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MEMORANDUM
CITY OF TUALATIN

TO: Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council
FROM: Sherilyn Lombos, City ManagerL\g_/
DATE: May 18, 2009

SUBJECT: Work Session for May 26, 2009

Work Session will begin at 5:00 p.m.
There WILL be an executive session: ORS 192.660(2)(d)

5:00 p.m. (5 min) — Council / Commission Meeting Agenda Review.

Action requested: Council review the agenda for the May 26" City Council and
Development Commission meetings.

5:05 p.m. (30 min) — CURD Maximum Indebtedness. On April 13" the Commission
met to discuss a list of potential projects for an extended district. Direction was given to
narrow the list to closer to $50 million using certain parameters. Attached is a memo
from Doug with additional information including a proposed list of projects.

Action requested: Direction from the City Council on the list of projects to be
included in the next phase of the maximum indebtedness process.

5:35 p.m. (30 min) — Review of Tree Regulations — Phase Ill. Phase | led to a
revision of the code to clarify tree preservation standards; Phase |l was just adopted by
Council and requires replacement of any street trees that are taken out; Phase Il
includes the concepts of replacing holes where street trees were and amending the
scope of exemptions from tree removal regulations. Attached is a memo from Doug
and Colin with additional information.

Action requested: Direction from the City Council on concepts to include in this
next phase of tree regulations.
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6:05 p.m. (15 min) — Urbanization Forum Resolution. Washington County recently
convened a series of four forums to discuss future urbanization in the county. The
outcome of those forums was a resolution that the County is asking each city to discuss
and adopt. Attached is a memo from Doug with additional information about the forums
and the resolution.

Action requested: Direction from the City Council on the urbanization forum
resolution.

6:20 p.m. (15 min) — Request from the Homebuilders Association regarding the
Transportation Development Tax. The HBA has made a request to the County that
implementation of the new TDT (which was approved by voters in November 2009) be
delayed due to current economic conditions. In addition, they have asked that the
“grandfathering” provisions for commercial and industrial projects included in the TDT
be expanded to include residential projects. The Washington County Coordinating
Committee (WCCC) will be meeting on June 8" to make a decision on these requests
and would like information from the cities about impacts. Attached is a packet of
information that the WCCC received regarding these requests.

Action requested: Direction from the City Council on the requests from the HBA
regarding the TDT.

6:35 p.m. (10 min) — Council Communications & Roundtable. This time is the
Council’s opportunity to brief the rest of the Council on committee meetings, follow-up
on items, and any other general Council information that needs to be discussed.

Action requested: This is an open Council discussion.
6:45 p.m. (10 min) - EXECUTIVE SESSION — Labor Relations (Contract

negotiations with the Tualatin Employees Association — contract expires June 30,
2009).

Upcoming Council Meetings & Work Sessions: Attached is a three-month look ahead
for upcoming Council meetings and work sessions. If you have any questions, please
let me know.

Dates to Note: Attached is the updated community calendar for the next three months.

As always, if you need anything from your staff, please feel free to let me know.
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MEMORANDUM
TUALATIN DEVELOPMENT COMMISSION

Honorable Chairman and Members of the Commission

THROUGH: Sherilyn Lombos, Administrator%

FROM: Doug Rux, Community Development Director SSu

DATE: May 26, 2009

SUBJECT: CENTRAL URBAN RENEWAL DISTRICT MAXIMUM
INDEBTEDNESS

POLICY CONSIDERATIONS:

The policy considerations for Central Urban Renewal District (CURD) maximum
indebtedness are:

1.

2.

3.

What projects should be listed in the CURD Plan that remove blight?
What projects further the vision of the Town Center?

What projects have partnerships opportunities for implementation and cost
sharing?

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY:

ORS 457.190 requires that all urban renewal plans have a stated maximum
indebtedness amount.

The Tualatin Development Commission and City Council are engaged in an
evaluation of the Central Urban Renewal District Plan to determine if the maximum
indebtedness amount should be increased.

Currently the maximum indebtedness amount is $27,705,384. Estimates are this
amount will be reached in June 2010. At that time the District would no longer
collect division of taxes and the district would close down in approximately
2011/2012.

To increase the maximum indebtedness amount, a process called a Substantial
Amendment is required.

Urban renewal programs by definition are to remove blight conditions as defined in
ORS 457.010.
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To establish a new maximum indebtedness value, an evaluation is in process that
began in October 2007. Attachment A is a timeline that recaps activities that have
occurred since October, where the process is currently, and future steps until June
2010.

On April 8, 2008, the Commission reviewed a list of projects to remove blight
conditions. The Commission evaluated this list of 77 projects through a dot
exercise and shortened the list to 46 projects to move to the Planning Level Cost
Estimating stage.

Planning Level Cost Estimates were prepared for this list of projects. The
estimated dollar value of the projects was approximately $245,586,100. Estimated
land acquisition costs for buildings, art and gateways at that time could add an
additional $7.8 million.

The Urban Renewal Advisory Committee met on July 17 and August 7, 2008 to
review the shortened project list created by the Commission on April 8, 2008.
URAC'’s charge was to shorten the project list to approximately $100 million.
URAC was able to shorten the list to approximately $110 million. Some over-
arching comments from URAC members included:

o If trade-offs are an option, the City should favor private funding
participation (partnering).

o Some development decisions are more difficult to reverse than others
(loss of river access to private development that is gone forever).

o Some of the most urgent projects may be ones that are the least
reversible over the long term. Ration resources against identified
needs.

o} Strike a balance between roadways and pedestrian-friendly areas.

o Removal of large signs at Nyberg Street/I-5 should be a main focus
for property acquisition.

o Partnering with businesses on providing parking in the downtown
area is critical.

o A new city hall is desirable in the central downtown area.

o A performing arts/multipurpose facility should be considered over
several different separate-use buildings.

o The K-Mart area should be looked at as a partnership with urban

renewal funding with only infrastructure improvements (not paying for
buildings, business relocation).
The Commission met again on October 16, 2008 and went through another
interactive exercise reviewing the shortened list of possible projects with the
challenge of reducing the list down to approximately $100 million. The Commission
shortened the potential list to approximately $163-$166 million.
URAC met on February 19, 2009 and reviewed the shortened list from the
Commission’s October 16, 2008 discussion with staff providing a broad overview
on the refined costs indicating some project costs increased while others went
down due to scope changes.
On April 13, 2009 the Commission discussed existing project priorities listed in the
CURD. The outcome of the discussion was to fund the SW Tualatin-Sherwood
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Road Pedestrian/Landscape project ($2.5 million) and to modify the CURD Plan to
include Train Horn Noise Mitigation ($1.3 million).

This evening the Commission will be evaluating and discussing projects generated
from the October 16, 2008, March 2, 2009, and April 13, 2009 Work Sessions to
develop a final list of potential projects. Where, in past discussions, the winnowing
process was by topic category, for this discussion all projects will compete against
one another to develop a modified project list. To set a context, sub-areas have
been established consistent with the CURD Plan. A final list will be advanced to
the next phase of the maximum indebtedness project for financial analysis and
funding capability.

DISCUSSION:
At the March 2, 2009 Commission Work Session discussing the CURD maximum
indebtedness, the following conclusions were reached:

1.

Move forward in the evaluation of increasing the CURD maximum indebtedness
amount.

2. Review the “Vision” Council created for the Town Center and other vision

documents and list projects that support that vision.

3. Review and include in the list of possible projects those that are currently fully of

partially funded in CURD.

Evaluation

At the April 13, 2009 Commission Work Session, a discussion occurred on funding
existing projects in CURD. This included the SW Tualatin-Sherwood Road Pedestrian/
Landscape Improvements, Eastside Downtown, and Train Horn Noise Mitigation
projects. The direction provided was to fund SW Tualatin-Sherwood Road Pedestrian/
Landscape Improvements and Train Horn Noise Mitigation. The East Commons
project was to be included in the maximum indebtedness evaluation for future funding.

Vision

To set the context of the City Council “Vision” of the Town Center, a number of
documents are necessary to be considered. These include:

The Draft Town Center Vision from 2005,

Tualatin Tomorrow Community Vision and Strategic Action Plan — June 2007,
Council Town Center Vision from February 2008,

City Council November 2008 Retreat, and finally

The City Council Local Aspirations for the Town Center April 2009 as part of the
Urban & Rural Reserve program.



MEMORANDUM: CURD Maximum Indebtedness
May 26, 2009
Page 4 of 11

TOWN CENTER 2005 DRAFT VISION

“The Tualatin Town Center will be a distinctive high-quality mixed-use development
location with a wide variety of residential dwellings and retail, professional and
service employment opportunities, and important recreational and cultural
facilities.”

TUALATIN TOMORROW, JUNE 2007

HOW WE PLAN AND GROW
Growth, Housing and Town Center

In the Year 2030, Tualatin maintains a strong community identity while successfully
managing new growth and development. A dynamic growth strategy and plan for
development promotes growth choices that fit community values and priorities,
while benefiting local neighborhoods, businesses, schools, parks, and roads.

The City of Tualatin works collaboratively with other local and regional
governments, expanding its urban planning area as appropriate, and managing the
impacts of Urban Growth Boundary (UGB) expansion to protect community and
environmental assets. The City plans carefully to address the costs of new growth
and needed infrastructure.

Tualatin has diversified its supply of housing, providing a range of housing choices
and affordability to meet the needs of its changing population. Tualatin town center
preserves its best historical features while incorporating new mixed-use
development, including high-density housing, a full complement of services,
commercial and retail development, and amenities that accommodate pedestrians
and bicyclists as well as cars.

Good urban design is an important part of Tualatin, with flexible standards that
promote an attractive, well-functioning community, including appropriate mixed-
used development, small, pedestrian-oriented neighborhood commercial centers,
beautiful tree-lined streetscapes, and community ‘gateway’ entrances that
strengthen local identity.

Tualatin has a thriving local economy that attracts businesses that fit well into the
community, providing living wage jobs and supporting small businesses, while
encompassing high-end retail development that offers better choices to shoppers
and supports the local tax base.

COUNCIL VISION STATEMENT TOWN CENTER, FEBRUARY 2008
° Includes a mixed-use living, working and playing environment

o Is oriented to and integrates the Tualatin River and other natural features to
activate uses
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Has a distinctive feel with strong, interesting and distinctive design
standards and elements

Includes civic, social, commercial and cultural functions as a full-service
community within walking distance

Encourages safe bike and pedestrian activity

Is a destination for local business activities and not a pass-through location
for freight traffic

COUNCIL RETREAT, NOVEMBER 2008

In the Year 2018, the City of Tualatin enjoys:

Vibrant neighborhoods and neighborhood connections

Being focused around the Tualatin River

Downtown mixed-use development

Multi-modal transportation options including enhanced pedestrian and bike-
friendly opportunities and other transit options

Being a family-oriented city with safe schools

A community/recreation center that provides activities and acts as a
gathering place for residents of all ages

Vibrant parks and natural spaces that includes a dog park and greenway
trails that provide seamless movement throughout the city

Expanded healthcare facilities and excellent healthcare options within
Tualatin

Aesthetically pleasing surroundings

Additional connections between 1-5 and Highway 99W to ease traffic
congestion and divert truck traffic from SW Tualatin-Sherwood Road

A vibrant Town Center

Being a community dedicated to protecting and enhancing its tree canopy
A population of between 30,000 and 35,000 residents

Strategic Focus Areas

The following strategic focus areas will shape the nature and quality of the future
envisioned for the City of Tualatin:

Transportation

Well-managed development and redevelopment

The community’s economic vitality

Quality recreational, leisure, and cultural amenities

Strong civic engagement by its citizens and neighborhoods

Preservation of the community’s natural resources: i.e., river, green spaces,
etc.
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. Sustaining a safe community
o Environmental sustainability
. Maintaining our small town feel

PROPOSED LONG-TERM (5-YEAR) GOALS
(These long-term goals are related to the Strategic Focus Areas listed above. All
goals are considered equally important. Numbering is for identification purposes

only).

Goal No. 1:

Goal No. 2:

Goal No. 3;

Goal No. 4:

Goal No. 5:

Goal No. 6:

Goal No. 7:

Goal No. 8:

Goal No. 1.

Enhance mobility and achieve reduction of congestion throughout
Tualatin.

Manage development, redevelopment, and projected change that wili
occur within the city to maintain Tualatin’s quality and what the
citizens value as a community.

Achieve economic vitality in all sectors of the community and ensure
a sustainable economic and revenue base for Tualatin.

Enhance the city’'s quality of life; seek to make Tualatin a great city.

Preserve Tualatin’s unique and important natural features and
resources.

Ensure people feel safe in our community.

Seek marked achievements and maintain established green
sustainability standards and criteria.

Continue to develop and expand opportunities for citizen awareness
and active civic involvement in Tualatin, both at the community and
neighborhood levels.

Enhance mobility and achieve reduction of congestion throughout the City of

Tualatin.

Goal No. 2.

Manage development, redevelopment, and projected change that will occur within
the city to maintain Tualatin’s quality and what the citizens value as a community.

Two-Year Performance Objectives:

1.
11.

Complete the Town Center Plan.
Adopt a Central Urban Renewal Plan.
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Goal No. 4.
Enhance the City’s quality of life; seek to make Tualatin a great city.

Two-Year Performance Objectives:
5. Increase visible art in the City of Tualatin, including public and private
buildings, overpasses, entrances (gateways).

Goal No. 5.
Preserve Tualatin’s unique and important natural features and resources.

Two-Year Performance Objectives:
1. Develop Council’s vision for the river and creeks.
TOWN CENTER LOCAL ASPIRATIONS, APRIL 2009

Attachment B contains the City Council aspirations for the next 20-50 years for the
Town Center.

Projects
Attachment C is a matrix and maps of projects compiled by staff from the October

16, 2008, March 2, 2009 and April 13, 2009 Work Sessions. Funded,
Uncompleted and Potential projects have a dollar value as represented below:

TOTAL FUNDED PROJECTS $3,800,000

TOTAL UNCOMPLETED PROJECTS $28,660,000

TOTAL POTENTIAL PROJECTS $134,341,516 - $137,271,561
TOTAL UNCOMPLETED /POTENTIAL | $163,001,516 - $ 165,931,561
PROJECTS

GRAND TOTAL (ALL) $166,801,561 - $170,781,561

These values are based on 2009 dollars and do not take into consideration future
inflation or administrative overhead costs.

Attachment D is a short list based on staff consideration of the Council’'s Town
Center Vision from 2008 and other vision, goals and aspirations that factor into
urban renewal funding which could leverage private investment or create
partnerships. Possible partnerships have been identified that include:

City (various infrastructure funds, SDC'’s)

Washington County (MSTIP)

Metro (MTIP/Greenspaces)

Clean Water Services (Water Quality Grants)

ODOT

Tri Met
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e City of Durham
o Private Developers/Property Owners

Staff strongly encourages that the project list be winnowed down to the $50-70
million range (maximum indebtedness) to then allow inflation and administrative
overhead cost to calculate against revenues. Under a conservative projection of
3% annual revenue increases over a 20 year period using a base revenue from
2009/2010 of $2,500,000 over 20 years the total revenue collected would be
roughly $69 million (maximum indebtedness). Administrative overhead expenses
over that 20-year period (annual increase of 6% Salaries/Benefits, 3% Transfers to
General Fund and 3% Materials and Services) the cost would be roughly $2
million. If the project list value were $60 million and using 4% inflation after four
years the project list value would be roughly $68 million. That would almost equal
the estimated 20-year revenue. Revenues are not likely to be a conservative 3%
increase annually based on development of private projects. Over the past 10
years the average has been 5.4%. A much more thorough analysis will be
conducted once the Commission establishes a desired project list.

The projects listed in Attachment D are those staff believes align with the direction
the Commission provided. Furthermore, to achieve the aspirations for the Town
Center the City Council developed in April 2009 for the next 20 years, that includes
a range of employment of 6,704-8,405, building square footage of 2.17-2.9 million
square feet, population of 2,521-3,438 and residential units totaling 1,006-1,356
the biggest challenge is addressing transportation infrastructure.

. East Commons — Completes the streetscape improvements started with the
Boones Ferry Road (Phase 1 & 2), West Commons and the Tualatin-
Sherwood Road Pedestrian Landscape Improvements currently under
design. This project meets the vision statement element of: 1) Having a
distinctive feel with strong, interesting and distinctive design standards and
elements.

. Commons Landmark — Completes a long-standing project originally
identified in 1992/1993. This project meets the vision statement element of:
1) Having a distinctive feel with strong, interesting and distinctive design
standards and elements.

o West Commons Sanitary Sewer - fulfills an un-constructed element of the
West Commons project and furthers the Agreement entered into by the City
and Commission on May 11, 2009. The projects supports redevelopment of
property along SW Boones Ferry Road for commercial use and provides
infrastructure that allows the Red Parking Lot Garage to be constructed.
This project meets the visions statement elements of. 1) A mixed-use living,
working and playing environment, 2) Includes civic, social, commercial and
cultural functions as a full-service community within walking distance, 3) Is a
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destination for local business activities and not a pass-through location for
freight traffic.

Red Parking Lot Garage — Provides a parking structure to support
redevelopment opportunities along Boones Ferry Road between Tualatin
Road and Tualatin-Sherwood Road. The garage could also support
increased commuter rail rider ship and future redevelopment (mixed-use
living, working) west of the Commuter Rail Station. Development density
envisioned in the Local Aspirations will require structured parking. This
project meets the vision statement elements of: 1) A mixed-use living,
working and playing environment, 2) Includes civic, social, commercial and
cultural functions as a full-service community within walking distance, 3)
Has a distinctive feel with strong, interesting and distinctive design
standards and elements, 4) Is a destination for local business activities and
not a pass-through location for freight traffic.

Eastside Downtown — This project area encompasses ali six of the elements
stated by the City Council in their Town Center Vision.

Tualatin River Pedestrian Trail — This project meets the vision statement
elements of: 1) Is oriented to and integrates the Tualatin River and other
natural features to activate uses, 2) Encourages safe bike and pedestrian
activity.

Pedestrian Bridge - Construction of a new pedestrian bridge would connect
the future redevelopment of an industrial area north of the Tualatin River
with the Central Downtown area. This project meets the vision statement
element of: 1) Is oriented to and integrates the Tualatin River and other
natural features to activate uses, 2) Encourages safe bike and pedestrian
activity.

I-5 Pedestrian Trail - This project meets the vision statement elements of: 1)
Is oriented to and integrates the Tualatin River and other natural features to
activate uses, 2) Encourages safe bike and pedestrian activity.

Eastside Downtown Parking Garage - Provides a parking structure to
support redevelopment opportunities of the K-Mart site. The garage could
also support expanding the Library/City Offices in the future. Development
density envisioned in the Local Aspirations will require structured parking.
This project meets the vision statement elements of: 1) A mixed-use living,
working and playing environment, 2) Includes civic, social, commercial and
cultural functions as a full-service community within walking distance, 3)
Has a distinctive feel with strong, interesting and distinctive design
standards and elements, 4) Is a destination for local business activities and
not a pass-through location for freight traffic.
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° Boones Ferry Road (Martinazzi to Upper-Lower Boones Ferry) — Promotes
redevelopment of the Eastside Downtown and Central Downtown areas by
addressing traffic congestion. This project meets all six of the vision
statement elements.

° Tualatin Road Extension - Promotes redevelopment of the entire Town
Center by moving traffic out of the downtown area to create a pedestrian
friendly and walkable area. Provides the opportunity to redevelop the North
Town Center area to commercial uses from its current industrial activities.
Can help meet the five areas of the Council’s vision. This project meets all
six of the vision statement elements.

° General aesthetic Projects — This project meets the vision statement
element of: 1) Has a distinctive feel with strong, interesting and distinctive
design standards and elements.

o Signal Coordination — Assists in efficiently moving traffic in and around the
Town Center. This project meets the vision statement element of: 1) Is a
destination for local business activities and not a pass-through location for
freight traffic.

Partnerships

Staff looked at partnership opportunities as a way to leverage project costs.
Attachment C lists the possible partnership opportunities. The monetary value of
the partnerships is always questionable, but staff has attempted to establish what
may be feasible.



MEMORANDUM: CURD Maximum Indebtedness

May 26, 2009
Page 11 of 11

PROJECT COST TDC OTHERS
East Commons $ 4,000,000 |$ 4,000,000 $ 0
Commons Landmark $ 1,090,000 |$ 1,090,000 $ 0
West Commons Sanitary $ 100,000 |$ 100,000 $ 0
Sewer
Red Parking Lot Garage $ 14,050,000 | $ 5,000,000 $ 9,050,000
Eastside Downtown $ 11,810,000 | $ 8,762,000 $ 3,048,000
Tualatin River Pedestrian $ 5,100,000 | $ 4,100,000 $ 1,000,000
Trail
Pedestrian Bridge $ 2,390,000 | $ 1,390,000 $ 1,000,000
Eastside Downtown Parking $ 11,950,000 | $ 5,975,000 $ 5,975,000
Garage
I-5 Pedestrian Trail $ 7,500,000 |$ 6,500,000 $ 1,000,000
Boones Ferry Road $ 11,760,000 | $ 5,880,000 $ 5,880,000
Tualatin Road Extension $ 33,340,000 | $ 16,670,000 $ 16,670,000
General Aesthetic Projects $ 500,000 |$ 500,000 $ 0
Signal Coordination $ 980,000 [$ 490,000 $ 490,000
TOTAL $104,570,000 | $ 60,457,000 $ 44,113,000
Attachments: A. Project Timeline

B. Local Aspirations Town Center, April 2009
C. CURD Consolidated Project List and Maps
D. CURD Staff Suggested Short List and Maps
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R ity ofTualti's Local Aspiraions Uhen & Rl eserves

What Are Local Aspirations?

Metro has asked cities to identify how much population, employment and housing they will have in the next 20 to
50 years. These Local Aspirations will inform Metro’s process in determining the location and size of urban and
rural reserves. The reserves process stemmed from concerns with the current system for managing growth in the
Metro area.

The City Council has met five times since October 2008 to discuss what Tualatin may look like in the next 20 and
50 years. Their top priority is to maintain the quality of life in Tualatin. Over the next 20 to 50 years change will
inevitably occur; however, we can shape what our community looks like. That is why Tualatin Tomorrow’s goals
for How We Grow are stated on the front cover. The information contained here represents aspirations set by the
Council for population and employment in the next 20 and 50 years. Transportation improvements, such as
additional lanes and new roads, are necessary to accomplish many of these aspirations. Analysis of transportation
infrastructure needs will occur at a future date.

The Town Center Today

In February 2008, the City Council approved a revised Town Center vision statement:
* Includes a mixed use living, working and playing environment
» Is oriented to and integrates the Tualatin River and other natural features to activate uses
= Has a distinctive feel with strong, interesting and distinctive design standards and elements
* Includes civic, social, commercial and cultural functions as a full service community within walking
distance
= Encourages safe bike and pedestrian activity
= Is a destination for local business activities and not a pass through location for freight traffic

The Town Center is a mixed-use area meaning there are residential, s :

commercial, and retail uses next to each other. There are several [t
buildings with apartments or condominiums above stores, restaurants
and offices on the ground floor. In 2007 there were 3,855 jobs in
approximately 1.25 million gross square feet of building space.
Additionally, there were 2,390 residents who lived in approximately
956 condominiums and apartments in various locations through out
the Town Center.

The Town Center in 20 Years 'ii:ij
2 g
During five work session meetings, the City Council articulated their f[%’l.;

aspirations for the Town Center in 20 years. In addition to
maintaining the quality of life currently enjoyed by Tualatin residents,

their aspirations include constructing new buildings on vacant land Square Res.
and redeveloping existing buildings to facilitate achieving the vision Jobs Footage Pop. Units
set out in February 2008. In 20 years the Town Center could provide = Town

6,704-8,405 jobs in 2.17 —2.9 million gross square feet of building  Center | 3,855 125 2,390 956
space. There could be as many as 2,521-3,438 people living in 1,006- 7007 million

1,356 apartments, condominiums or row houses. Town

The Town Center in 50 Years Center 6,704-| 2.17-2.9 12,521- 1,006-

8,405 | million |3,438| 1,356
The Town Center could provide 7,753-12,803 jobs in an estimated 2030

2.51 —4.35 rpillion gross square feet of building space. There could CTOV;'II 7,753-|2.51-4.35(2,691-| 1,071-
be a population range of 2,691-5,047 pefople living in 1,071-2,965 enter 12,803| million |5,047| 2,965
apartments, condominiums or row houses in the next 50 years. 2060

2.

Attarhment R



CURD Maximum Indebtedness 5/26/09
Consolidated List

2005 TC TT 2008 2008 2009 TC Developers/
. s Vision | Council | Council . Partnerships | TDC City | WACO | Metro | CWS | ODOT | Tri Met| Durham Property
Vision . . Aspirations
2007 |TC Vision| Retreat Owners
11 Streetscape improvements in Town Center
Tualatin-Sherwood Road: Nyberg Road to Boones | $ 2,500,000 gatd'tm"a' AT Yes A
11d [Ferry Road - Streetscape Improvements ateway
Tualatin-Sherwood Road: Nyberg Road to Boones e e Tl oEl A AT
Ferry Road - Widen for Bicycle lanes and Streetscape | $ 3,550,000 bike lanes g y | ¥4 Yes ¥ M
11d |Improvements
SUBTOTAL $ 2,500,000
SUBTOTAL $ 3,550,000
11 Streetscape improvements in Town Center
Widen Martinazzi from TSR to i
East Commons $ 4,000,000 [BF RD for bikes, includes M| ¥ ¥4 ¥4 Yes A @ 2
11j Nyberg from TSR to Martinazzi
1 Commons Landmark $ 1,090,000 ¥4 (¥4 ¥4 %4
SUBTOTAL $ 5,090,000
Sewer line from 84th to Boones
* i 100,000
West Commons Sanitary Sewer $ Ferry " A | A Yes A ",
Exploring one-way loop road Internal staff issue
Pedestrian Overcrossings (2) on Tualatin- Assumes buying McDonalds
32 Sherwood Road I s Y for one of the crossings. M 4l il il il LGS
6 Acquisition and Open Spaces Expansion. $ 1,000,000 zﬁjeeprzoggr;)gr::t an appraised [¥4] %4 [¥4] (%4 | M Yes (¥4 ¥4 %} %4}
9 Parking - Partnering with businesses Internal staff issue
Construction, ROW, @ 2 9 @ 2
. Engineering. Assumes buying 2
Red Lot Parking Garage (4 level, 454 spaces) $ 14,050,000| o T o o , Yes %] (¥4 %4} %4 A
9 businesses.
Create a long-term parking and_fundlng plan for Internal staff issue
10a downtown Tualatin.
Increas.e parking as a com;?on_ent of development Internal staff issue
10b in downtown Tualatin, if necessary.
Re-landscape Core Area Parking lots to provide . . —
1 color, interesting landscaping, illuminated signs $ 400,000 5 public parking lots il = 4l 4l M = ] M [ L
SUBTOTAL $ 26,150,000
TOTAL $ 33,740,000
TOTAL $ 34,790,000

Attachment C
Page 1



CURD Maximum Indebtedness 5/26/09
Consolidated List

Map 2005 TC 1T 2008 2008 2009 TC Developers/
Code Visi Vision | Council | Council . Partnerships | TDC City | WACO | Metro | CWS | ODOT | Tri Met| Durham Property
ision . Aspirations
2007 |TC Vision| Retreat Owners
Construction, ROW,
Eastside Downtown $ 11,810,000 |[Engineering. No building ¥4 %4 ¥4 ¥4 | A YES %) ] %] ¥4 v
6 acquisition
SUBTOTAL $ 11,810,000
Pedestrian Trails along Tualatm River (both sides 7| A 7 2 74| Yes A ") A A
3 of river)
Option 1 $ 5,100,000 Dgck system along Tualatin
River at apartments
Option 2 $ 6,000,000 Pu'rchase of 4 apartment
buildings
10 Pedestrian Bridge $ 2,390,000 -
9 I-5 Pedestrian Trail %4 %4 ¥4 %4 ¥4 Yes ¥ ¥4 M v |
Path connects to Nyberg Street
Option 1 $ 5,470,000 (At Fred Meyer/K-Mart
intersection
Option 2 $ 7,500,000 | Tunnel under Nyberg Street
3 Herons Landing Apartments Acquisition $ 4,300,000 |Not an appraised value EI @ E
26 Logo on I-5/Nyberg Street Over-crossing $ 250,000 %) ¥4 %4 ] %4
. . Does not include land [7]
13 Eastside Downtown Parking Garage $ 11,950,000 il EI E E . @ Yes A m m
3 New City Hall/Civic Center $ 9,560,000 |Includes land value ¥4 1 4] ¥4 | Yes (¥4 | ¥4 |
6 Convention Center/Public meeting space $ 5,654,000 |Includes land value (¥4 | (¥4 ¥ | ¥4 | %4 | Yes A ¥4 ¥
SUBTOTAL $ 44,674,000
SUBTOTAL $ 47,604,000
TOTAL $ 56,484,000
TOTAL $ 59,414,000
Attachment C

Page 2



CURD Maximum Indebtedness 5/26/09
Consolidated List

2005 TC TT 2008 2008 2009 TC Developers/
Vision Vision | Council | Council Aspirations Partnerships| TDC City | WACO | Metro | CWS | ODOT | Tri Met| Durham Property
2007 |TC Vision| Retreat P Owners
. . Widen Roadway to 5-lanes with ;
Boones Ferry Road — Martinazzi to Upper-Lower $ 11,760,000 |streetscape enhancements, m n m m m YES 2
5 Boones Ferry Road new bridae m E m m n m
SUBTOTAL $ 11,760,000
; Tualatin Road Extension $ 33,340,000 M| @ ¥ ¥l Yes i) m m m i) 7
Roads, parking lots, structures,
. dog park, North sports field H m E /|
Parks improvements $ 4,220,081 renovation, South sports field Yes A 4]
11 renovation, fencina, lightina,
SUBTOTAL $ 37,560,081
TOTAL $ 49,320,081
Map BN e o B, = == S
Code | - WEST TOWN CENTER INVESTMENTS | Cost 3/2/2009 Notes
: FUNDED CURD PROJECTS
ek Train Horn Noise Mltlga;:;m (Nyberg/Boones Ferry $ 1,300,000 %] %] 7] A %] Yes w2 A A
SUBTOTAL $ 1,300,000
POTENTIAL PROJECTS _'
11 Streetscape improvements in Town Center
11a |Sweek Drive $ 1,250,000 ¥ ¥4 ¥d %] ¥4 Yes M| 4 %]
11i  |Tualatin Road/86th/Cherokee $ 2,310,000 ) A ¥ %] 4| Yes M| W
11b |Tualatin-Sherwood Road: 89th Ave. to URA Boundary $ e il ¥4 WS m m m m
Tualatin-Sherwood Road: Boones Ferry Road to 89th
e o $ 918,500 4] ¥4 (¥4} ¥4 ] 4] Yes Al &9 &
Boones Ferry Road: Tualatin-Sherwood Road to URA ¥4)
11g _|Boundary $ 1,880,000 M| 4| W M| 9 Yes A &
11h |Mohave Court and Old Tualatin-Sherwood Road $  2:240,000 i 7 L = &l Yes %4 M
1 Sweek House Acquisition $ 1,000,000 |Not an appraised value M| ;] M | A
4 UR Block 23 (86th Avenue) Acquisition $ 2,178,980 |Not an appraised value M1l & A A L A
SUBTOTAL $ 12,177,480 -
TOTAL $ 13,477,480
Attachment C

Page 3



CURD Maximum Indebtedness 5/26/09
Consolidated List

2005 TC TT 2008 2008 2009 TC Developers/
SOUTH TOWN CENTER INVESTMENTS Cost 3/2/2009 Notes Vision Vision | Council | Council Aspirations Partnerships | TDC City | WACO | Metro | CWS | ODOT | Tri Met| Durham Property
2007 |TC Vision| Retreat | “P Owners
POTENTIAL PROJECTS
Streetscape improvements in Town Center
11
Martinazzi Avenue: Warm Springs to Tualatin- Includes widening roadway for
‘11e  |Sherwood Road with Bike Lanes $ 2,050,000 e anes M| 4| 4 | %] Yes M| &
11f [Tonka and Warm Springs Street $ 2,990,000 (¥4 (¥4 %4 (¥4 (¥4
Bike Lanes on Martinazzi — Warm Springs to .
33 Boones Ferry $ 2,660,000 Bike lanes only m m m
Nyberg Creek — greenway trail 3,400,000 [Primarily a boardwalk system
17 yberg g y $ y y i ¥i| M i
SUBTOTAL $ 11,100,000
TOTAL $ 11,100,000
Map GENERAL AESTHETICS/MISC
’ Cost 3/2/2009 |Notes
Code INVESTMENTS
POTENTIAL PROJECTS
Does not include main gateway [ 7 [ 7
Gateways $ 1,200,000 |which is part of Tualatin- m m m Y Y Yes v %5
20 Sherwood Road project.
. . Projects with pizzazz ¥ v
General Aesthetic Projects B 500,000 | o winter) M| A U ¥ Y Yes A 7
. . . . $70,000 each intersection, 14
2 Signal coordination and split phasing 980,000 [, " o ctions KA | vi| A | Yes M| A ¥
SUBTOTAL $ 2,680,000
TOTAL $ 2,680,000
TOTAL FUNDED PROJECTS $ 3,800,000
TOTAL UNCOMPLETED PROJECTS $ 28,660,000
TOTAL POTENTIAL PROJECTS $ 134,341,561
TOTAL POTENTIAL PROJECTS $ 137,271,561
GRAND TOTAL (ALL) $ 166,801,561
GRAND TOTAL (ALL) $ 170,781,561
Attachment C

Page 4
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CURD Maximum Indebtedness 5/26/09

Staff Suggested Short List
Map TT 2008 2008 Develo
pers/
Code 2005TC \i5ion | Council | Council |, 2°%° TC | partnerships| TDC | City | WACO | Metro | cws | 0DOT | TriMet| Durham | Property
Vision . Aspirations
2007 |[TC Vision| Retreat Owners
11 Streetscape improvements in Town Center
. Traditional Option, includes
Tualatin-Sherwood Road: Nyberg Road to Boones 2,500,000 | %4} %4 % | (¥4 %4} Yes M| & %4}
ateway
11d |Ferry Road - Streetscape Improvements
SUBTOTAL 2,500,000 a | i ¥ i M| & A
11 Streetscape improvements in Town Center
Widen Martinazzi from TSR to
East Commons 4,000,000 |BF RD for bikes, includes M| M %] M Yes a | & ")
11j Nyberg from TSR to Martinazzi
1 Commons Landmark 1,090,000 ¥ ;] %4} & A
SUBTOTAL $ 5,090,000
. Sewer line from 84th to Boones
* West Commons Sanitary Sewer 100,000 Ferry & v 7] v Yes ¥ ¥4}
Construction, ROW, @ 2 m E m
. Engineering. Assumes buying 2
Red Lot Parking Garage (4 level, 454 spaces) 14,050,000 buildings and land, relocating Yes ¥4 %} ¥4 ] %4 &
9 businesses.
SUBTOTAL 14,150,000
TOTAL 21,740,000
Attachment D

Page 1



CURD Maximum Indebtedness 5/26/09

Staff Suggested Short List
TT 2008 2008 Developers/
23::;? Vision | Council | Council Aszoi(::t?::\s Partnerships | TDC City | WACO | Metro | CWS | ODOT | Tri Met | Durham Property
2007 |TC Vision| Retreat |~ P Owners
Construction, ROW,
Eastside Downtown $ 11,810,000 |Engineering. No building ¥4 (4] (¥4 %% | %] YES %4} ] %4} A v
6 acquisition '
SUBTOTAL $ 11,810,000
Pedestrian Trails along 'I_'ualatln River (both sides %) A ¥ 2 ¥4 Yes v A A ¥4
3 of river)
Option 1 $ 5,100,000 Dgck system along Tualatin
River at apartments
10 Pedestrian Bridge $ 2,390,000 A %4 ¥ [¥4] ¥4 | Yes %] A %4 v
9 I-5 Pedestrian Trail A %4 A A ;] Yes ¥ M M 4| KA
Option 2 $ 7,500,000 |Tunnel under Nyberg Street
. . Does not include land
13 Eastside Downtown Parking Garage $ 11,950,000 acquisition 4] A M ¥4 | A Yes (¥4 %4 A
SUBTOTAL $ 26,940,000
TOTAL $ 38,750,000
] . . Widen Roadway to 5-lanes with
Boones Ferry Road — Martinazzi to Upper-Lower $ 11,760,000 |streetscape enhancements, m m E m E YES v
5 Boones Ferry Road new bridge E m E E m E
SUBTOTAL $ 11,760,000
7 Tualatin Road Extension $ 33,340,000 M | ¢ | | Yes %4 m m m 2 m
SUBTOTAL $ 33,340,000
TOTAL $ 45,100,000

Attachment D
Page 2



CURD Maximum Indebtedness 5/26/09
Staff Suggested Short List

Map | s e A ' % : 2005 TC TT 2008 2008 2009 TC Developers/
Code WEST TOWN CENTER INVESTMENTS | Cost 3/2/2009 | Notes Vision Vision | Council | Council Asbpirations Partnerships | TDC City | WACO | Metro | CWS | ODOT | Tri Met{ Durham Property
s SR RS L T . 2007 |TC Vision| Retreat |*P Owners |
FUNDED CURD PROJECTS
*ik Train Horn Noise Mltlga"lélg;] (Nyberg/Boones Ferry $ 1,300,000 ;] ;] ;] ¥4 %) Yes A 2a ")
SUBTOTAL $ 1,300,000
TOTAL $ 1,300,000
SOUTH TOWN CENTER INVESTMENTS Cost 3/2/2009 Notes
TOTAL $ e
Map GENERAL AESTHETICS/MISC
) Cost 3/2/2009 |Not
Code INVESTMENTS o8 ores
POTENTIAL PROJECTS
. . Projects with pizzazz [ A
General Aesthetic Projects $ 500,000 (aesthetics, night-time, winter) m | m E m Yes m %)
. . . . $70,000 each intersection, 14 _
2 Signal coordination and split phasing $ 980,000 ;"o ctions m 7 m v 7 Yes M KA ¥
SUBTOTAL $ 1,480,000
TOTAL $ 1,480,000
TOTAL FUNDED PROJECTS $ 3,800,000
TOTAL UNCOMPLETED PROJECTS $ 28,660,000
TOTAL POTENTIAL PROJECTS $ 75,910,000

GRAND TOTAL (ALL)

$ 108,370,000

Attachment D
Page 3
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YT R |

uﬂ D Central CURD Zone
N

Central Urban
. Renewal Area

Town Center

Buildings/Structures
Parking
Housing
Art/Gateways/Landscaping
LAY N - = D Transportation
o3 VR, Y .P . ...%u.... o W T




Proposed Community Project - mocsm .m Ammmﬁ ch_u N_o:mv S y%.ug.zs:sm TUALGIS &~

Central Urban
Renewal Area

Town Center

O Natural Areas

Buildings/Structures
Parking

. ........... ._“ . . . . ".M Iocmm:m
This map Is defived from various digital database sowrces. i 1 .- . e . [ ), ) L
While an atiempt has been made to provide an accurate map,

e e o peben i R L AR g , ¥ e Art/Gateways/Landscaping

for any efrors of ommissions in the information. This mapis
D Transportation

provided “as (5", -Engineering and Bulking Dept.

Pictted 08N 412009




Proposed Community Project - Round 5 (North CURD Zone

Central Urban
Renewal Area

Town Center

N

wefe

S

This map Is derived from various digital database sources,
While en attempt has bean made to provide an accurate map,
e Clty of Tualatin, OR assumes no responsib by of Rabibty
for any errors or ommissions In the Information, This map Is
{rovided “as Is”, Enginesrtng and Bulkding Dept.

Plotted 08/1472000




Proposed Community Project - Round 5 (West CURD Zone) RSP TUA LG1S @~

Central Urban
Renewal Area

Town Center

N

wde

s

This map is derived from verious digital datatese sources.
Wihile an atiempt has been made to provide an accurate map,
e Clty of Tusiatin, OR assumes no responsibiity or Nabilty
for any erors o omumissiens in the lnformation. This mepla
movided “as Is", -Engineering and Buliding Dept.

Pictted 0611472000




(General Aesthetic - Miscellaneous Investments) erial Photo: une 2008

Proposed Community Project - Round 5

Central Urban
Renewal Area

Town Center

N

wfe

S

This map (s derived from verious dightal database sources.
‘While an atiempt has baen made to provide an accurate map,
the City of Tualatin, OR assumas o responeibllity or lability
for any esrors or ammissions tn the Information. This map is
provided "as Is”. -Engineer Ing end Buliding Dept.

Signal Coordination
and Split Phasing




I\~
{@J\ MEMORANDUM

CITY OF TUALATIN

TO: Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council

THROUGH: Sherilyn Lombos, City Managerlja/

FROM: Doug Rux, Community Development Director 3>\ 2
Colin Cortes, Assistant Planner C - a

DATE: May 26, 2009

SUBJECT: PHASE IIf REVIEW OF TREE REGULATION

BACKGROUND:

The City has regulated tree removal since 1987 when the City began to require
developers to plant street trees. Council direction regarding review of tree regulation
began with Phase |, which led to Plan Text Amendment PTA-06-01 of the Tualatin
Community Plan to clarify both the City’s comprehensive plan goal related to tree
preservation and the planning district tree preservation standards. Phase Il focused on
street trees and culminated in PTA-08-04, which the Council approved on 3/23/2009 to
strengthen regulations protecting street trees. Phase Il is taking a wider scope of ideas
about tree preservation and includes these previously stated Council objectives:

Recognizing and protecting groves (stands) through flexible regulations
Raising more funds for tree preservation

Replacing past lost street trees

Amending the nature, number, and scope of exemptions from tree removal
regulations pertaining to private property

POON =

All phases improve management of the urban forest, which the Oregon Department of
Forestry (ODF) describes as the mosaic of the planted landscape and the remnant
native forests left behind as cities have developed.

GOAL.:
Tualatin Tomorrow Community Vision & Strategic Action Plan (June 2007):

Strategy PRN 6: Open Space Protection.

Promote open space protection in Tualatin through inventory, preservation and
management activities, and through strict legal protection for identified open spaces.
Participate in inter-city agreements to preserve open space.

Strategy PRN 9: City of Trees.



MEMORANDUM: Phase [l review of tree regulation
May 26, 2009
Page 2

Promote continued and ongoing recognition of Tualatin as a "City of Trees" through
active preservation activities and expansion of its tree canopy.

Strategy PRN 10: Natural and Cultural History Preservation.
Preserve and celebrate Tualatin's natural history through public awareness activities,
events and community facilities.

Strategy GLC 10: Community Information.
Work to maximize community resources to keep community members informed through
regular, consistent, dedicated sources of information.

POLICY CONSIDERATIONS:
The International Society of Arboriculture (ISA) recommends this approach to decision
makers for improving urban forest management:

I. What do you have?

Step A. Assess the tree resource

Step B. Review tree management practices
ll. What do you want?

Step C. Identify needs

Step D. Establish goals
lll. How do you get what you want?

Step E. Select tools and formulate the management strategy

Step F. Implement the management strategy
IV. Are you getting what you want?

Step G. Evaluate and revise.

From 1998 to 2001 the City prepared the Urban Forestry Management Plan (UFMP)
with a grant from ODF. Preparation including a street tree inventory, fulfilling in part
Step A above. The City removed nuisance fruit trees and trees damaging sidewaliks,
initiated a sidewalk repair and replacement program, and corrected and expanded the
list of tree species and minimum planter strip widths (Schedule A) to solve the first two
problems. The City also increased by $1.50 the road utility fee to fund sidewalk repair.
These actions constituted Steps B through F. These actions continue and are in
keeping with Step G.

Given the wider scope of tree review, the Council objectives listed in the Background
section above provide additional needs and goals for Steps C and D. Verification and
elaboration of these needs and goals allows for smoother transition to Steps E and F.
With this outline and past progress in mind, below is a review of the tree preservation
objectives:

1. Recognizing and protecting groves (stands) through flexible regulations

Questions to guide definition and implementation:



MEMORANDUM: Phase lll review of tree regulation
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e What is a grove or stand and what makes a grove significant enough to merit
preservation? Possible criteria are:
o Mature trees of about even age
o Trees of a single species, especially specimen (special) trees
o Good health
o Trees serve another natural resource or are aesthetically/visually part of
another natural resource
o Trees are visually prominent, particularly from a distance and from public
property or right-of-way (ROW), and absence would be immediately visible
Who would identify groves and what criteria would rank them?
Does it matter to differentiate natural and human-shaped groves or to designate
“heritage” groves?
¢ What would protection accomplish? How would the public benefit from protected
groves?
How does grove preservation relate to citywide canopy preservation?
¢ How would the City implement grove protection? How would protection of groves
be explained to developers and the public?
e Attachment A illustrates within the planning area boundary remaining grove-like
areas based on satellite imagery from summer 2008.

The City could simply mandate preservation or also incentivize it. For example, the City
could allow a developer to include the land area of a preserved grove when calculating
the maximum developable density of residential development. The development that
would have occupied the grove would occupy the rest of a given site. This implies
smaller average lot size for clustered single-family (SF) development and the clustering
of multi-family development. The Council expressed through Plan Text Amendment
PTA-08-05 a desire to allow for larger SF lot sizes in Tualatin. Depending on the
objective of larger lots, clustered development that preserves trees might or might not
be a conflicting objective. It would conflict if the purpose of larger lots is facilitate a
perception of spaciousness around each house, while it would not conflict if the purpose
is to promote the perception of expansive vegetation. In other words, clustered
development would decrease open space on individually owned lots, but would
preserve existing mature vegetation including trees on common open space in tracts
dedicated to homeowners’ associations (HOAs) or the City. Clustering aside, the City
could go further for residential development and provide for an outright density bonus to
incentivize grove preservation.

Rural land south of the City limits is planned for residential development and generally
sloped more steeply than the existing land of Tualatin. Some cities such as Gresham
use slope protections as a means to save trees, including prohibiting all tree removal
that would result in clear cutting on slopes above 15%.

For planning districts where density is not relevant, namely commercial and industrial,
the City could allow developers to count preserved groves as part of the minimum site
percentage of landscaping. Presently, little undeveloped land remains within these
planning districts and so this allowance would have little effect in the near future.
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If the City wanted to review tree preservation on a site with more discretion, the City
could institute planned [unit] development (PD or PUD) zoning. Such zoning begins
with a minimum of clear and objective standards and is set up for negotiation between a
local government and a developer over site development plans and conditions of
approval. Rezoning to PD or PUD happens at the request of a developer. A PD or
PUD ordinance could expressly allow for accommodations to a developer such as
reduced minimum parking requirements or unconventional alignment of on-site vehicle
circulation to preserve individual trees or groves. As tree preservation is presently
codified, proposed site improvements are a valid reason to remove trees. Because
developers propose where to place site improvements, they do not necessarily do so to
maximize tree preservation. In place of PD or PUD zoning, the existing tree
preservation ordinance could be amended to establish the boundaries of staff discretion
about site design.

2. Raising more funds for tree preservation

How much funding is needed for the kind of tree protection the City wants? How would
the City raise funds for specific objectives? Attachment B is the funding excerpt from
the UFMP that describes existing and possible funding mechanisms. In addition to
those listed in the UFMP, other funding options include:

o a fee system for tree removal through architectural review (AR) to fund tree

planting citywide, based on one or more of the following:
o number of trees removed
percentage of on-site trees removed
diameter at breast height (DBH) or caliper of trees
presence of specimen (special) trees
whether trees stand individually or in groves
whether tree replacement is an option in lieu of fee payment
whether a tree replacement fee counts or excludes landscape trees that
would be required anyway (excluding required landscape trees would
raise more money)
o costs incidental to trees such as City time and effort for planting,
inspection, enforcement, and the like

Raise fees for tree removal permits (unrelated to AR applications)
e Creation of a dedicated trust fund, also known as a tree bank, for monies related

to tree planting. This fund could receive tree removal fees and any tree-related

grants from other public agencies, charitable foundations, or businesses.

O O O O O O

3. Replacing past lost trees

The base inventory of street trees dates from 1995 and was conducted through
volunteers by the Operations Department, then under the Community Services
Department. The Operations Department has a sense of the areas of the city that most
lack street trees, mostly those developed before 1987. SW Boones Ferry Road from
SW Tualatin-Sherwood Road south to SW Ibach Street is one major thoroughfare
lacking street trees except where more recent development or redevelopment
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happened. Bob Martin, Parks Maintenance Supervisor, identifies 36 subdivisions that
have the most empty spots to plant street trees. Attachment C lists these subdivisions.

Would tree replacement focus on public roads and streets (street trees) or the city
overall (canopy)? Regarding past lost trees, what would be the criteria for priority
(re)planting areas? The City could target areas along major roads and streets, by
planning district, by subdivision, by areas most at risk to lose trees soon, or some other
measure. What would be the timeframe? What would a successful program achieve?
How would the City track progress?

4. Amending the nature, number, and scope of exemptions from tree removal
regulations pertaining to private property

If the City lessens exemptions from tree removal from private property — presentiy up to
4 trees of 8 inches or more DBH per property per year — what is a proper amended level
of exemption?

OUTCOMES:

Upon Council direction, staff will prepare a plan text amendment (PTA) application with
proposed language for review and recommendation by the Tualatin Planning Advisory
Committee (TPAC) and Tualatin Parks Advisory Committee (TPARK) and a future
Council public hearing.

Attachments: A. Maps: Significant Groves in Tualatin
B. Urban Forestry Management Plan (2001), Ch. 3
C. Subdivision List
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Chapter Three: Urban Forestry Program Funding

Providing a quality urban forestry program is an effort that
requires a commitment not only in policies and programs, but
funding. The cost of an urban forestry program can be traced
to activities such as pruning, planting, removal, fertilizing,
repair work, storm damage response, monitoring, nursery
maintenance, equipment purchase, training, and
administration. Proper funding also allows the development
of programs like the Heritage Tree program, Famous and
Historic Tree plantings, and Arbor Week.

Tualatin’s urban forestry program is currently supported by
several separate revenue sources. These include:

Tree for a Fee Program

Developer Fees for Street Trees

Gas Tax Revenues through the Road Fund
Park Maintenance Budget

The Urban Forestry Management Plan proposes and recommends a set of programs
and policies for the future of the urban forestry program in Tualatin. These
recommendations will come at a cost. However, it is abundantly clear that the benefits
will substantially outweigh that investment. The following are examples of urban
forestry funding mechanisms.

General Fund — These funds could theoretically be used for any aspect of an urban
forestry program. However there are competing interests for this funding within a City.
Typically essential services such as fire and police, will be a priority over urban forestry.

‘Round Up” Program - A “Round Up” program is where residents of a jurisdiction round
their monthly utility bill up to the next highest dollar figure, with the extra amount going
to a tree fund. For example, if your utility bill is $14.20, you could round up to $15.00
and the extra $0.80 would go towards a tree fund. This program is heavily based on full
participation with outstanding marketing and support.

Urban Forestry “Curb Fee”- Already used in Cincinnati, Ohio, a fee could be generated
based on the amount of curb frontage on a particuiar property. A rate would be set that
would be multiplied by the linear feet of curb in front of a particular property. These fees
could then be used to help finance urban forestry activities. This option would require a
certain amount of up front study and preparation.

Volunteers (Non-monetary Support) — (NeighborWoods — Eugene, Oregon and
Olympia, Washington currently have programs in operation) — Urban forestry programs
can benefit from contributions of labor, materials, supplies, and equipment that can
offset budgeted expenses. Volunteers can be extremely valuable to an urban forestry

23



program. “Hands on” public participation in community forestry activities can help
create public support and increase citizen commitment to the urban forest. A good
example is the reforestation project that took place at Tualatin’s Little Woodrose Nature
Park.

Grants — Federal and State Grants are availabie from a variety of sources, including,
Community and Urban Forestry Grants, ISTEA, NUCFAC (National Urban and
Community Forestry Advisory Council), and The National Tree Trust.

Road Utility Fee — A road utility fee program currently exists in the City of Tualatin. This
program charges a fee to both single-family residents and businesses to help pay for
maintenance activities within city right-of-ways.

Table 2. Urban Forestry Funding Tools

Urban Forestry Programs
Funding Inventory and Program Sidewalk Tree Removal Street Tree
Mechanism Planning Administration | Remediation | and Planting Maintenance
General Fund X X X X X
Gas Tax X X X X X
Road Utility X X X X X
Fee
“Round Up” x x X x X
Program
Municipal X X
Bonds
Property Tax X X X
Assessment X X X
Districts
HUD Grants X X
Development X X
Assessment
Permit Fees X X
Fines X X X X X
Heritage Trees X X
Volunteers X X X X X
Tree for a Fee X X X
Memorial Tree X X
Grant X X x x
Programs

The results of the street tree and sidewalk inventory are the basis for the funding
recommendations in this Plan. The inventory indicates a certain level of sidewalk
damage exists in the City in one of four main categories. Associated with each incident
of sidewalk damage is an amount of tree maintenance or removal that will be needed.
Undertaking the repair and replacement of sidewalks and care of associated trees is a
recommendation of this Plan.

Another key recommendation of this Plan is the removal and repilacement of nuisance

plum trees, at the request of property owners. In Tualatin there are over 2,000 of these
trees, and it is estimated that haif of those could be requested to be removed.
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Each of these actions has an associated cost. The estimated amount of cost for each
task is as follows:

A. Sidewalk Repair and Replacement: $636,950
B. Plum Tree Removal and Replacement: $145,000

C. Replanting of Damaging Trees with
new variety of tree: $103,025
$884,975

For this work to be completed, an adequate funding source is needed. The road utility
fee is the recommended approach for securing funds for the program. The
recommended increase would be a flat $1.50 for all rate-payers in the City. This would
be an overall cost of $18.00 per year to the individual rate-payer.

Under this scenario, it would take approximately 10 years for all work to be completed.
To help complete the work in a shorter timeframe, it is recommended that the road utility
fee contingency be used to front the cost of work on a three-year timeline. The $1.50
increase would be used to pay the fund back over ten years, and sunset subsequent to
that payback.

Recommendations:

1. Funding for the activities proposed in this plan should be secured through a
$1.50 increase to the City Road Utility Fee.
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ATTACHMENT C

Subdivision List

The following 36 subdivisions have the most empty spots to plant street trees:

Apache Bluff (Nos. 1 - 13)
Arapaho Ridge
Arikara
Autumnwoods
Autumnwoods No. 2
Cayuse Hills
Cherokee Ridge
Cheyenne Meadows
Chieftain

Chieftain No. 2
Columbia

Columbia No. 2
Comanche Woods
Comanche Woods No. 2
Dakota Hills No. 1
Firebrand Crest

Hi West Estates

Hi West Estates No. 2
Indian Meadows
Indian Woods
Kwakiutl Ridge
Navajo Hills

Navajo Hills Il
Nestucca Hills
Redfern

Sandhurst No. 2
Sandiewood Park
Sandiewood Park No. 2
Santiam

Shalico Woods
Shaniko

Shaniko No. 2
Shaniko No. 3

Spruce Meadows
Stoneridge

Toke-Ti Terrace



MEMORANDUM
CITY OF TUALATIN
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>
:

TO: Honorable Mayor and Members of the City Council

THROUGH: Sherilyn Lombos, City Manager V—A

FROM: Doug Rux, Community Development Directoib\l

DATE: May 26, 2009

SUBJECT: DRAFT RESOLUTION WASHINGTON COUNTY URBANIZATION
FORUM

POLICY CONSIDERATIONS

Should the City of Tualatin adopt a resolution supporting the Urbanization Forum
principals and actions?

Does the draft resolution provide adequate guidance on future governance and urban
service provisions for Tualatin?

Should the draft resolution be modified to reflect topics raised, but not integrated into the
draft resolution, by Tualatin during the various Forum discussions?

BACKGROUND

In 2008 the cities in Washington County, Washington County, Metro and the largest
service districts in the county conducted a series of forums, four in total, to discuss future
urbanization in the county due to population increases and economic growth expected
over the next 5-10-25-50 years. Mayor Ogden held a seat on the Steering Committee
establishing the topics and agendas for this program and Councilor Barhyte participated
in the forum meetings.

During the past five decades, Washington County has become one of the fastest growing
regions in the state. The City of Hillsboro, in particular, along with other cities working with
Washington County have developed the economic engine of the Portland metropolitan
area and, as a result, the County has become a popular place to live and work.

In 1950, Washington County was home to slightly less than 10 percent (61,269 persons)
of the population of the tri-county (Multnomah, Clackamas and Washington) region. By
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e Transfer of rights-of-way from the County to a City only after a roadway has been
improved to an urban cross-section (curb, gutter, sidewwalks, planter strip).

The proposed draft reolution in the “Whereas” sections does not respond to the first issue
raised by Tualatin. This could be corrected by adding verbaige to the second and
seventh “Whereas” sections. This is important if the City Council choses to provide
goverenance and urban services to some or all of the lands at our edge rather than
Washington County by default being the governance body and providing urban services.
Additionally in the “Now, Therefore, Be it Resolved,...” section a new Section (2) could
be added addressing the 2002 and 2004 UGB expansion lands and the issue of
governance.

In regards to Tualatin’s second issue it has been responded to under “Now, Therefore,
Be it Resolved,...” Section (2).

For Tualatin’s third issue it is covered in “Now, Therefore, Be it Resolved,...” Section (4)
and (5). '

Tualatin’s issue on right-of-way transfer has been responded to under “Now, Therefore,
Be it Resolved,...” Section (3). As proposed Washington County would retain jurisdiction
of roadways that are part of the county-wide road system and all other roadways would
be trasferred to a City at the time of annexation. What is not included is a policy or
requirement that those transferred roadways be improved to an urban standard by the
County prior to transfer. A recent update at a meeting of the Urbanization Forum group
on May 6, 2009 is that Section (5) will be removed from the resolution.

Finally, Section (6) has been proposed for urban unincorporated Washington County
areas where cities do not pursue annexation that participants in the Urbanization Forum
will work on identifying and developing financial tools so that the County can continue to
provide urban services and governance. It is unclear what the implications are to Tualatin
from both a staff and monetary perspective. At the May 6 Urbanization Forum meeting it
was discussed that Section (6) would be revised. The City of Tigard will be proposing
revised language.

Attachments: A. Summary Progress Report
B. Policy Paper
C. Draft Urbanization Forum Resolution
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MEDIA release

January 30, 2009

Contact:

Mark L. Cushing

Tonkon Torp LLP
Direct telephone: 503-802-2046
Web site: www,urbanizationforym com

Progress Report on the Urbanization Forum
Issued January 30, 2009, by Mark L. Cushing, Urbanization Forum Facilitator

I want to summarize the work of the Urbanization Forum. This Report includes recommendations
on next steps and draft Resolutions for the participating jurisdictions to consider and support. The
Resolutions address issues of urban unincorporated Washington County within and outside the
existing Urban Growth Boundary. The Steering Committee met three times in January to review,
discuss and edit the Report, Recommendations and Resolutions. This document is being
presented today to the full Urbanization Forum, CPO organizations and public.

Meetings

The Forum officially commenced on April 24, 2008 at a public meeting in Hillsboro with 36 elected
and appointed officials from throughout the county. This meeting was preceded by individual
meetings held by the facilitator (Mark L. Cushing) in February, March and April with the
leadership of all of the Cities, County, Service Districts, Metro and Sheriffs Office. Additional
public meetings were conducted in June, October and December, and numerous individual, small
group and working group meetings were held throughout the year. in November and December
we conducled seven area meetings with community leaders and public officials involving Cedar
Hills/Raleigh Hills/West Siope/Garden Home; Bethany/Rock Creek/North Bethany; Cedar Mil;
Bull Mt/Areas 63&64; Metzger; Reedville; and Aloha. The Steering Committee met

maonthly through January 2009.

Issues

At the initial public meeting in April the discussion among public officials concentrated on two
related but distinct issues: (1) policy governing future urbanized areas within Washington County
outside the current Urban Growth Boundary, and (2) policy governing existing urban
unincorporated areas within Washington County inside the current Urban Growth Boundary. As a
result of these discussions the Steering Committee determined that the Forum should address
these issues in order. The June public meeting and most of the work during the summer
concentrated on the future urbanized area issue, and the meetings and discussions in the fall and
early winter concentrated on both issues.

Attachment 1



(1) Future Urbanized Areas Outside Current UGB

The June 19 public meeting produced a preliminary consensus that the jurisdictions shouid enter
into agreements to support a policy that all future urbanization outside the current UGB be
governed by Cities, with a directive to Metro that this policy be taken into consideration when the
UGB is expanded. Questions surfaced about how to implement such a policy and a working
group was convened over the summer to address these issues. The working group met through
early October to review and ultimately approve drafts of the proposed policy prepared by Brent
Curtis of Washington County and Pat Ribellia of Hillsboro.

The draft policies were discussed at the October 8 public Forum in Tigard and the December 11
public Forum in Hillsboro. Questions remain about how to implement the policy, particularly with
respect to requiring Metro to condition any expansion of the UGB on governance by a City and, in
so doing, to limit expansion fo areas contiguous to an existing city (assuming that the expanded
area does not itself become a city which, of course, is an option). Urban Planning Area
agreements have been identified as the primary tool for enforcing the policy, which will require
approval by the affected jurisdictions. Provided that the expanded areas are contiguous to an
existing City, then the proposed policy will not require legislation to clarify annexation tools for
Cities in addressing areas fo be urbanized outside the current UGB which are not contiguous to
an existing City. f the expanded areas are not contiguous fo an existing City then legislation may
be required to provide Washington County cities with annexation toals fo reach these areas. The
public Forum in December also resolved an issue raised in October concerning the allocation of
responsibilities for roadways in future urbanized areas outside the current UGB. The complete
text of the Policy for areas outside the existing UGB is set out below.

Policy: " Washington County, the Cities and Service Districts within Washington County and
Metro agree to abide by a policy whereby all future additions to the applicable Urban Growth
Boundary must be governed and urbanized by a City. Urbanized means land use decision
making authority. The decision as to how urban services will be delivered shall be determined by
the impacted City in consultation with area service providers in accordance with existing law and
applicable agreements.

B This policy will be implemented by amendments to relevant Urban Planning Area
Agreements, SB 122 Agreements and conditioning by Metro of all future UGB additions
within Washington County.

B Corollary Policies and implementation Mechanisms:

® Issues of contiguity may impact a City's ability to annex newly included additions to the
UGB.

B |tmay become necessary to provide Cities with annexation tools to reach such non-
contiguous properties.

B Further, the County and Cities agree to abide by a policy which ensures jurisdiction of
roadways which are deemed by the County to be part of the county-wide road system,
shail be under the jurisdiction of Washington County. Concurrent with annexation, the
relevant City shall request all other roads that are not part of the Countywide Road
System be transferred and the County shall transfer these roads.

B Question: Is there an available, enforceable means to ensure all future additions to the
Urban Growth Boundary must be governed and urbanized by a City?

®  Short Answer: Yes. Urban Planning Area Agreements between each City and the
County can require all future additions to the UGB be annexed to a City. Additionally,
SB122 Urban Service Agreements applicable to such UGB additions can and should
include identical annexation requirements. Additionally, Metro should condition future



Washington County UGB changes to require implementation of the policy requiring
annaxation fo a city prior to urbanization ."

Work remains to be done in describing the proposed policy and presenting draft Urban Planning
Area and/or SB 122 agreements or amendments as appropriate for implementation. We will work
from the revised policy outline created at the December 11 public Forum. While Metro councilors
participated in the public Forums, no formal discussions have been held with Metro by the
County or Cities concerning this proposed policy. The Forum has recognized that the future
urbanized policy cannot be separated from any policies governing existing urbanized areas, so
the ultimate resolution awaits resolution of these policies as well. The working group is an
effactive, ad hoc vehicle to continue this work for the Steering Commilttee.

(2) Existing Urbanized Areas Within Current UGB

The Urbanization Forum was launched by the jurisdictions in large part due to ongoing debate
and issues concerning the approximately 200,000 citizens of Washington County residing in
urban areas outside Cities. The two basic questions for each of the urban unincorporated areas
involved (a) governance and (b) service delivery and (c) its associated costs. While these three
issues inevitably are intertwined with an ongoing debate about annexation of the existing
unincorporated areas, annexation policy is only one of the topics requiring resolution.

At the initial public Forum on April 24 the public officials agreed that consideration of existing
urban unincorporated areas required an area-by-area approach. A consensus was reached early
in the discussion that no single policy or solution fits all areas. This decision provided the
framework for the Forum's treatment of existing areas. We conducted individual, ad hoc small
group and more formal area group discussions in the seven areas designated around the county.
The seven areas are: Cedar Hills/Raleigh Hills/tWest Slope/Garden Home; Bethany/Rock
Creek/North Bethany; Cedar Mill; Bull M/Areas 63&84; Metzger; Reedville; and Aloha. The area-
by-area discussions were structured to address three issues:

a. The adjacent or affected City of interest's plans, if any, regarding annexation of the area in
question.

b. The community's response to the City's plans, in particular the CPO and neighborhood
groups’ views of the area's interests in pursuing governance and service alternatives other than
the status quo or annexation.

c¢. The financial implications for Washington County in responding to an area’s interest in
expanded services while remaining unincorporated.

The results of the discussions about these three issues in each area are presented below.

Raleigh Hills/Cedar Hills/West Slope/Garden Home

There was a general sense that the status quo is working and that there is no need for initiating
discussions with Beaverton about annexation, or to explore alternative governance options.
However, this area like all areas is interested in becoming better informed about various service
and governance options, and attendant cost comparisans.

Bethany/Rock Creek/North Bethany

This area like all areas is interested in becoming better informed about various service and
governance options, and attendant cost comparisons. While there was a general expression of
satisfaction with the status quo, there are community leaders interested in continued exploration
of governance alternatives ranging from incorporation to service districts to annexation. It is my
recommendation that some vehicle be created to continue the dialogue while broadening the
base of participation.



Cedar Mill

This area like all areas is interested in becoming better informed about various service and
governance options, and attendant cost comparisons. Cedar Mill represents the most advanced
level of internal discussion and historical awareness of service and governance options. There is
a diversity of views about the ideal outcome, but clearly an interest in continuing some level of
dialogue and evaluation. | recommend that the Steering Committee reach out to CPO leadership
and discuss the merits, and particulars, of ongoing activity.

Bull Mountain/Area 63 & 64

This area has the most intensive history of debating alternatives for service delivery and
governance. Tigard is not infending to initiate discussion with Bull Mountain residents about
service or governance changes, but it is possible that residents may want to explore alternatives.
in particular, Bull Mountain residents are concerned about parks, and there may be a valuable
dialogue among the County, Tigard and Bull Mountain on this issue, partly connected to the
development of Areas 63 & 64. | recommend that further small group discussion explore this
possibility.

Metzger

The Metzger CPO and neighborhood leadership are very satisfied with the status quo and there
is no interest in examining alternative service or governance options. There is interest in working
with Washington County and relevant Service Districts to develop additional trails and bike paths
for the community.

Reedville

The City of Hillsboro is exploring the possibility of initiating long-term community dialogue about
Reedville coming in to Hillsboro. It is my recommendation that the Forum not involve itself in this
process unless the City requests otherwise.

Aloha

We had an intensive discussion of alternatives for Aloha, but there was not a broad base of
citizen participation in the conversation. Clearly there is interest in evaluating alternatives, but
much work needs to be done in structuring the process and broadening its reach within the Aloha
community. It is my recommendation that the Steering Committee devote a separate mesting to
exploring the issue of whether and how an ongoing process could assist Alcha.

This summary refiects a view that ongoing Forum activity will be useful in certain areas. However,
it is not necessary to convene the full 36-member Forum in the near term to do this. Instead, |
recommend that the Steering Committee explore customized options for continuing activity and
discussions in select areas. in addition, the discussions in each area, and at public Forums, made
clear that the Caunty is not in a position to provide expanded services to existing urban
unincorporated areas without additional financial tools. | recommend that the Steering Committee
create a working group to move forward in exploring and recommending specific solutions to this
issue.

Specific recommendations for next steps:

1. Direct working group on issues Quiside Existing UGB fto draft amendments to Urban
Planning Area Agreements and, as appropriate, S B 122 Agreements, to present to jurisdictions
and the public in conjunction with consideration of Resolutions to support and implement this
policy. A realistic timetable is for the Working Group to prepare this by early March for approval



and distribution to the jurisdictions and public.

2. Revise and approve Resolutions for jurisdictions to discuss and, hopefully, approve
jurisdiction-by-jurisdiction. The Resolutions are provided at the conclusion of this document. The
Resolutions address areas both inside and outside the existing Urban Growth Boundaries. A
realistic timetable is for jurisdictions to act on the proposed Resolutions within 2-4 months.

3. The Steering Committee should consider creating two groups to develop ideas and issues
discussed during the Forum, as follows:

(@) An Information working group representing Cities, Service Districts, the County, the
Shaeriff's Office and the public. This working group should consider how to collaborate with the
jurisdictions and other resources, as appropriate, to generate data about services and related
costs. Each of the area working groups and CPO's should be involved in developing the issues
for consideration by this task force.

(b) A working group should be formed with active involvement by the area CPOs
fo conduct ongoing discussions of service options for the six areas (exciuding Reedville) within
urban unincorporated Washington County, including options of the status
quo, incorporation, creation of one or more Service Districts, or annexation terms for the relevant
city. This working group should consider the relative merits and issues surrounding area-by-area
service districts for expanded services to unincorporated Washington County or a county-wide
service district to do the same. This working group should also explore financial implications of
significant areas remaining unincorporated within the existing UGB, and the resources
required for the County to provide enhanced services, if appropriate, to these areas.

4. The Steering Committee needs to ensure the most effective and inclusive means of public
involvement in the next phase including CPO’s and other community organizations.

5. The Steering Committee should monitor legislative developments in the 2009 Oregon

Legislature and, as appropriate, speak with a common voice on behalf of the Urbanization Forum
on matters of interest.

Resolution for Jurisdictions

The following Resolutions will be presented for discussion and potential adoption by each
jurisdiction participating in the Urbanization Forum. The Resolutions will be accompanied by this
summary, any additional commentary provided by the Steering Commitiee and, if available, draft
amendments to Urban Planning Area and SB 122 agreements. The Steering Committee will
make the Facilitator and Steering Committee members available to meet as requested with
Council, Board and Commission members and staff of each jurisdiction to discuss the process,
work and recommendations of the Urbanization Forum, including the Resolutions.

Whereas, in 2008 the Cities of Washington County inciuding mayors and managers, Board of
Commissioners of Washington County and managers, the largest Service Districts of
Washington County including chief executive officers and board chairs (TVF&R; THPRD; TVWD;
CWS), and Washington County Sheriff convened a public Washington County Urbanization
Forum and held four (4) public Urbanization Forum meetings in 2008 to discuss key urbanization
issues, including listening to public comments on such issues;

Whereas, during Urbanization Forum discussion the participants explored issues and conditions
pertaining to forming consensus policies for the governance and management of: (1) existing
unincorporated urbanized areas in the County that contain approximately 200,000 residents; and,
(2) areas added to the regional UGB in the County for future urban development and growth in
the County, and imminent growth management issues confronting all Urbanization Forum
participants as forecasted population growth in Washington County takes shape;



Whereas, Washington County citizens and civic organizations participated in
the Urbanization Forum, principally through CPO leadership, in public large group and small
group meetings held in April, June, October, November and December of 2008;

Whereas, it was determined during Urbanization Forum discussions that the following seven

(7) urban unincorporated areas within the existing UGB required an area-by-area approach to
determine if any changes are appropriate or desired in current service and governance solutions,
and separate area-by-area discussions were conducted in each of these areas:

(1) Cedar Hilis/Raleigh Hills/West Slope/Garden Home;
(2) Bethany/Rock Creek/North Bethany;

(3) Cedar Mill;

(4) Bull MYAreas 63&64;

(5) Metzger;

(6) Reedville; and

(7) Aloha;

Whereas, it was also determined in Urbanization Forum discussions that resolution of matters of
urbanization governance and management of areas added to the Urban Growth Boundary in
Washington County by Metro requires consensus among the Urbanization Forum participants
and Metro on a separate urbanization policy prepared by the Urbanization Forum for these areas:

Whereas, the Urbanization Forum used a Steering Committee, a working group and a series of
public meetings to formulate and draft proposed policies pertaining to future governance and
urbanization within existing unincorporated urban areas and areas outside the UGB that are
added to the UGB by Metro;

Whereas, Urbanization Forum participants agree that, while an urbanization policy that assigns
to cities the governance and management of new as-yet undeveloped areas added to the UGB
engenders different urbanization issues and, accordingly, should be considered distinct from an
urbanization policy for existing unincorporated urban areas not likely to become part of a city in
the foreseeable future and already governed by Washington County, both urbanization policies
are connected in terms of the quality and delivery of public services to such areas by their
service providers and governing institutions, and the quality of urban Iife and amenities of
residents and communities in both areas; and

Whereas, future actions of the jurisdictions within Washington County and Metro will

be well served by each jurisdiction considering and adopting the consensus recommendations of
the Urbanization Forum to serve as guideposts for decisions of the individual jurisdictions on
matters of concem to the Urbanization Forum;

Now, Therefore, Be It Resolved, the governing body of , together with the Cities,
County and Service Districts which participated in the Urbanization Forum (Cities of Beaverton,
Cornelius, Forest Grove, Hillsboro, King City, North Plains, Sherwood, Tigard and Tualatin;
Washington County; CWS, THPRD, TVF&R; TVW), hereby adopts this proposed Urbanization
Forum Resolution and hereby commits to undertake and complete the specific actions listed
below at the earliest practicable time:

(1) We expressly recognize and support the process and work of the Urbanization Forum;

(2) We will join fellow Jurisdictions that participated in the Urbanization Forum in preparing
and executing amendments by December 2009 to Urban Planning Area Agreements
("UPAA's") and/or executed and pending Urban Service Agreements ("SB 122 Agreements"), as
deemed necessary and appropriate by its counsel, to provide that all future additions to the
applicable Urban Growth Boundary in Washington County during and after 2010 must be



governed and urbanized by the interested City in the County . Urbanized means land use
decision making authority. The decision as to how urban services will be delivered shall be
determined by the interested City in consultation with area service providers in accordance with
existing law and applicable agreements . "Interested” includes but is not limited to

designations under SB 122 Agreements;

(3)  In conjunction with paragraph (2) we will join fellow Jurisdictions that participated in the
Urbanization Forum in commonly supporting actions as appropriate to abide by a policy which
ensures jurisdiction of roadways which are deemed by the County to be part of the county-wide
road system, shall be under the jurisdiction of Washington County. Concurrent with annexation,
the relevant City shall request all other roads that are not part of the Countywide Road System be
transferred and the County shall transfer these roads;

(4) We will join fellow Jurisdictions that participated in the Urbanization Forum in commonly
urging Metro to expand the existing Urban Growth Boundary only to such areas as are
contiguous to incorporated areas of Washington County;

(5)  While itis the high priority of Urbanization Forum participants that UGB expansion by
Metro in Washington County be contiguous to a governing City, in the event the Urban Growth
Boundary in Washington County is expanded to include areas non-contiguous to an incorporated
area, we will work with fellow Jurisdictions that participated in the Urbanization Forum, Metro and
other interested entities to seek legislation or other enabling authority, as may be needed, to
enable the inclusion of such areas outside the existing Urban Growth Boundary within the
interested City;

(6) With respect fo those existing areas of urban unincorporated Washington County in
which the interested Cities do not pursue annexation activities such that these areas remain
within the governance of Washington County, we will join fellow Jurisdictions that participated in
the Urbanization Forum in identifying and developing financial tools for Washington County, and
legislation attendant thereto, to provide urban servces as needed to such areas while they remain
outside the govemnance of Cities; and

(7) We will continue to work with feliow jurisdictions in Washington County and the
public through the Urbanization Forum and/or other appropriate mechanisms to explore and
discuss on a continuing basis the needs of current and future urbanized Washington County; and

Be It Finally Resolved, that a copy of this Resolution adopted this ___day of , 2009, be
hereby transmitted to all jurisdictions who participated as members of the Washington County
Urbanization Forum, Metro, the Washington County CPO's, and other interested civic and
community organizations.

Mark L. Cushing

Tonkon Torp LLP

Government Relations & Public Policy
1600 Pioneer Tower 888 SW Fifth Avenue
Portland, OR 97204



Policy: Washington County, the Cities and Service Districts within Washington County agree to
abide by a policy whereby all future additions to the Urban Growth Boundary must be governed
and urbanized by a city. The decision as to how urban services will be delivered will be
determined by the affected city in consultation with area service providers.

Question: Is there an available, enforceable means to ensure all future additions to the Urban
Growth Boundary must be governed and urbanized by a city?

Short Answer: Yes. Urban Planning Area Agreements (UPAA) between each city and the
County can require all future additions to the UGB be annexed to a city.

Discussion: Washington County, the Cities and Service Districts within Washington County are
working with Metro to identify Urban and Rural Reserves. Once identified, the Urban Reserves
in Washington County will be the highest priority land type for inclusion within the UGB, when
additions are required in this County.

The Oregon Reserve Statues provisions for identification of an appropriate Urban Reserve Areas
include eight factors. One of the eight factors is “governance.” The governance factor clearly
anticipates the importance of municipal service provisions to the creation and sustainability of
great communities. The governance factor provides for the exploration and identification of
appropriate municipal service providers, and anticipates an appropriate policy outcome, such as
the proposed policy that all future additions to the UGB be required to annex and urbanize within

a city.

Washington County and each City within Washington County have long had Urban Planning
Area Agreement (UPAAs). These Agreements are required by LCDC Goal 2. The existing
Agreements identify respective city and county planning areas, planning coordination
requirements, and annexation policies. There clearly is a precedent for inclusion of an updated
annexation policy requiring all firture inclusions within the UGB to be annexed to and urbanized
by the subject city.

SB 122 Urban Service Agreements are required by the Oregon Revised Statues for
unincorporated urban lands already within the UGB. This draft policy focuses upon future
additions to the UGB. The underlying working assumption is that property owners newly
included within the UGB would actively and willingly petition to annex to the appropriate city to
take advantage of the benefits of inclusion within the UGB. However, refinements to existing
annexation statutes may facilitate more rapid annexations of new UGB areas to cities.

Once the subject policy is included with Urban Planning Area Agreements, the policy legally
becomes a part of each jurisdiction’s comprehensive plan and becomes enforceable.
Additionally such policy conclusions may serve as a basis for a city and/or the county to request
Metro to effectuate the policy by requiring annexation of the land as a condition of Metro’s
decision to include the land within the UGB.

As the Urbanization Forum and the Urban Reserves planning process progresses, potential Urban

Reserve Areas will emerge and application of the policy can be tested. Questions regarding
contiguity of prospective UGB areas to cities also will be appropriately considered.

Attachment 2



DRAFT WASHINGTON COUNTY URBANIZATION FORUM RESOLUTION
February 25, 2009

Whereas, in 2008 the Cities of Washington County including mayors and managers,
Board of Commissioners of Washington County and managers, the largest Service Districts of
Washington County including chief executive officers and board chairs (TVF&R, THPRD;
TVWD; CWS), and Washington County Sheriff convened a public Washington County
Urbanization Forum and held four (4) public Urbanization Forum meetings in 2008 to discuss
key urbanization issues, including listening to public comments on such issues;

Whereas, during Urbanization Forum discussion the participants explored issues and
conditions pertaining to forming consensus policies for the governance and management of: (1)
existing unincorporated urbanized areas in the County that contain approximately 200,000
residents; and, (2) areas added to the regional UGB in the County for future urban development
and growth in the County, and imminent growth management issues confronting all Urbanization
Forum participants as forecasted population growth in Washington County takes shape;

Whereas, Washington County citizens and civic organizations participated in
the Urbanization Forum, principally through CPO leadership, in public large group and small
group meetings held in April, June, October, November and December of 2008;

Whereas, it was determined during Urbanization Forum discussions that the following
seven (7) urban unincorporated areas within the existing UGB required an area-by-area approach
to determine if any changes are appropriate or desired in current service and governance
solutions, and separate area-by-area discussions were conducted in each of these areas:

(1) Cedar Hills/Raleigh Hills/West Slope/Garden Home;
(2) Bethany/Rock Creek/North Bethany;

(3) Cedar Mill;

(4) Bull Mt/Areas 63&64;

(5) Metzger,

(6) Reedvilie; and

(7) Aloha,

Whereas, it was also determined in Urbanization Forum discussions that resolution of
matters of urbanization governance and management of areas added to the Urban Growth
Boundary in Washington County by Metro requires consensus among the Urbanization Forum
participants and Metro on a separate urbanization policy prepared by the Urbanization Forum for
these areas;

Whereas, the Urbanization Forum used a Steering Committee, a working group and a
series of public meetings to formulate and draft proposed policies pertaining to future
governance and urbanization within existing unincorporated urban areas and areas outside the
UGB that are added to the UGB by Metro;

1
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Whereas, Urbanization Forum participants agree that, while an urbanization policy that
assigns to cities the governance and management of new as-yet undeveloped areas added to the
UGB engenders different urbanization issues and, accordingly, should be considered distinct
from an urbanization policy for existing unincorporated urban areas not likely to become part of
a city in the foreseeable future and already governed by Washington County, both urbanization
policies are connected in terms of the quality and delivery of public services to such areas by
their service providers and governing institutions, and the quality of urban life and amenities of
residents and communities in both areas; and

Whereas, future actions of the jurisdictions within Washington County and Metro will
be well served by each jurisdiction considering and adopting the consensus recommendations of
the Urbanization Forum to serve as guideposts for decisions of the individual jurisdictions on
matters of concern to the Urbanization Forum;

Now, Therefore, Be it Resolved, the governing body of together with
the Cities, County and Service Districts which participated in the Urbanization Forum (Cities
of Beaverton, Cornelius, Forest Grove, Hillsboro, King City, North Plains, Sherwood, Tigard
and Tualatin; Washington County; CWS, THPRD, TVF&R; TVW), hereby adopts this
proposed Urbanization Forum Resolution and hereby commits to undertake and complete the
specific actions listed below at the earliest practicable time:

(1) We expressly recognize and support the process and work of the Urbanization Forum;

(2) Wewill joinfellow Jurisdictions that participated in the Urbanization Forum
in preparing and executing amendments by December 2009 to Urban Planning Area
Agreements ("UPAA's") and/orexecuted and pending Urban Service Agreements ("SB
122 Agreements"), as deemed necessary and appropriate by its counsel, to provide that all
future additions to the applicable Urban Growth Boundary in Washington County during and
after 2010 must be governed and urbanized by the interested City in the County . Urbanized
means land use decision making authority. The decision as to how urban services will be
delivered shall be determined by the interested City in consultation with area service providers in
accordance with existing law and applicable agreements . "Interested" includes but is not limited
to designations under SB 122 Agreements;

(3) Inconjunction with paragraph (2) we will join fellow Jurisdictions that participated in
the Urbanization Forum in commonly supporting actions as appropriate to abide by a policy
which ensures jurisdiction of roadways which are deemed by the County to be part of the county-
wide road system, shall be under the jurisdiction of Washington County. Concurrent with
annexation, the relevant City shall request all other roads that are not part of the Countywide
Road System be transferred and the County shall transfer these roads;

(4) Wewill join fellow Jurisdictions that participated in the Urbanization Forum in
commonly urging Metro to expand the existing Urban Growth Boundary only to such areas as
are contiguous to incorporated areas of Washington County;



(5) While it is the high priority of Urbanization Forum participants that UGB expansion by
Metro in Washington County be contiguous to a governing City, in the event the Urban Growth
Boundary in Washington Countyis expanded to include areas non-contiguous to an
incorporated area, we will work with fellow Jurisdictions that participated in the Urbanization
Forum, Metro and other interested entities to seek legislation or other enabling authority, as may
be needed, to enable the inclusion of such areas outside the existing Urban Growth Boundary
within the interested City;

(6) With respect to those existing areas of urban unincorporated Washington County in
which the interested Cities do not pursue annexation activities such that these areas remain
within the governance of Washington County, we will join fellow Jurisdictions that participated
in the Urbanization Forum in identifying and developing financial tools for Washington County,
and legislation attendant thereto, to provide urban servces as needed to such areas while they
remain outside the governance of Cities; and

(7) We will continue to work with fellow jurisdictions in Washington County and the
public through the Urbanization Forum and/or other appropriate mechanisms to explore and
discuss on a continuing basis the needs of current and future urbanized Washington County; and

Be It Finally Resolved, that a copy of this Resolution adopted this ___ day of ,
2009, be hereby transmitted to all jurisdictions who participated as members of the Washington
County Urbanization Forum, Metro, the Washington County CPO's, and other interested civic
and community organizations.



OREGON

Memorandum

To: Wash_ington County Coordinating Committee (WCCC)

From: WCCC Transportation Advisory Committe%,& dy
Date:  May 4, 2009 '

Re: - Home Builders Requests

The WCCC Transportatlon Advisory Commlttee (WCCC TAC) discussed the home bullder requests with
representatives of the HBA at the April 30™ meeting. At the meeting the WCCC TAC members decided to
forward the recommendations on the following page.

Attached below is a summary of the Transportation Development Tax, and the HBA request On the following
pageis a summary of options for the WCCC to consider. Attached on the following pages is a discussion of

During 2008 the WCCC worked extensively with the members of the development community, including the

Home Bullder Assoclation of Metropolitan Portland, to revise the Traffic Impact Fee program, The intent of

the revision was to update the rules and increase the rates by approximately double. A number of provnswns

wete added to mitigate impacts on “in process” development projects. These include:

* Phase-in schedule designed to double the Traffic Impact Free rate over four years rather than all at once.

‘¢ Transition provisions that allow the Traffic Impact Fee rate to continue to apply through the phase-in
period for non-residential developments even after the effective date of the ordinance.

* The effective date of the ordinance was set at July 1, 2009. This gave almost 9 months (November —
June) for developing propetiles to anticipate and prepare for the revised rate schedule.

The TDT was designed to double the charge developers pay towards the impact new development has on
the transportation system. The TDT brings the developer contribution to approximately 28% of the costs of
growth-related transportation infrastructure necessary to serve new development.

The Home Bullders Assoclation of Metropolitan Portland has asked the Board of County Commissloners and
the Washington County Coordinating Committee to consider options that would reduce charges during the
current economic down turn, The Homs Builders Association of Metropolitan Portland request has 3 major
issues.

A) Consider deferring TDT effective date and/or adjustments to the phasing plan.

B) Consider adjustments to the “grandfathering” provision to Include approved plats which are currently

not being built because of the economy.
C) Consider reducing fees for Transit Oriented Development (TOD’s) based on the number of trips they
are projected to eliminate.

On the following page is a summary of options for the WCCC to consider. Attached on the fol(owing pages is

a discussion of each of the issues.

Depgrtment of Land Use & Transportation o Planning Division
155 N. First Avenue, Suite 350-14, Hillsboro, OR 972143072 ~
phone: (503),84@3964 s fax: (503) 846-4412



Recommendaﬂons

Request A
The WCCC TAC recommends that the WCCC select from among the following optlons for delaying
or discounting the TDT effective July 1, 2009.

1,

2
3.
4,
5

Existing / No Change

Delay Effective Date 6 months until January 1, 2010

Delay Effective Date 1 year until July 1, 2010

Implement TDT Effective July 1, 2009, but 10% discount for first year
Implement TDT Effective July 1, 2009, but 20% discount for first year

Request B
The WCCC TAC recommends the WCCC select from-among the following options for addressing
the transition provisions of the TDT and residential development.

1.
2,

. 3.

. No change: do not change the ordinance.

Allow all residential to be eligible: This option would allow all existing resident(al fots to
continue to pay TIF until July 1, 2012,

Establish time frame eligibility for residential: Allow any residential plat created within
certain dates to be eligible for the transition provision of the TDT. For example, any plat
created between July 1, 2006, and July 1, 2009.

3b. Establish time frame ehglbxllty for residential plus: Allow any residential plat created within

certain dates to be eligible and add a growswn that would allow any residential property

ith preliminary land 1isa

Request C

1.

Because the WCCC TAC found that there are several reasons to not pursue a fee

reduction / credit for Transit Oriented Development, the WCCC TAC recommends that
WCCC discuss weather or not to pursue this idea.

If the WCCC does want to pursue this idea further the WCCC TAC recommends that the
WCCC:

A. Direct staff to focus analysis on rate reduction options for'certain development and
not consider revisions to the credit rules.
B. Direct staff to evaluate different types of transit oriented dlstncts for incentives for

transit oriented development, and the affects such incentives may have. .
C.  Direct staff to work jointly with the WCCC TAC and the Planmng Directors to
identify further direction on this sub]eci
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