Confidential Information, snd (i) is
begally obligated to protect the Confidential Information 1o the same or
preator degree as required under this Agresment. Agency will snsare that
its employess comply with thiz Agreement.

5 Eermitted DMsclogyres. Agency may disclose Comfidential
Infoemation &% required fo comply with applicable public diszlopre o
open records bws (collectively, "Laws™), Prier to making any pach
disclogare, bewever, Agenoy shall (i) give Amaren priar writtes notice
sufficiens 1o allow Amazan fo seek & profective order ar other remedy
{except io the exient that Agency's compliases would causs it o violats
mny Lawg), and (i) disclose only such information 42 is reqaired under
thase Laws,

MNostislafare Agresmant (318}

i i Comf on. All Confidentinl
Infuemation will remain the exclusive of Amazcn, Aminom’s
disclosure of Confidential Information will net eonstitule an express or
implicd grant to Apeocy of any rights to or under Amazon's patents,
copyrights, frade secrets, tademarkcs o cther intellechas] property rights.
Agency will not uge any trade name, tedemark, loge or acy other
progrictary righte of Amizon @ any masner withoul prier writicn
suibarization of sweh use by & Vice President of Amazon.com, I (or
its applicable Afflisse)

7. Motice of Unauihorized Dse. Agency will nodify Amazon
immediately upon discovery of amy unauthorized use or disclosuse of
Confidential Information o¢ any ather breach of this Agreement. Apency
will cooperate with Amazen in every reasosable way to help Amazon
regain possession of such Ceafidsntial Information snd prevent it
further unsutherized use ind disclosure.

. Beturn of Confidential Information. Agescy will refum cr
destroy all tangible materials embodying Confidential Information (in
any form end meladicg, withous limdtation, sll summaries, copies asd
excerpts of Comfidentinl Information) promptly following Amazon's
WTItEn PEqUEsE.

L Injasctive Baliel. Agency acknowledpes that a breach of i3
obligatiocs under this Agreement could cawse imeparsbls harm o
Amazon &y io which monctary demages may be difficols to ascensin ar
i inadequats remedy, Agency agrees that Amaron will have the right,
in sddition to ity other fighty snd remedies, to peek injunctive relief for
any wiolation of this Agreement.

1, gcope; Terminatiph. This Agreement covers Comfidential
Infoemnation received by Agency prior and subsequent to the date hereaf,
This Agreement is effective as of the date Confidential Information is
first received and will contimue for 3 years, after which it musomatizally
renews unless either party terminates this Agreement by providing st
least 0 days prior written notice to the other party, provided, that
Ageocy’s obligations with respect 1o Confidentinl Information will
survive for 5 years following termisaficn of ihis Agreemesi, and
Sectiops 5, 6, 9, 10, and 1] will mavive indofinitely and the
coafidentiality obligaticas of this Agresment will contimes fo apply fo
the Confidential Information for &8 loag as the nformation contimoes to
constifuss & Erade secret or does mot othorodss fall witkin an exclusion
described in Setion 2

11, Miscellapeous. This Agrcccnl copsiitutes the embive
agresment between the parties relating to the matlers discussed herein
and myy b amended, modified, o waived ooly with the mutoal writien
consent of the partiss. Agency may nof astigs this Agreement without
Amsron's written consent If o provision of ikds Agreement {5 hald
invalid uzder sppHeshls lsw, such invalidity will not sffest sny other
prereision of this Agreement that can be given effect, Thin Agreemest
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will be governed by internal laws of the State of Washington, without
reference to its choice of law rules. Exclusive jurisdiction over end venue
of any suil arising out of or relating to this Agreement will be in the state
and federal couns in King County, Washington, and each of the parties
hereto consents to the personal Jurisdiction of, and venue in, those courts.
All netices hereunder will be in writing and will be sent by overnight
courier, confirmed facsimile transmission, or certified mail, Notices to
Agency will be delivered to the address set forth above. Notices to
Amazon will be delivered, Attn. General Counsel, to: 410 Terry Avenue
North, Seatile, WA 98]09-52 10; Fax No. 206/266.7010.

Nondisclosure Agreement (10413}

CC NDA (0090719 2023 TR

Page 2 of 2



CC WA (0090719 2023 TR

NONDISCLOSURE AGREEMENT (AGENCY)
AGENCY: Congplete BON below and provide signed copy te vonr Aragon cotlact

Address 200 Ciry Cenner Curcle, P Bos, 229 Bosndman, regon 97018

Printed Mame: | H i T Fax N §S43} 875048
Tiddg o Emadl Address: {14 Py SR
L
Db S igned 'ﬁ ::‘:'-"-l| ..':‘Fﬁ-?::ﬁ '3
This Noadisclosure Agrectocnt (1his “Agrocment™) is eniered o by o g porip of Confidential Information. Al Confidential

Agemgy for the beneflt of Amarongom,. [nc. and iis AffiBmies
(“Amazen”) In conmection with Amaron's evaluation of variogs sites
for operafions and businesses, Agency may receive infoematson on
Amaron”s operations and businesses. In considerntion of ke receipt of
sixch information, Agency agrees as follows:

1. “Affiliale” means, with respect 1o
any entity, any other entity that direcily or indirecily contols, is
controlled by or & wnder common contend with thst emiity, and
“Confidential Information™ means all nonpublic infosmaison relming w
Amancn or disclosed by Amazon o the nbove-referenced ngency, its
Alliliates of agents of any ol the foregoing {collectively, "Agency™) thal
i= designared as canfideniial of that, given the nature of the informatian
ar the circumstances surmounding ils disclosure, reasonsbly should be
considered as confidenikal,

i Exelusions. Conlidential Information exclades infermalsan
that {1jis or beoomes poblicly availobde without bresch of this
Apreemenl, i) can be shoan by docamemtation io have been known o
Apeney al the tme of iz receipl from Amaeon, (it} i dizclosed o
Agency Trom any thind party whe did nit scquine or disclose such
inlfarmation by a wronglul or tortious @, or (iv) can be shown by
docamentation 1o have been ndependently developed by Agency
without reference io any Conlidential laformation.

5, Apency may  use
Confudeniial Information only in pursuamce of its business relationship
with Amarson. Exeepl as provided in this Agreenseal, Agency will nal
disclose Coalidential Infarmation o anyene wilkoul Amazon's prior
wribien consent. Agency will take ol ressorable measures to avodd
desclosure,  disseminalion or unamthorieed we of Coafidential
Informmation, inclading, at a minimum, these measancs it lakes te praloct
ies own comfidential information of a similar nature.

4. » Agency will nestrict the possession,
knowledge mnd wse of Confidentiall Information to cach of fis emplayoes
wha {ip has a0 meed 1o know the Confidential Informstion, asd (i) is
legally obligated to protect the Coafidentinl Infoemmtion 1o the same or
prealer degree os requined under this Agreement, Agency will ensure thal
it emiployecs comply with this Agrecment,

i Permitted [hsclosures. Agency may dischose Confidensial
[nfiemation as required to comply with applicable public disclosure or

opon records laws (oollkectively, “Lows"k Pror fo making any such
diselosure, hivaeves, Agemcy shall (1) give Amxin prioe wiillen palice
safficient & allow Amazon o seck a proective onder of other remedy
(except 1o the extent that Agency s compliaece would cause it bo vialate
any Laws), and (i) disclose only such information as i reguired under
Ui L,

Wondischomere Agreement [ 116)

Information will remain the exchesive property of Amacon. Amason's
dssclosure of Conlidentinl Information will nof constilale an express ar
implicd grami to Agency of any rights 10 or ander Amazon’s pabenls,
capyrights, trade secrets, irmdemarks or other ingelleciual property righis,
Apency will nol use any Irmde name, trademark, logo or amy other
propriclary righls of Ammeon in any manner withoul prior aritten
authorieatiom of smch wse by a Viee President of Amason.com, Inc. {or
its applicable AfMiliale).

7. Motice of 'nawthorized Use. Agency will natily Amazon
immediately wpon discovery of any unowsthorieed use or disclosure of

Confidential Information or any oiher breach of this Agreement. Agency
will cooperase with Amaron in every reasomable way ta help Amazon
regain possession of such Confidential Information and prevem s

furthser mnauthorized use and disclosure,
B. Return af Confidentisl Informatisn. Agency will relum ar

destray ol tangible malerials evbodying Confidengial Information {in
any foem and inchwding, withow [Emilaton, all summanes, copics and
exeapls of Conlidential Information) promptly fallowmg Amaeon’s
wiklen foquedl

. Injumctive Beliel. Agency acknowledges that a breach of its
obligations wnder this Agreement could cause ireparable Barm 1o
Amaron as 1o which monelary damages may be difTicull b asceriaan ar
an inadeyuate remedy. Apency agrees thal Amazon will have the right
im addition (o hs other rights and remedbes, o seck Inursctive rellef for
any viehalban of this Agreement,

1 Seope; Termimation. This Agrecment covers Confidential
Information received by Agency prior ond sishsequent to the dase hereol.
Thiz Agreement is effective as of the date Confidential Information is
firsd received and will comiinee for 3 years, alier which it aulomatically
renews unbess ither pany terminales this Agrecmsnt by providing an
leasy O dave prioe wrilben nolice to the other pary. peovided (hat
Agency's obligations with respect 10 Confidential Information will
sarvive fir & vears following termimmtion of this Agrecment, and
Sections 5. 6, 9 1k amd 11 will survive indefindlely and the
condidentiality obligalsons af this Agreement will continge to apply 1o
the Confidontial Information for as long as b information continses o
constifute & trade seeret of dos nod atherwise fall within sn exclusion
deseribed in Section 2

. Miscellameoms. This Apgreensonl  constilsics  the  cnlire
agroement between the parties rolating fo the matiers dissiessed befein
and may be amended, madilisd, or waives oaly with the mutual wrilten
eonsent of the panies, Agency may not assign this Agresment withouw
Ammeon’s written conseni. If n peowision of this Agreement is held
imvalid under applicable low, such invalidity will not afTect any other
provision af this Agreement that can be given cffeet. This Agreement
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will be governed by internal laws of the State of Washington, without
reference to its choice of law rules, Exclusive jurisdiction over and venue
of any suit arising out of or relating to this Agreement will be in the state
and federal courts in King County, Washington, and each of the parties
hereto consents to the personal jurisdiction of, and venue in, those courts.
All notices hereunder will be in writing and will be sent by ovemnight
courier, confirmed facsimile transmission, or certified mail. Notices to
Apgency will be delivered to the address set forth above, Notices to
Amazon will be delivered, Atin. General Counsel, to: 410 Terry Avenue
North, Seattle, WA 98109-5210; Fax No. 206/266.7010.

Nondisclosure Agreement (10/13)
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BEFORE THE LAND USE BOARD OF APPEALS
OF THE STATE OF OREGON

1st JOHN 2:17, LL.C and JONATHAN TALLMAN,
Petitioners,

VS.

CITY OF BOARDMAN,
Respondent.

LUBA No. 2022-062

FINAL OPINION
AND ORDER

Appeal from City of Boardman.

Sarah C. Mitchell filed the petition for review and reply brief and argued
on behalf of petitioners. Also on the brief was Kellington I.aw Group, PC.

Christopher D. Crean filed the respondent’s brief and argued on behalf of
respondent. Also on the brief was Beery, Elsner & Hammond, LLP.

RYAN, Board Chair;, ZAMUDIQO, Board Member, participated in the
decision.

RUDD, Board Member, did not participate in the decision.
REMANDED 10/27/2022

You are entitled to judicial review of this Order. Judicial review is
governed by the provisions of ORS 197.850.
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Opinion by Ryan.
NATURE OF THE DECISION

Petitioners appeal a city council decision approving improvements to an
existing intersection and an existing street, and construction of a new collector.
FACTS

Yates Lane is an existing, unpaved street that extends east from Laurel
Lane in the Commercial district and the Service Center (SC) subdistrict. Laurel
Lane is a north-south arterial that connects to I-84 north of the Laurel Lane/Yates
Lane intersection, forming what is referred to as the Port of Morrow Interchange.
The Port of Morrow Interchange is subject to the Port of Morrow Interchange
Area Management Plan (IAMP), which the city adopted in 2012 as part of its
Transportation System Plan (TSP). The IAMP lists as a city transportation project
improvements to the Laurel Lane/Yates Lane intersection and the construction of
a new collector, Devin Loop. Devin Loop would begin on Yates Lane east of the
Laurel Lane/Yates Lane intersection, loop south and west from Yates Lane, and
connect to Laurel Lane south of the Laurel Lane/Yates Lane intersection, just
north of a Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) transmission easement.

On November 16, 2021, city staff filed an application secking planning
department approval to improve the Laurel Lane/Yates Lane intersection and
construct Devin Loop, as described in the IAMP. In addition, the application
proposed improving to neighborhood collector standards the Yates Lane right-

of-way between the Laurel Lane/Yates Lane intersection and the Yates
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Lane/Devin Loop intersection. We refer to Devin Loop and Yates Lane, together,
as the “Loop Road,” and we refer to the proposed construction, collectively, as
the “Loop Road project.”

On March 11, 2022, city staff approved a “Zoning Permit” authorizing the
Loop Road project. The city provided notice of the Zoning Permit to persons,
including petitioners, who own property west of Laurel Lane. After petitioners
attempted to file a local appeal of the Zoning Permit, the city chose to proceed
under its “Type II” land use procedures, effectively allowing petitioners to appeal
the Zoning Permit to the planning commission.

The planning commission held a public hearing on May 18, 2022, and
ultimately denied petitioners” appeal, affirming city staff’s approval of the Loop
Road project. Petitioners appealed the planning commission’s decision to the city
council. The city council conducted a public hearing on June 28, 2022, and denied
the appeal, adopting in support of its decision city staff’s findings, the planning
commission’s findings, and its own findings. The city council expressly adopted
any code interpretations made in city staff’s and the planning commission’s
findings. This appeal followed.

FIRST ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR

In its March 11, 2022 decision, city staff noted that the SC subdistrict
allows as permitted uses (1) installation of improvements within the existing
right-of-way and (2) projects identified in the TSP. Record 11. The city council

concluded that the Loop Road project involves uses that are permitted in the SC
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subdistrict and, therefore, “do not require further land use review.” Record 6. The
city council stated:

“Because the permit approves a transportation facility that is
authorized by and consistent with the IAMP and [Boardman
Development Code (BDC)], it is not a land use decision and the city
was not required to process the permit application under its land use
procedures. Nonetheless, after the City mailed notice of the decision
to area property owners, [petitioners] sought to file a local appeal
and, out of an excess of caution and to ensure full public
participation, the City agreed to process the permit as if it was a
Type II land use decision. Accordingly, an appeal was heard before
the Planning Commission on May 18, 2022.” Record 5.

On appeal to LUBA, petitioners do not dispute that the Loop Road project
involves uses that are permitted in the SC subdistrict. However, petitioners
dispute the view that the city’s approval of the project is not a “land use decision”
and, in particular, the implication that, because the approval is not a land use
decision, no land use standards apply to the project.! Petitioners argue that is it is
clear that the project is subject to many land use standards, including the IAMP
and a number of city land use regulations.

The city responds that petitioners misunderstand the above-quoted

findings and that the city does not dispute that the project is subject to land use

" ORS 197.015(10)(a) defines “land use decision,” in relevant part, as a “final
decision or determination made by a local government” that “concerns” the
application of a comprehensive plan provision or land use regulation. The city
does not dispute that the challenged decision concerns the application of one or
more comprehensive plan provisions or land use regulations, and is a “land use

decision,” as defined at ORS 197.015(10)(a).
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standards, as evidenced by the fact that, in approving the project, the city applied
a number of land use standards.

We agree with the city that petitioners’ arguments under the first
assignment of error provide no basis for reversal or remand. The city’s
characterization of the Loop Road as a “permitted use” and its conclusion that
approving an application for a use that is permitted in the SC subdistrict does not
result in a “land use decision” or necessarily trigger the city’s Type II procedures
are merely dicta because the city proceeded to apply land use regulations to the
application.

The first assignment of error is denied.

SECOND ASSIGNMENT OF ERROR

Under the second assignment of error, petitioners advance four
subassignments of error that challenge the city’s conclusions that the Loop Road
project complies with applicable land use regulations.

A.  Neighborhood Collector

The IAMP designates the Loop Road as a “City Collector,” but it does not
determine what kind of collector. The TSP identifies two kinds of collectors:
neighborhood and minor. The city concluded that the Loop Road is functionally
classified as a “neighborhood collector” and, therefore, subject to standards that
apply to that functional classification. Petitioners argued below, however, that

the Loop Road is more properly classified as a “minor collector” subject to
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different, more demanding standards. For example, the minimum right-of-way
width for a neighborhood collector is 60 feet; that of a minor collector is 68 feet.

The city rejected those arguments, noting that the existing, graveled Yates
Lane right-of-way is 60 feet in width and classified as a neighborhood collector,
and concluding that Devin Loop will also qualify as a neighborhood collector
under the applicable IAMP, TSP, and BDC standards.?

On appeal, petitioners argue that the city council’s findings fail to explain
why the Loop Road is properly classified as neighborhood collector. Petitioners
note that the TSP includes the following descriptions:

“Minor Collectors

“Collector facilities link arterials with the local street system. As
implied by their name, collectors are intended to collect traffic from
local streets and sometimes from direct land access, and channel it
to arterial facilities. Collectors are shorter than arterials and tend to
have moderate speeds.

cek ok ook ok ok

“Neighborhood Collectors

2 The city council’s findings state, in relevant part:

“[Petitioners] argue that the proposed roads ‘on balance’ are a minor
collector, not a neighborhood collector. Staff disagrees. Under the
applicable standards in the IAMP, TSP and [BDDC] described in the
findings above, staff concludes that the proposed roadways are a
neighborhood collector and comply with all of the relevant
standards for a neighborhood collector.” Record 8.

Page 6



~3 o N, T - S T NG IR

10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24

“Neighborhood collectors are a subset of collectors serving the
objective of penetrating local neighborhoods to provide direct land
access serviced and traffic circulation. These facilities tend to carry
lower traffic volumes at slower speeds than typical collectors, On-
street parking is more prevalent and bike facilities may be exclusive
or shared roadways.” (Italics in original.)

Petitioners note that the TSP description under the heading “Minor Collectors”
mentions linking arterials with the local street system, while the description under
the heading “Neighborhood Collectors” does not mention linking to arterials.
Because the Loop Road will connect to an arterial, Laurel Lane, at both ends, and
because it could carry heavy truck traffic when adjoining properties develop,
petitioners argue that, on balance, the Loop Road is more like a minor éoilector
than a neighborhood collector.

The city responds that the TSP describes neighborhood collectors as a
“subset” of the general category of collectors, and the city suggests that the
description under the heading “Minor Collectors” is not limited to that
subcategory but, instead, describes the overall category of “collector facilities,”
which includes both neighborhood and minor collectors. Under that
interpretation, the city argues, both neighborhood and minor collectors are
intended to “link arterials with the local street system.”

We agree with petitioners that the city’s findings on this point are
inadequate. The city council’s finding refer to “applicable standards in the IAMP,
TSP and [BDC] described in the findings above.” See n 2. However, we see no

preceding findings that identify the applicable standards that the city used to
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determine that the Loop Road is properly classified as a neighborhood collector
rather than a minor collector. The respondent’s brief also does not identify what
criteria city staff used to determine the functional classification of the Loop Road.
The interpretation of the TSP descriptions suggested in the respondent’s brief
might be sustainable, if it were adopted by the city council. However,
interpretations of a local code provision offered for the first time in a respondent’s
brief at LUBA are not interpretations made by the local government. Munkhoff
v. City of Cascade Locks, 54 Or LUBA 660, 665-66 (2007). Because the decision
must be remanded in any event, as discussed below, the better course is to also
remand under this subassignment of error for the city council to adopt more
adequate findings, supported by any necessary local plan or code interpretations,
to explain its conclusion that the Loop Road is properly classified as a
neighborhood collector.

The first subassignment of error is sustained.

B.  Street Standards

1. Minor Collector Standards

The findings address a number of BDC standards that apply to
neighborhood collectors and conclude that the Loop Road meets those standards.
For example, the findings note that the Yates Lane right-of-way is 60 feet wide,
which complies with the 60-foot minimum right-of-way width for a
neighborhood collector. Petitioners first argue that these findings are erroneous

if, in fact, the proper classification for the Loop Road is minor collector. We agree
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with petitioners that, if, on remand, the city concludes that minor collector is the
appropriate functional classification, then the city must address compliance with
the standards for a minor collector.

2.  Roadway Width

Alternatively, petitioners argue that, even if neighborhood collector is the
appropriate functional classification, the city still erred in two respects.
Petitioners cite evidence that the paved roadway width for some portions of the
Loop Road will be only 32 feet, and they argue that the minimum paved roadway
width for a neighborhood collector under BDC Table 3.4.100(F) is 38 feet. The
city does not respond to this argument or cite any findings addressing the
minimum roadway width. We agree with petitioners that, on remand, the city
must address compliance with the appropriate paved roadway width.

3. Lateral Improvements

Finally, petitioners argue, even if the Loop Road is classified as a
neighborhood collector, the city erred in failing to require construction of lateral
improvements such as sidewalks, planter strips, bicycle lanes, curbs, streetlights,
and other improvements, as required by BDC 3.4.100()), (O), and (X).

BDC 3.4.100()) provides, “Sidewalks, planter strips and bicycle lanes shall
be installed in conformance with the standards in Table 3.4.100, applicable
provisions of the [TSP], the Comprehensive Plan, and adopted street plans.
Maintenance of sidewalks, curbs, and planter strips is the continuing obligation

of the adjacent property owner.” BDC 3.4.100(0) provides, “Concrete curbs,
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curb cuts, wheelchair, bicycle ramps and driveway approaches shall be
constructed in accordance with the standards specified in Chapter 3.1 - Access
and Circulation,” BDC 3.4.100(X) provides, “Streetlights shall be installed in
accordance with City standards which provides for installation at intervals of 300
feet.”

The planning commission’s decision explains that the full standards at
BDC 3.4.100 will be met when adjoining properties are developed:

“The City is purposefully not improving the street to the full
standards identified in the BDC leaving those future improvements
to be the responsibility of development along the roads being
installed to the east of Laurel Lane. Those additional improvements
that will be required at the time of development include curb,
sidewalk, access cuts, and other associated street improvements. A
four-foot-wide paved walking and bicycle path is included in the
pavement width to support limited multi-path utilization.” Record
21,

The city council also adopted findings rejecting petitioners’ arguments that the
requirements of BDC 3.4.100(J) and (X) must be met when the Loop Road is

constructed:

“Staif finds that [BDC 3.4.100(J)] is intended to apply at the time of
site development of the adjacent property; it does not apply to the
installation of a public roadway that provides access to the adjacent
property. In this case, the ‘applicable standards’ of the TSP is the
IAMP which does not include standards for sidewalks, planters and
bike lanes. Further, under the Comprehensive Plan and adopted
street plans (if any), the location, nature and extent of the sidewalks,
planter strips and bike lanes will vary depending on the type and
nature of development on the adjacent property. Moreover, any
continuous curbs, planter strips or sidewalks that are installed now
would be subject to frequent cuts, removal and damage as the
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| adjacent properties develop with driveways, underground utility
2 installations, construction traffic and other related impacts.
3 Accordingly, staff finds that this criterion is intended to apply in
4 coordination with [BDC 3.4.100(0)] concurrent with development
5 of the adjacent property. * * * Finally, staff finds that it would be
6 inappropriate and the city did not intend to impose a maintenance
7 obligation for public improvements on the adjacent property owner
8 until such time as the adjacent property develops. For these reasons,
9 staff finds that this criterion does not apply. It will apply at the time
10 the adjacent property develops and the design, location and
11 installation of the improvements will be determined based on the
12 nature of the development.” Record 7.
13 The city council adopted a similar finding regarding the streetlights required

14 under BDC 3.4.100(X).?
I5 Pctitioners argue that the city council’s code interpretations are

16  inconsistent with the express language of the relevant code provisions, which

3 The city council’s findings state:

“For the same reasons described in the findings above for [BDC
3.4.100(1)], staff concludes that [BDC 3.4.100(X)] does not apply.
Staff interprets this standard to apply at the time the adjacent
property develops. Until the site design of development on the
subject properties is known, the City cannot determine the proper
spacing for streetlights. Simply placing streetlights every 300 feet
could conflict with the site plan for development on the adjacent
properties (for example, driveway locations), which would then
require lights to be removed and replaced. This results in
unnecessary costs and potentially wasting public resources.
Moreover, until the adjacent properties develop, there will be little
need for street lights because there will be few if any pedestrians.
Accordingly, staff finds that the city does not intend this criterion to
apply to the installation of roadways except when provided in
conjunction with development of the adjacent property.” Record 8.
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provide that cettain infrastructure “shall be installed” and “shall be constructed.”
Petitioners contend that the required infrastructure may be tong delayed, or never
installed, if adjoining property owners fail to develop their properties. Petitioners
also note that some of the properties that will be served by the Loop Road are
already developed, and the city does not explain when and how the infrastructure
for those properties will be constructed.

The city responds that nothing in the relevant code sections or elsewhere
requires that such infrastructure be installed at the same time a roadway is built.
We understand the city to argue that the relevant code provisions are silent or
ambiguous on this point and that the city council’s interpretation resolving that
ambiguity is plausible and should be affirmed under the deferential standard of
review that LUBA applies to a governing body’s code interpretations under ORS

197.829(1).% Siporen v. City of Medford, 349 Or 247, 243 P3d 776 (2010).

* ORS 197.829(1) provides:

“ILUBA] shall affirm a local government’s interpretation of its
comprehensive plan and land use regulations, unless the board
determines that the local government’s interpretation:

(a) Is inconsistent with the express language of the
comprehensive plan or land use regulation;

(b) Is inconsistent with the purpose for the comprehensive plan
or land use regulation; [or]

(c) Is inconsistent with the underlying policy that provides the
basis for the comprehensive plan or land use regulation[.]”
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We agree with petitioners. Although the relevant code provisions do not
explicitly require concurrency between roadway construction and lateral
improvements, the code provisions mandate that lateral improvements be
constructed, with the strong implication that lateral improvements must be built
at the same time as the roadway. As petitioners argue, if adjoining property is
never developed, then, under the city council’s interpretation, no lateral
improvements will be constructed, contrary to the express requirements of the
code. The city council’s interpretation also provides no mechanism or process to
require lateral improvements for already-developed properties that are adjacent
to the new roadways. The clear purpose of the relevant code provisions is to
require lateral improvements to be constructed along city roadways. The city
council’s interpretation may not be inconsistent with any express language in the
cited code provisions, but it is certainly inconsistent with the purpose of those
code provisions. Accordingly, we cannot affirm that interpretation. ORS
197.829(1)(b).

The second subassignment of error is sustained.

C.  Other City Land Use Regulations

Petitioners argue that the city erred in failing to apply a number of other
city land use regulations, including BDC chapter 4.2 (Development Review and
Site Design Review); BDC chapter 3.1 (Access and Circulation); BDC chapter
3.2 (Landscaping, Street Trees, Fences and Walls); BDC 3.4.100(A)
(Development Standards); BDC 3.4.100(G) (Traffic Signals and Traffic Calming
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Features); BDC 3.4.100(I) (Street Alignment and Connections); BDC 3.4.100(K)
(Intersection Angles); BDC 3.4.100() (Existing Rights-of-Way); BDC
3.4.100(Q) (Development Adjoining Arterial Streets); BDC 3.4.100(T) (Street
Names); BDC 3.4.100(U) (Survey Monuments); BDC 3.4.100(V) (Street Signs);
BDC 3.4.100(W) (Mail Boxes); BDC 3.4.100(Y) (Street Cross-Sections); BDC
3.4.400 (Storm Drainage); BDC 3.4.500 (Utilities); and BDC chapter 3.5
(Stormwater Management).

To explain why petitioners believe the foregoing are applicable approval
criteria for the challenged decision, petitioners direct us to the jurisdictional
section of the petition for review and to unspecified arguments in the first
assignment of error. However, the jurisdictional section simply lists the same
code provisions, in a footnote, without providing any basis to conclude that the
cited code provisions are applicable approval criteria. Petition for Review 10 n 4.
The only argument we can find in the first assignment of error that bears on any
of the cited code provisions is a single paragraph arguing that transportation
improvements are subject to site design review standards at BDC chapter 4.2.
Petition for Review 27. The planning commission adopted findings rejecting this
contention. Record 21. Petitioners do not challenge that finding or provide any
basis to conclude that site design review standards or the other cited code
provisions apply to the Loop Road project.

The third subassignment of error is denied.
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D.  BPA Subdistrict

Petitioners argue that the city erred in finding that the Loop Road is located
entirely within the SC subdistrict.” According to petitioners, a portion of Devin
Loop would be located within the BPA easement south of the Loop Road.
Petitioners argue that property located within the BPA easement is subject to an
entirely different subdistrict, the BPA Transmission Easement (BPA) subdistrict,
which has its own regulations that the city did not apply.

The city responds first that petitioners failed to raise any issue during the
proceedings below that the BPA subdistrict regulations apply, and petitioners are
precluded from raising that issue for the first time at LUBA. ORS 197.835(3);
ORS 197.797(1). In the reply brief, petitioners respond that ORS 197.835(4)(a)
allows them to raise the issue raised in the fourth subassignment of error because

the notices for the city’s hearings failed to list the criteria that apply to the BPA

5 Again, rather than supply argument in support of this subassignment of error,
petitioners direct us to unspecified arguments made in the jurisdictional section
of the petition for review. Simply directing LUBA to unidentified arguments
made in other sections of a brief runs the risk that LUBA will fail to locate those
arguments. In addition, relying on arguments in the jurisdictional section of a
petition for review to establish a basis for reversal or remand on the merits,
especially in an appeal where jurisdiction is undisputed, runs the risk that such
arguments will be overlooked. See Regency Centers, L.P. v. Washington County,
265 Or App 49, 61, 335 P3d 856 (2014) (LUBA was not required to scour the
petition for review for material that potentially could have supported an argument
that the county’s decision involved a “proposed development of land” when the
petitioners did not make that argument for themselves).
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subdistrict.® The waiver question depends on whether the provisions of the BPA
subdistrict are applicable criteria. We therefore turn to that question,

We agree with the city’s response to the substance of the fourth
subassignment of error that petitioners are mistaken and that the BPA easement
is not subject to the BPA subdistrict, which is located a mile to the west. The city
attaches to its brief a zoning map showing the different locations of the subject
property and the BPA subdistrict.

The city is correct that the BPA easement south of the Loop Road is not
subject to the BPA subdistrict. Petitioners’ unsupported arguments under this
subassignment of error do not provide a basis for reversal or remand.

The fourth subassignment of error is denied.

The second assignment of error is sustained, in part.

The city’s decision is remanded.

® ORS 197.835(4)(a) provides that a petitioner at LUBA may raise new issues
that were not raised below if “[t]he local government failed to list the applicable
criteria for a decision under ORS * * * 197.797(3)(b)[.]”
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G T Boardman

o o
200 City Center Circle
P.O. Box 229
Beardman, OR 97818
Phone: (541) 481-9252
Fax: (541)481-3244
TTY Relay 711
www.cityofboardman.com

e
SEIVED

-

February 18, 2020 B 24 2000

Mr. Robert Echenrode
General Manager

Umatilla Electric Cooperative
750 W. Elm

P.0. Box 1148

Hermiston, OR 97838

Diear Mr. Echenrode:

The Community Development Director has performed a review of the Umatilla Electric Cooperative's
(“1JEC™) proposed route for construction of a 230 Kv transmission line. Based on the information provided,
the proposed line will extend from the planned Hwy 730 Switchyard at the intersection of Hwy 730 and [-
84 to the planned Olson Rd. Substation south of Boardman, total transmission line length is approximately
4.3 miles. This route would pass through two commercial areas of the City of Boardman which include the

Service Center Sub District (5C) and General Industrial (GI).

Within the SC zone, transmission lines are permitted outright pursuant to City of Boardman Development
Code Table 2.2.200B §(2)b). The SC Zone is designed to accommodate heavy commercial uses and light
industrial uses along portions of the 1-84 corridor.

Within the Gl zone, transmission lines are permitted outright pursuant to City of Boardman Development
Code Table 2.3.110.A §(2}b). As outright permitted uses, no land use approval is required, and the City
does not directly regulate this use.

Please let me know if you require any additional information.

Respectfully Submitted,

PP a\f:»!t_am & l—\{_ _ Km ’P‘ﬁ%"")

Karen Pettigrew
Boardman City Manager
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The City’s Fire Services are provided by the Boardman Rural Fire Protection District. The District
and the City combined provisions in 1997 to provide an arca (District) with fire services as a way to

more economically meet the fire protection needs of the City. The City and_l')lﬁh;ﬂ:t are currently
(2003) drafiing a Cooperative and Urban Services Agreement to further clarify this agreement. This

Agreement is expected to be adopted by both parties by 2004.

Health Services . ‘
Public health services, such as Mental Health and a Public Health Nurse, Chﬂd:cp"s Services, and
Public Welfare, are administered through the Morrow County Health Services Division and the State

of Oregon.

- -
Bl SR gl

The Cir_', -- 5' a - of local utility companics, including electricity, gas, telephone, and TV
cable. The City requires underground installation of all utilities within new developments, as well as
GOAL XI: PUBLIC FACILITIES POLICIES

1. The City shall assure urban services (water, sewer and storm drainage services and transportation
infrastructure) to residential, commercial and industrial lands within the City’s Urban Growth Area
as these lands are urbanized.

P e



Community Development
NOTICE OF DECISION

DATE: July 26, 2021

TO: Boardman Planning Commission and Interested Parties

FROM: Barry C. Beyeler, Community Development Director

SUBJECT: ZP21-031 Umatilla Electric Cooperative Olson Rd. Transmission Project

On May 19, 2021, Umatilla Electric Cooperative (UEC) submitted an application fo
zoning approval for the Olson Rd Transmission Project, a 230kv electrical transmission line i
the Service Center Subdistrict. This project affects Tax lots #402, #403, #405 of Tax Lot Maj
iN 25E 11, and tax lot #3201. Tax lots #3202 and #3205, of Morrow County Tax Map 4N 25|
10 were withdrawn by UEC for this project.

Approval of an outright allowable use is processed using a Type II - Administrativ
decision in accordance with Boardman Development Code (BDC) Chapter 4.1- Types o
Applications and Review. The Type II decision process requires public notice to be sent to a
roperties within 250 of the parent property and posting notice on local reader boards and ol
he property. Public notice was mailed and the proper posting was accomplished on October 1
2020, meeting the 20-day notification requirements.

-ile: ZP21 - 031
Applicant: Umatilla Electric Cooperation
oroject: Olson Rd. 230kv Transmission Line

-INDINGS OF FACT

1) In 2018, Umatilla Electric Co-op approached the city about construction of a 230kv
transmission line from a substation which was to be built at the I-84/US 730 junction to
south Boardman. This transmission line is to provide increasing service pressure with
existing and projected residential growth.

2) The city informed UEC where the line would go through many lots in the Service Center
Sub-district, some evidence of property owner support would be needed.

3) UEC held numerous meeting with city and county staff members, and potentially
affected property owners about the project.

4) UEC had obtained tentative agreements from most of the property owners for
easements for the line. The Tallman family had not reached an agreement with UEC.

5) At this point UEC petitioned the Oregon Public Utilities Commission (PUC) for a
Certificate of Public Convenience and Necessity (CPCN).

6) The PUC began their review of the petition as PCN4.

7) On March 5, 2021, The PUC, by Order 21-074, rendered their decision to Grant UEC a
CPCN for this 230kv transmission line.

8) On April 15, 2021, Umatilla Electric Co-op submitted a Conditional Use Permit applicatio

cityofboardman.com



